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Abstract

What are we? What canwe survive? According to animalism, we are animals, and so can survive
whatever the animals that we are can survive. I argue that animalism ought to be considered a
default view, before turning a critical eye towards certain hypothetical cases that are often taken
to threaten it. The judgments about these cases that are thought to have anti-animalist import
are then revealed to rest on widespread but under-examined assumptions concerning certain as-
pects of the nature ofmind, most notablymental realisation and psychological continuity. These
assumptions are shown to be unmotivated, leaving us with no reason to abandon animalism.
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Introduction

This is a thesis on our nature: on what we are, and what we can survive. It is a contribution to
what is commonly referred to as ‘the personal identity debate’, but which I will refer to as ‘the
metaphysics of the human self ’.1 And its focus is on the view known as ‘animalism’, a viewwhose
content is more or less exhausted by the simple claim that we are animals.

Despite its status as an apparent truism, many philosophers reject animalism, for they take
sufficiently careful reflection on various aspects of our minds or mental lives to generate insu-
perable difficulties for the view. The purpose of this thesis is to argue that this has yet to be
shown, and that we therefore have no reason to reject animalism. In the course of arguing for
this, I attempt to clarify our thinking on certain relevant aspects of mind, and argue that some
questionable assumptions concerning these aspects have had an unwarranted influence on the
debate over our nature, preventing the consideration of theoretical options which are not only
plausible in and of themselves, but which hold the promise of resolving some of the deep ten-
sions at the heart of this debate.

The supposed difficulties for animalism are typically brought out via consideration of vari-
ous hypothetical cases. In what follows, I focus on what I take to be themost problematic cluster
of cases for animalism. This cluster consists of a range of diachronic scenarios that, in the con-
temporary literature, tend to be built around certain surgical interventions, namely cerebrum
removals and transplants. Such procedures are typically imagined to generate problems for an-
imalism because they are taken by many to be capable of bringing it about that a human being
survives in the absence of the animal they might otherwise have been taken to be. And the basis
on which these cases are taken to involve the survival of a human being is that they are thought
to preserve that human being’s mind or prolong its mental life. In response, I articulate what I
take to be some largely unexplored responses to such cases that call into question the orthodox
conception of the consequences that such procedures would have for the mind or mental life of
a human being subjected to them.

At its heart, the response to cerebrum removal cases involves identifying an understanding

1With a hat tip to Rory Madden (2015).
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introduction

of the claim that one’s cerebrum realises one’s mind or mental life which does not entail that an
isolated yet functioning cerebrum would support mentality. I will argue that, given the availab-
ility of this understanding, we have no good reason to attribute mentality to anything in such
cases, and so there are no good grounds for taking them to involve the preservation of a human
being’s mind. It follows that the cases pose no threat to animalism.

The response to transplant cases, on the other hand, involves drawing a distinction between
the thought that such procedures might succeed in preserving or transferring the qualitative
form of a mind or mental life, on the one hand, and the thought that such procedures might
succeed in preserving or transferring the particular-involving aspects of a mind or mental life,
on the other. I will suggest that its is only the first of these that is licensed by certain assumptions
concerning the role that the brain and/or the cerebrum plays in determining the nature of one’s
mental life, and yet it is the latter that is required in order for such cases to pose a threat to
animalism. Once these two claims are brought clearly into view, I will argue, the supposed
threat to animalism from such cases can be seen to dissipate.

The central thrust of the thesis, then, is that these kinds of cases are only thought to generate
problems for animalism because certain non-mandatory assumptions concerning realisation
and the particularity of mind have led to a distorted and somewhat myopic view of what can
plausibly be said about the mental facts in such cases.

This work is split over five chapters. In chapter 1, I clarify the nature of the debate over
the metaphysics of the human self, characterising both animalism and certain other views con-
cerning our nature in some detail. I then defend the claim that animalism should be taken to
be a default view, and discuss some of the arguments for animalism that have appeared in the
literature. I end by identifying the shape that an argument against animalism must take.

In chapter 2, I provide the framing for the rest of the discussion, which revolves around the
conflict between three apparently plausible claims: that I am this animal; that I must go where
my mind goes; and that it is not the case that this animal must go where my mind goes. I argue
that the third of these claims can only be supported by identifying cases in which my mind
goes somewhere but this animal does not, but that it can be questioned whether we have any
good grounds for thinking that the most plausible candidates for such cases really are ones in
which my mind goes somewhere. I provide some background on the relevant literature on the
conflict between these claims, and clarify how we are to understand the the language in which
the discussion is framed.

In chapter 3 I present the key cases on which the discussion will focus—namely, Removal
and Transplantation—and identify an important difference between the ways in which I charac-
terise these cases and the ways in which such cases are typically characterised in the literature:
whereas my characterisations do not stipulate any mental facts, those that appear in the liter-
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ature typically do. I exploit this difference in order to distinguish between certain importantly
different judgments that one could make concerning the mental facts in Removal and Trans-
plantation, and defend the decision to focus on non-mentally-loaded cases against a potential
objection.

In chapter 4, I begin by granting a certain important assumption, congenial to anti-
animalists, concerning the mental facts in the key cases. I then consider a range of possible
lines of thought which might be taken to support positive judgments concerning the mental
facts in these cases, make the case that thoughts concerning realisation and the particularity of
mind are doing the most important work in supporting such judgments. I then provide the
responses outlined above, and argue that, despite the assumption that was granted, there is no
good reason to think that my mind goes somewhere in these cases.

Finally, in chapter 5, I offer some concluding remarks, and sketch a way in which the mater-
ials of the previous chapter, which were used merely to defend animalism, might be leveraged
into a positive argument for the view.
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1 | TheMetaphysics of the Human Self

What are we? What can we survive? These are the two questions at the heart of what I shall call
the metaphysics of the human self. According to the view known as ‘animalism’, we are animals.
If so, it follows that we can survive exactly what the animals that we are can survive. To accept
this view is therefore to take a stand on themetaphysics of the human self, for it provides a partial
answer to each of our two questions. In this thesis, I will be defending this stand.

The purpose of the present chapter is identify the commitments of animalism and to locate
its place in the debate over our nature (§1.2); to argue that animalism should be taken to be
a default view (§1.3); to outline the main arguments for animalism that have appeared in the
literature (§§1.4.1–1.4.2); and to identify the shape that an argument against animalism would
have to take (§§1.4.3–1.4.4). But first, I will discuss how to interpret the questions with which we
began, and how I will be approaching the metaphysics of the human self.

1.1 The Human Self

The questions with which we began—What are we? What can we survive?—are posed in the
first-person plural. ‘We’, here, is clearly intended to refer to some range of human beings; and
given that I am the one posing the questions, this range must include me.1 The phrasing of the
questions presupposes that there are correct answers to be given that will apply to us all. But I
take this to be a reasonable presupposition. So, in my mouth, and in this context, ‘we’ can be
taken to collectively refer to every human being that is a thing of the same basic kind asme. And
I will simply assume that you, the reader, are a human being that is of the same basic kind as me.
Indeed, I will assume that every conscious human being is a thing of the same basic kind as me.
Given these assumptions, ‘we’ can be taken to collectively refer to, at least, you, me, and every
other conscious human being.

1I will not attempt to define ‘human being’, but it is intended to be somewhat metaphysically neutral. It seems
to me plausible that our grip on which things we are talking about when we use personal pronouns to talk about
ourselves is prior to our grip on any particular characterisation of these things, and that our grip on what ‘human
being’ means is probably best explicated by simply saying: a human being is one of us.
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chapter 1. the metaphysics of the human self

Thequestion, ‘What arewe?’, should be understood as equivalent to the question, ‘What kind
of thing are we?’. And the question, ‘What can we survive?’, should be understood as equivalent
to the question, ‘What can things of our kind survive?’. It is only when interpreted in these ways
that the questions have their intended import, and are connected in the intended way. While I
may be a nuisance, ‘A nuisance’ is not an answer to the question, ‘What kind of thing am I?’, at
least not in a sense that is anything more than playful. Being a nuisance is not a matter of being
a thing of a certain kind. It is merely a matter of being a certain way. This is reflected in the
fact that there is no general answer to the question of what nuisances can survive. For any given
nuisance, it depends on what kind of thing that particular nuisance is.

I am speaking of the project of answering these questions as the metaphysics of the human
self. But ‘self ’ is a vexed word. It has a multitude of distinct, albeit related, uses. As I shall use it,
to be a self is just to be a subject. And to be a subject, or a self, is just to have the capacity to be
in conscious states or to undergo conscious episodes (whether perceptual, cognitive, agentive,
or otherwise.)2

Some subjects of experience have the capacity to think about themselves. You and I are
among their number. On the present understanding of ‘self ’, when any such being asks or thinks
about ‘the nature of the self ’, it is plausible that it is asking or thinking about its own nature, and
about the nature of things of the same basic kind as itself. To ask about the nature of one’s self,
then, is just to ask about the nature of oneself. Because we are all human, and because we are all
things of the same basic kind, for us to ask about the nature of ‘the human self ’ is simply for us
to ask about our shared nature.

Sometimes ‘self ’ is used as a word for a restricted range of subjects of experience, namely
ones whichmeet some furthermental condition. This conditionmay be engaging in first-person
thought, or having episodic memories, or maintaining a narrative about oneself, or having the
capacity to do any of these things, or something else besides. Other times, ‘self ’ is used not to
refer to things that are a certain way mentally, but rather to refer to the (kinds of) conceptions
that certain subjects have of themselves. This is to use the word ‘self ’ in order to pick out what
I would call a ‘self-conception’. Other times still, when people speak of the nature of ‘the self ’,
and the conditions for its existence, what they really have in mind is the nature of the property
being a self (on one of the other understandings of ‘self ’), and the conditions required for this
property to be instantiated. There is nothing necessarily wrong with speaking in any of these

2This characterisation is, roughly, due to Peacocke (2014, p. 42).
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1.1 the human self

ways.3 But I will not be doing so.⁴
The metaphysics of the human self seeks to provide an account of our nature. Any account

of our nature, however partial, will go some way towards identifying the kind of thing that each
of us is an instance of. Given the close connection between the kind of thing that something
is an instance of, and, at least when that thing is a continuant, what that thing can survive, any
account of our nature will also go some way towards identifying what each of us can survive, or
towards articulating our persistence conditions.

Already, what has been said reflects certain substantial assumptions. I will now identify
three key assumptions that I will be making in this thesis, and which I will not be arguing for.

The first assumption is what I will call the conditional self-reference rule for the first-person.
According to the conditional self-reference rule, first-personal elements of thought and talk refer
to, or are about, their producers, if they are about anything at all. So a use of ‘I’ in speech refers
to the speaker, if anything. And an occurrence of the first-person concept in thought refers
to its thinker, if anything. First-person words and concepts are essentially devices of reflexive
reference.⁵

The second assumption is the falsity of ‘no subject’ or ‘no ownership’ views of mentality. The
assumption here is simply that any mental state or episode must have a subject. In fact I will
assume something stronger: that mental states or episodes are necessarily had their subjects,
in the sense that a given mental state or episode, with a given subject, could not have existed
without having that subject. A particular mental state or episode is to be thought of as a matter
of a particular subject being some appropriate way, or undergoing (either passively or actively)
an appropriate change.⁶

The third assumption is the correctness of a certain framework for thinking about worldly
particulars. To accept this framework is to hold, as Mike Martin puts it,

that there are some privileged classifications of individuals, […] and that our talk of what

3While there is nothing wrong with it, one must take care. For these ways of speaking can be misleading. If one
has in mind self-conceptions, for example, one must not move from claims about one’s self (or the self) to claims
about oneself (or the things that have selves.) That my self-conception is a mental construction does not imply that
I am a mental construction, any more than the fact that my conception of the Eiffel Tower is a mental construction
implies that the Eiffel Tower is a mental construction. This kind of slip is in fact more common than one might have
expected, particularly in non-philosophical work on ‘the self ’. (See the first paragraph of the introduction to a recent
collection on the self in neuroscience and psychiatry, by Kircher andDavid (2003, p. 1), for a representative example.)
I suspect that this reflects a latent intention to use the phrase ‘my self ’ to refer to oneself. Insofar as there is such a
latent intention, then my claim in the text is false, and there is something wrong with using ‘self ’ in some of the ways
mentioned.

⁴Olson (1998) provides a useful discussion of some of the various and occasionally confused ways in which the
word ‘self ’ gets employed. To get a sense of the breadth of this variety, see Strawson (1999, p. 100), who lists twenty-five
different notions of ‘the self ’, none of which is identical to the notion he employs.

⁵Cf. Evans 1982, ch. 7; Madden forthcoming(b); O’Brien 2007, ch. 4; Rumfitt 1994.
⁶Cf. Frege 1956, p. 299; Strawson 1959, ch. 3.
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chapter 1. the metaphysics of the human self

is essential to a given individual tracks our understanding of the kind of thing it is. […]
[E]ntities (both objects and events) can be classified by species and genus; for all such en-
tities there is a most specific answer to the question, ‘What is it?’ […] [T]here is a unique
answer to this question which gives its most specific kind; it tells us what essentially the
[object or] event or episode is. In being a member of this kind, it will thereby be a member
of other, more generic, kinds as well. It is not to be assumed that for any description true
of [an individual], there is a corresponding kind under which the [individual] falls.

(Martin 2006, p. 361)

I will sometimes speak of a thing’smost specific kind as its fundamental or basic kind. To say that
x is some way essentially or fundamentally is just to say that being that way is part of what it is to
be a thing of x’s basic kind. And to speak of a thing’s nature or essence is simply to speak of the
ways it is essentially or fundamentally.⁷ A full specification of a x’s nature, a complete accounting
of the ways that x is essentially or fundamentally, would constitute a complete specification of
what it is to be a thing of the basic kind to which x belongs.

Further to this basic classificatory structure, though, is a conception of ordinarymaterial ob-
jects as continuants: things that come into being, remain in existence, survive through changes,
and go out of existence, all according to their nature. A full specification of the nature of a given
continuant will determine an answer to the question of what things of its basic kind can survive,
in the following way: such things can survive all and only those possible changes that are com-
patible with their remaining things of that kind. So there is an interdependence between our
two questions. For if x is essentially F, then if φ-ing would cause x to cease being F, x cannot
survive φ-ing. And if x cannot survive φ-ing because φ-ing would cause x to cease being F, then
x is essentially F.⁸ These questions therefore provide two perspectives on, or routes into, same
basic issues.⁹

I will not be assuming that ‘self ’, or even ‘human self ’, corresponds to any species or genus,
nor that either term is, or is equivalent to, a term generated by placing a restriction on any kind
term; though to fail to assume this is not to rule it out. For what is at issue in the metaphysics of
the human self is precisely what our basic or fundamental kind is, what it is to be a thing of this
kind, and what it is that things of this basic or fundamental kind can survive.

⁷For more on essence, see, e.g., Fine 1994, 1995.
⁸I assume that if x cannot survive φ-ing, then there is at least one F such that x cannot survive φ-ing because φ-ing

would cause x to cease being F. I also assume that it is never true that x cannot survive φ-ing because φ-ing would
cause x to cease to exist, on the basis that these are not distinct claims. Clearly, the ‘because’ in these statements is
not causal; it is what some now call the ‘because’ of grounding. For discussion of grounding, see, e.g., the essays in
Correia and Schnieder 2012.

⁹This kind of framework has been articulated and defended at length by Wiggins (1967, 1980, 1995, 2001, 2012),
and is sometimes characterised as being broadly Aristotelian. But the basic thought that material objects are to be
thought of as continuants of specific kinds falls far short of any of the distinctive theses concerning our nature that
might be associated with either Aristotle or Wiggins. The aspects of the framework that are being assumed amount
to no more than what is presupposed by the naïve or ordinary understanding we have of the questions with which
we began.
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1.2 animalism and other views

1.2 Animalism and Other Views

The purpose of this section is to characterise animalism and certain other views, chiefly among
them neo-Lockeanism. I will discuss each in turn.

1.2.1 Animalism

Animalism is the view that we are animals.1⁰ Or at least, that is how I have introduced it, and that
it how it is often characterised. But there are other formulations. Sometimes it is simply clarified
that this is intended to be equivalent to the claim that each of us is numerically identical to, or
one and the same thing as, an animal. Sometimes it is made a little more specific, and rendered
as the claim that we are human animals, or members of the species homo sapiens. I will assume
that if we are animals, thenwe are human animals, ormembers of the species homo sapiens. And
the implication in the other direction is obvious. So I will switch between these formulations
freely.11

Another formulation, however, contains a difference I want to draw attention to, as it will
help to clarify exactly what I take animalism to be. This is the claim that we are essentially or
fundamentally animals. Given what was said above, this is to say that being an animal is part of
what it is to be a thing of our basic kind. And this goes beyond the claim that we are animals. I
therefore take it to go beyond animalism.

It is important to recognise, though, that, whilst the claim that we are animals and the claim
that we are fundamentally animals are distinct, answering the question ‘What are we?’ with the
claim that we are animals implicitly commits to both. For the question is understood as asking

1⁰The name ‘animalism’ comes from Snowdon (1991, p. 109). I take Snowdon (1990, 1991, 1995, 2014) and Olson
(1995, 1997a,b, 2003a,b, 2007, 2015a) to be, as it were, the standard bearers for animalism, although I would, perhaps
controversially, count Wiggins (1980, 2001) as an equally central figure, despite his changing views on our nature
being, in some ways, relatively heterodox. The material in this section is heavily indebted to the work of all three,
and I will not attempt to identify every point which can be traced to their work. But see also, e.g., Árnadóttir 2010,
2013; Ayers 1991; Carter 1989, 2002;Madden 2015, forthcoming(a); McDowell 1997, 2006;Merricks 2001; van Inwagen
1990, 2007; and, perhaps, Williams 1973a.

In this section, as elsewhere, I will write about what animalism is. But really, I am writing about what animalism
should be taken to be, or to amount to, given the reasons that are taken to support it, and given that ‘we are animals’
counts as its standard expression. This is, in part, to make claims about how we can best give expression to the basic
and central motivations underlying the views of those who have claimed to be animalists. It is not, therefore, merely
to make claims about how the word ‘animalism’ should be used. Though it is that, too—and no less important for it.

11But what is an animal, or a human animal? Speaking generically, animals are organisms with life, sensation
and voluntary motion. (This is, at any rate, essentially what the first entry in the Chambers Dictionary definition of
‘animal’ tells us.) And, again speaking generically, human animals are organisms with a particular form of life, that
enjoy particular forms of sensation and engage in particular forms of voluntary motion. We could elaborate these
sketchy claims with relative ease. Many interesting and true things can be said both about animals and about human
animals, when speaking generically. But to say what it is to be an animal, or a human animal, is a difficult task. I will
simply assume that our grasp on what it is to be an animal, and on what it is to be a human animal, is good enough
to be getting along with.
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chapter 1. the metaphysics of the human self

‘What kind of thing are we?’ And the claim that we are animals can only be a correct answer
to this question if ‘animal’ denotes a kind of thing. But if ‘animal’ denotes a kind of thing, then
animals must be fundamentally animals. So if the claim that we are animals is a correct answer
to the question, then we must be fundamentally animals.

Note that this reveals answering the ‘What (kind of thing) are we?’ question with ‘We are
animals’ to commit one to something that is in fact not only stronger than the claim that we are
animals, but also stronger than the claim that we are fundamentally animals. For this latter claim
permits it to be false that all animals are fundamentally animals, while the claim that ‘animal’
denotes a kind does not. And in fact, even if it is true that all animals are fundamentally animals,
this still falls short of the claim that ‘animal’ denotes a kind; for being an animal may simply be
a part of what it is to be a thing of any of the basic kinds to which all animals belong.

Given that the claim that we are animals, in the context of an enquiry driven in part by
the question ‘What are we?’, will naturally be read as having the implication that we are funda-
mentally animals, we might do well to look for an alternative expression of the view that lacks
it. Below, I will provide just such an articulation of the basic animalist commitment. Not only
will this formulation discourage us from inadvertently reading more into animalism that it is
strictly committed to, it will also, as I bring out in §1.3, pave the way for an articulation of the
basic reasons we have for accepting animalism, reasons which serve to qualify it as a default
view.

All of that said, I do, nevertheless, think that we ought to accept that ‘animal’ denotes a kind,
and so we ought to accept that that animals are fundamentally animals. I do so for the following
reason. Suppose, as seems plausible, that we take being an animal to require being made of
at least some organic material. Now suppose, perhaps per impossibile, that it turns out to be
possible to transform an animal into something made entirely of inorganic material without
destroying it. Would we take this to show than an animal can cease to be an animal? Or would
we take it to show that being made of at least some organic material is not a necessary part of
what it is to be an animal? I am inclined to accept the latter. And I take this to reflect the fact
that our overriding intention is to use ‘animal’ to denote a kind.

If this is right, then the situation might be something like this. There are certain things that
we classify as belonging to a common kind, and this kind we label ‘animal’. We might generally
suppose that being at least partly composed of organic material (say) is part of what is is to be a
thing of this kind. But if so, this supposition will have been guided by our understanding of the
things which we have classified as belonging together. That is, we will have made the suppos-
ition precisely because we will have taken all of these things to be incapable of such inorganic
transformation. But then it follows that if we were to discover that these things can come to be
composed of inorganic material, this would be to discover that we were wrong about what it is
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1.2 animalism and other views

to be a thing of the kind to which they belong, not that we were wrong to take them to belong
to that kind. After all, we have no route to the kind except through the things which we take
to belong to it. As long as our classification is sensitive to some shared nature, a shared nature
in virtue of which we are correct to classify these things together, what it is to be a thing of the
kind animal is just what it is to be a thing of the relevant kind to which those things that we
call ‘animals’ belong—the relevant kind, here, being the kind, however general, to which this
classification is sensitive.12 On this understanding, accepting the claim that animals are funda-
mentally animals is not so much a metaphysical commitment as it is a semantic or conceptual
commitment. For it requires no specific commitments concerning the properties involved in
being an animal, nor concerning the roles that any of the properties that we currently associate
with being an animal play in determining the persistence conditions of the things that we take to
be animals. It commits only to a certain view about our referential intentions, and about what a
continuation of our current practice that respected or remained consistent with those intentions
would look like in certain hypothetical scenarios.

In the context of the the debate over the metaphysics of the human self, however, this is not
a universally shared assumption. Mark Johnston (2007), for example, rejects the claim that all
animals are fundamentally animals. Moreover, I do not think that the rejection of this claim
undermines either animalism or the central motivations for animalism. So it is important to
look for an alternative expression of the view of the kind mooted above, one which is less likely
to be read as having this implication in the present context.

Such an expression is, in fact, easy to come by. But it is also easily overlooked when one’s
mind is engaged in solitary thought. So imagine you and I are together, face to face. Here is how
I might then give expression to the kind of commitment that is basic to animalism: I am this
animal, and you are that animal. And so, while there are too many of us for this to be possible,
imagine we are all somewhere together, more or less in view of each other. Then I could give
expression to the single commitment that is characteristic of animalism by saying: we are these
animals. This, of course, implies that we are animals. And presumably, if we are animals, thenwe
are these animals. So we can treat the claims that we are animals and that we are these animals
as equivalent.13

12Of course, it is always a possibility that we might come to deny that a certain range of things which we took to
be of a common kind really are of a common kind. This might involve finding out that some of the things, which
were taken to belong with the others in virtue of being taken to be a certain way, are not in fact that way, and so
should not be taken to belong with the others after all. Or it might involve finding out that the whole range of things,
while generally being the way(s) we took them to be, are in the final analysis different enough in nature to resist co-
classification. Or it might involve something else besides. (All of this should be familiar to readers of Kripke (1980)
and Putnam (1975).) These possibilities do not affect anything said in the text. I am just assuming that such issues
will not arise in the case of these animals.

13But, in part for reasons that will emerge in §1.3, I take the demonstrative formulation to give cleaner expression

23
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It is important to note that ‘We are these animals’ is not a direct answer to the ‘What are we?’
question. Or rather, taking both the claim that we are animals and the claim that we are these
animals to answer this question involves equivocating on ‘what’. For the claim that we are these
animals does not answer the question, ‘What kind of thing are we?’ It instead answers the ques-
tion, ‘Which things are we?’ However, this does not undermine its bearing on the metaphysics
of the human self. For it does imply an answer to the ‘What (kind of thing) are we?’ question,
namely: we are things of the same kind as these animals. And indeed, it implies something
concerning the best answer to the ‘What are we?’ question, namely: we are things of the same
fundamental kind as these animals.1⁴

I said above that animalism provides a partial answer to each of our two questions.. We can
now see just how partial those answers are. It is not that animalism per se does not purport to
tell us what our most specific kind is, telling us instead some genus under which we fall. It is
rather that it does not purport to tell us anything direct or categorical about our nature. What
it purports to tell us is merely that answers to an enquiry into our nature and answers to an
enquiry into the nature of these animals must go hand in hand; for these are, in a sense, one and
the same enquiry.

Interpreted in this way, we canmakemore sense of the occasional insistence from animalists
that ‘We are animals’ is supposed to express a (plural) identity claim, and that the ‘are’ in this
claim is supposed to be the ‘are’ of identity.1⁵ For on the face of it, the ‘are’ in the claim that we
are animals is the ‘are’ of predication, not the ‘are’ of identity.1⁶ But if we recognise that the basic
thought to which they are intending to give voice is the claim that we are these animals, then we
can regard this as simply a slip. For ‘We are these animals’ is a (plural) identity claim, and the
‘are’ in this claim is the ‘are’ of identity. It is only in the light of this formulation of animalism,
it seems to me, that the sometime insistence just mentioned becomes entirely comprehensible.
And this reveals, I want to suggest, that the view does have at its heart a thought about identity,
rather than nature. The claim that we are animals, then, previously considered the canonical
expression of the animalist thesis, is simply an immediate consequence of that thought that

to the thoughts that underlie the view.
1⁴Note that the claim that we are essentially or fundamentally these animalsmust be false, given the understanding

of ‘essentially’ and ‘fundamentally’ at work here. This is so not because it will be false that I am necessarily this animal,
but because being this animal is not a part of what it is to be a thing of my basic kind. If one prefers to use the words
in such a way that it is true to say that I am essentially or fundamentally this animal, I have no objection. But then
one must be careful not to move from the claim that x is essentially or fundamentally this or that F to the claim that
x is essentially or fundamentally an F (i.e. to the claim that the property being an F is a part of x’s nature.)

1⁵The point is normally made concerning the singular ‘am’ or ‘is’, with the relevant formulation of animalism being
something like ‘I am an animal’, or ‘a human person is an animal’. But talk of the ‘am’ or ‘is’ of identity, or predication,
or constitution, should immediately carry over to talk of the ‘are’ of identity, or predication, or constitution.

1⁶While natural, this is, at least since Russell (1905, 1919), controversial. But see, e.g., Fara 2001 for a defence. Cf.
Olson 2015b, pp. 93–94.
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1.2 animalism and other views

drives the view, rather than an expression of the thought itself. And of course it makes sense
that this non-demonstrative formulation would acquire the status of being the view’s canonical
expression. For in writing, the demonstrative formulation is somewhat unnatural. What I am
calling ‘these animals’ are not, after all, present to be demonstrated. I shall, however, be making
extensive use of this kind of formulation in what follows. Indeed, I shall treat the claim that we
are these animals as the canonical formulation of the view.

Some have worried that ‘We are animals’ might constitute an inadequate formulation of the
animalist commitment, either because it is unclear exactly what the extension of ‘we’ should be,
or because ‘are’ is supposedly ambiguous, or because some who should be counted as animalists
may never have met you and me, and so cannot be credited with holding the view that we are
animals.1⁷ If well motivated, these worries would in principle carry over to the demonstrative
formulation.1⁸ I hope that what has been said above suffices to allay or sidestep any such worries.

Still, while this will not go beyond what has already been said, I want to briefly reiterate the
simple lines of thought that lead one from claims about one’s own position, or our collective
position, to claims with the appropriate general import to begin addressing our questions, as
this will serve to reinforce the nature of the animalist commitment.1⁹ The two lines of thought
I have in mind can be summarised as follows:

I am this animal. So things of the same fundamental kind as me are of the same
fundamental kind as this animal.2⁰ And if so, then on the assumption that we are

1⁷The worry about ambiguity arises from the suggestion that ‘are’ can be read as expressing the ‘are’ of constitution.
Then one could claim that we are (these) animals whilemaintaining that we are not identical to (these) animals, on the
basis that we are simply constituted by (these) animals. I thinkOlson (2015b, pp. 88–91) says everything useful there is
to say about thisworry. As he points out, any alternative formulation intended to avoid the supposed ambiguity can be
paraphrased into something apparently equivalent but which includes an extra ‘are’, and which thereby reintroduces
the supposed ambiguity that was intended to be avoided. Which is to say that countenancing the ambiguity in this
context renders it inescapable. So I will generally follow Olson in eschewing use of the supposed ‘is’ of constitution,
at least when it is followed by a singular term. To those who want to invoke it in order to avoid having to deny the
claim that we are (these) animals, I make the following offer: if you agree not to make use of the ‘is’ of constitution,
I agree not to question your view on the grounds that it counts ‘we are animals’ as expressing a falsehood. (But note
that this would not preclude questioning such a view on the grounds that it denies that we are animals.)

That said, there are, I think, interesting things to say about the temptation towards this kind of move, which
seeks to protect our intuitions about which sentences can be used to express truths (in certain contexts) by, in effect,
alienating us from their truth conditions (in those contexts). For if our grasp on what makes certain sentences true
is so distorted, why think that we know them to be true at all? This kind of temptation is, it seems to me, surprisingly
common among contemporary metaphysicians. But I will not press the point.

1⁸For worries along these lines, see, e.g., Johansson 2007.
1⁹I will complicate this picture slightly in §1.3, by suggesting that expressing the animalist’s commitment in this

way rests on a presupposition, one which is universally shared, and which legitimises the use of the label ‘animalism’,
but which if questioned could in principle leave the animalist’s core commitment intact.

2⁰It is this claim that helps us to see why the worry that we might be unable to articulate a commitment shared
between animalists of different eras is misplaced. For if x and y are of the same fundamental kind, and if the animal
that each would pick out via ‘this animal’ (or its equivalent) is of the same fundamental kind, then, as long as each
accepts the claim that they would express via ‘Things of the same fundamental kind as me are of the same are of the
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chapter 1. the metaphysics of the human self

all of the same fundamental kind, together with the assumption that these animals
are all of the same fundamental kind, it follows that things of the same fundamental
kind as us are of the same fundamental kind as these animals. We are things of the
same fundamental kind as these animals.

We are these animals. And if so, then on the assumption that we are all of the
same fundamental kind, or on the assumption that these animals are all of the same
fundamental kind, it follows that things of the same fundamental kind as us are
things of the same fundamental kind as these animals. We are things of the same
fundamental kind as these animals.

That the canonical animalist commitment, and the two questions that frame the metaphysics of
the human self, are formulated in the first person plural reflects two facts: that we take ourselves
to be engaged in a shared enquiry, and that we take this enquiry to be into a shared nature.
These facts are likewise reflected in the two assumptions that appear in the passages above. If
these assumptions about our shared nature or about the shared nature of these animals turn
out to be false, then it might be that each of us ought to retreat to the claims that occur prior
to those assumptions in the passages above. That would not, I want to suggest, undermine the
central thoughts about identity that animalists are committed to, nor would it undermine the
idea that such commitments have some general import. For the rest of this thesis, however, the
assumption of a shared nature will be in place.

More could be said about different formulations of animalism, or at least some of the
different claims that have been labelled as ‘animalism’. Often, critics of animalism are criticising
something stronger that animalism itself, as it is understood here. But I will not attempt to run
through any alternative understandings. (Olson (2015b) provides a clear and useful discussion.)
I want now to outline some other views that concern the metaphysics of the human self.

1.2.2 Other Views

At least since Locke (1690), discussion of our two starting questions—What are we? What can
we survive?—has often assumed that we are essentially or fundamentally persons. This being

same fundamental kind as this animal’ (or its equivalent), there will be a clear sense in which they share a commit-
ment, for each will be assenting to a certain general claim concerning things of same two kinds. (So they agree at the
level of reference—the differences between their commitments are only at the level of sense.) Note, too, that, granted
the metaphysical framework within which we are operating, this claim concerning kinds is immediately implied by
the relevant identity claim (by an application of Leibniz’s Law.) So we can see that, for any range of subjects who are
of the same fundamental kind, as long as the animals in question are all of the same fundamental kind, all who both
accept this kind of framework and accept the claim that they would express via ‘I am this animal’ (or its equivalent)
will thereby share a commitment.
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1.2 animalism and other views

taken to answer to the first of our two questions, the subsequent debate has often focussed on
the question of what a person can survive, or on the persistence conditions of persons. And this
question has, in turn, typically been framed as a question about the conditions under which a
person at one time and a person at another time are identical. Unsurprisingly, then, it has been
standard to follow Locke in labelling the debate as one concerning ‘personal identity’.

Locke himself famously characterised a person as

a thinking intelligent being, that has reason and reflection, and can consider itself as itself,
the same thinking thing, in different times and places; which it does only by that conscious-
ness which is inseparable from thinking, and, as it seems to me, essential to it: it being
impossible for any one to perceive without perceiving that he does perceive.

(Locke 1690, bk. II, ch. 27, §9)

Locke took this ‘consciousness’, in fact a form of self-consciousness, not only to be constitutive
of personhood, but also to be wholly constitutive of personal identity. For he held that a person
at one time is identical to a person at some later time just in case, at that later time, the ‘con-
sciousness’ of latter extends to some of the actions or experiences that the former performed or
underwent at the earlier time. That is, he took episodic or personal memory to be constitutive
of personal identity.

Few agree with the details of Locke’s account. The problems with his view are well known,
and it is not my intention to rehearse them here.21 But many follow him in broad outline. I
will count as ‘Lockean’ any view which holds that ‘We are persons’ provides a correct answer
to the question, ‘What (kind of thing) are we?’, while holding that what it is to be a person is
to have certain mental properties. These may be properties of having certain mental capacities
or endowments, undergoing certain (kinds of) mental episodes, or engaging in certain (kinds
of) mental activities.22 Such Lockean views hold that ‘person’ denotes a kind, and that persons
are fundamentally persons. While there is disagreement over the nature of personhood among
those who hold such views, this disagreement is simply over which capacities, endowments,
episodes and activities are involved in being a person. But on any given understanding of what
this involves, to take ‘person’ to denote a kind is to take persons to have the relevant range of
mental properties essentially.23

I will also count as ‘Lockean’ any view which holds that there is a kind K such that ‘We are
Ks’ provides a correct answer to the question, ‘What (kind of thing) are we?’, and such that what

21Criticisms trace back to Butler (1736/1975) and Reid (1785/1975a,b). For more recent discussion, see, e.g., Ayers
1991; Flew 1951; Noonan 2003; Perry 1975b.

22Or, perhaps, disjunctive or cluster properties, whose disjuncts or cluster-members are properties of the kinds
mentioned in the text.

23Wiggins (1980, 2001) holds that ‘We are persons’ provides a correct answer to the question ‘What are we?’, but
ought not to count as a Lockean, because he does not hold that what it is to be a person is simply to have a certain
range of mental properties.

27



chapter 1. the metaphysics of the human self

it is to be a K is to have a certain mental properties. One arrives at a Lockean view of the kind
mentioned in the previous paragraph when one takes person to be such a kind. But Lockean
views may wish to hold on to (say) Locke’s characterisation of personhood, while denying that
‘person’ denotes a kind. Such a view could, for example, involve holding that ‘subject of ex-
perience’ denotes a kind, and that ‘We are subjects of experience’ provides a correct answer to
the ‘What are we?’ question, while maintaining that we are subjects of experience who are only
sometimes sufficiently mentally endowed so as to satisfy Locke’s characterisation of ‘person’.2⁴

This allows for a great deal of variation among Lockean views, both with respect to what
it is to be a thing of our fundamental kind, and with respect to what we can survive, or, as a
Lockean might put it, with respect to what is constitutive of personal identity. But it will be
useful to identify a slightly broader category of views, one which I will call ‘neo-Lockean’. This
is, of course, a standard term—but my usage may perhaps depart from the standard one.

I will count as ‘neo-Lockean’ any view which holds that there is a kind K such that ‘We
are Ks’ provides a correct answer to the question, ‘What (kind of thing) are we?’, and such that
being a K requires having certain mental properties. Obviously, if what it is to be a K is to have
certain mental properties, then being a K requires having certain mental properties. But the
reverse implication does not hold. So while any Lockean view will be a neo-Lockean view, a
neo-Lockean view might fail to be a Lockean view. For one might hold that what it is to be a
K outstrips having the relevant mental properties. As before, a neo-Lockean view might take
one such K to be person, and reject Locke’s characterisation of personhood; or it might deny
that person is such a K, and then either accept or reject Locke’s characterisation of personhood.
Clearly, neo-Lockean views must allow for at least as much variation as do Lockean views.2⁵

One can characterise Lockean views as views according to which our nature is mental, or
purely mental; and one can characterise neo-Lockean views as views according to which our
nature is at least partly mental.2⁶ Differences between Lockean and merely neo-Lockean views

2⁴Peacocke (2014, ch. 3), perhaps, defends a view along these lines.
2⁵There are certain views which might labelled ‘neo-Lockean’ by some, but which would not count as such on

this characterisation. I think that these views might better be called ‘quasi-Lockean’. And I would count as ‘quasi-
Lockean’ any view which holds that there is a kind K such that ‘We are Ks’ provides a correct answer to the question,
‘What (kind of thing) are we?’, and such that if a K has certain mental properties at some time, then, at any later time,
that K exists only if it has certain mental properties. Neo-Lockean views will therefore count as quasi-Lockean, but
quasi-Lockean views need not be neo-Lockean. For quasi-Lockean views in principle allow for the possibility of a
K coming into existence without mental properties. Such a view might hold that we come into existence without
any mental capacities, but once some are developed, we cannot lose them without ceasing to exist. Unger (1990,
pp. 5–7) takes his view to allow that we may be things of such a kind; Johnston (2007) seems to defend the claim
that we are things of such a kind (and indeed, takes both ‘human animal’ and ‘human being’ to denote this kind.)
(Such views therefore have the potential to sidestep what Olson (1997b) calls the ‘foetus problem’. But see that paper
for doubts about their coherence.) Most of the claims I will make about neo-Lockean views would apply equally to
quasi-Lockean views. But they are marginal enough that I stick to speaking of neo-Lockean views in the text.

2⁶The claim that our nature is purely mental is not the claim that our nature is immaterial; whether it has this
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may come out in, or by amplified by, the answers they give to the ‘What can we survive?’ ques-
tion, or in what they take to be constitutive of personal identity. For on the face of it, mere
neo-Lockean views might be able to draw on resources that are unavailable to Lockean views
when specifying the conditions under which a person at one time will be identical to some per-
son at a later time. But it is not always obvious whether views inspired by Locke are, in my
terms, Lockean or merely neo-Lockean.2⁷ Thankfully, this will not matter a great deal, as to
the extent that I will be considering neo-Lockean views, I will primarily be concerned with the
minimal neo-Lockean commitment according to which it is in our nature to have a range of
mental properties, or focussing on the views of certain particular neo-Lockeans. When I do
make any general statement about neo-Lockean views, however, this is not to be read as a state-
ment about mere neo-Lockean views alone, but rather as a statement about both Lockean and
mere neo-Lockean views.

Given the variation permitted by this characterisation of neo-Lockeanism, views that are
normally considered to be importantly distinct will be classified together. Amongst the views
that would count as neo-Lockean according to my characterisation are: dualist views, phenom-
enalist views, psychological or mental continuity based views, ‘thinking part’ views, and more
besides.2⁸ I do not mean to downplay the differences here, for they are real and significant. But
the classification reflects the fact that all of these views do have a significant common factor:
they all take our nature to be at least partly mental.

Could an animalist be a neo-Lockean? The answer to this question is clearly yes. For one
could hold that these animals are of a fundamental kind such that being a thing of that kind
requires having some range of mental properties. Such a view would perhaps strike many as
surprising, as it is often supposed that these animals predate, and can outlast, the presence of any
mental capacities or endowments. But if one were to deny this, then one could be an animalist

implication will depend on the nature of mind.
2⁷The question becomes particularly delicate once one contemplates accepting severe restrictions on what the

nature of mind permits. For it might be that a given set of commitments constitutes a merely neo-Lockean view
when set against a permissive account of the nature of mind, but constitutes a Lockean view when set against a
restrictive account of the nature of mind, because whether some given conditions that are held to be relevant to the
persistence of a person count asmentalmay depend onwhether continuousmentality per se is thought of as requiring
that these conditions bemet. But this just implies that the proper classification of views within a domainmay depend
on how certain basic philosophical questions that have a bearing on the possibilities within that domain are to be
settled. And I can see no real problem with that.

2⁸For dualist views, see, e.g., Foster 1979, 1991; Swinburne 1984. For phenomenalist views, see, e.g., Dainton 2008;
Dainton and Bayne 2006. For psychological or mental continuity based views, see, e.g., Baker 1999b, 2000; Peacocke
2014; Shoemaker 1984, 1997. For ‘thinking part’ views, see, e.g., McMahan 2002; Parfit 2012; Tye 2003. See also, e.g.,
Rovane 2006; Schechtman 1996, 2014; Strawson 2009. Note that some who are often classified as neo-Lockeans,
such as Lewis (1976), operate in a metaphysical framework that is alien enough to the one being assumed here that I
think it is simply misleading to classify them together with any of the others mentioned in this footnote. I will briefly
mention views that presuppose such frameworks below.
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and a neo-Lockean.2⁹ Could an animalist be a Lockean? Again, the answer is yes. This would
require thinking that these animals are of a fundamental kind such that what it is to be a thing
of that kind is to have a certain range of mental properties. And so it would, clearly, strike many
as even more surprising. But if one were to hold this, then one could be an animalist and a
Lockean.

Note that to be an animalist without being a neo-Lockean, one need not think that mentality
is somehow alien or external to the nature of these animals, even granted the assumption that it
is not a part of the nature of these animals to have a certain range of mental properties. For one
might hold that it is a part of the nature of these animals to have the potential to develop mental
capacities; or that it is part of the nature of these animals to be a thing of a kind the normal life
cycle ofwhich involves the development of certainmental capacities and endowments; and so on.
But having a nature with such aspects falls short of having any mental properties essentially.3⁰
More weakly, one might hold that the nature of these animals contains elements that make it
possible for these animals to havemental properties, elements which are absent from the natures
of many non-animate things, and whose absence renders it impossible for those non-animate
things to have mental properties. On such a view, the nature of these animals would have some
elements which play an important role in explaining how it is that these animals can come to
have the mental properties they do, and would to that extent support the claim that mentality is
not alien to their nature, despite again falling short of including any mental properties.

Could one be neither an animalist nor a neo-Lockean? Clearly one could. Oneway to occupy
such a position would involve holding that we are not these animals, while also holding that we
are things of a fundamental kind such that being a thing of that kind does not require having any
mental properties. For example, if one were to think that we aremere parts of these animals, and
one were to think that the relevant parts could exist without having any mental properties, then
one would be neither an animalist nor a neo-Lockean.31 But I know of no-one who accepts such

2⁹The possibility of combining a neo-Lockean view with animalism is often mooted, but rarely endorsed. See, e.g.,
Bailey 2015; Peacocke 2014; Shoemaker 1999.

3⁰Why do these not count as mental properties? After all, these are properties the specification of which makes
ineliminable reference to mentality. Well, this may be so, but it does not imply that they are mental properties. The
property of being an object of fear makes ineliminable reference to a mentality, but a rock could be an object of fear.
To this it might be objected that having the potential to develop mental capacities is not relational in the way that
being an object of fear is relational. Again, this is so. Still, it seems that there is an important distinction to be drawn
here. It is, however, extremely difficult to say exactly what it takes for a property to count as mental in a way that
will allow us to articulate this distinction. Here is a tentative suggestion. It is plausible that mentality is answerable
to consciousness in the following way: a property φ is mental only if, necessarily, if x has φ, then x is a subject (i.e.
has the capacity to be in conscious states or to undergo conscious episodes.) If so, then the property of having the
potential to develop mental capacities will not itself be a mental property, because (we may suppose) a thing might
have the potential to developmental capacities without yet having the capacity to be in conscious states or to undergo
conscious episodes. But nothing I say depends on this thought. All I require is that there is a distinction to be drawn.

31Nor would one be a quasi-Lockean. Cf. n. 25 above.
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a view.32 Alternatively, if one were to think that we are things coincident with these animals, and
one were to think that these coincident things could exist without being capable of sustaining
any mental capacities, then one would also be committed to a view of this kind. Again, I know
of no-one who accepts such a view.33 So while there is logical space for such views, I will set
them aside.

Other views that would count as neither animalist nor neo-Lockean are those that, in one
way or another, call into question either our reality or our status as things of a genuine kind,
sometimes by questioning the significance or import that our two questions are typically taken
to have. In this way, they undermine the project at the heart of the metaphysics of the human
self as it is understood here. (Johnston (2014), for example, considers the claim that we are,
as he puts it, ‘ontological trash’.) It is sometimes not clear whether such views are intended to
leave in place the general metaphysical framework which was assumed in §1.1, questioning only
our status (or only the status of certain macrophysical objects), or whether they are intended
to involve or motivate an alternative framework. But views that fall into this category might
include: conventionalist views, views according to which we are merely virtual or intentional
entities, ‘closest continuer’ views, nihilism, and perhaps more besides.3⁴ I find most such views
to be both difficult to make sense of and generally under-motivated. Again, then, I will set them
aside.

Finally, there are views that self-consciously reject the kind of metaphysical framework that
I have been assuming. Primarily I have inmind here so-called ‘four-dimensionalist’ views.3⁵ Of-
ten, the central difference identified between the framework within which four-dimensionalists
work and the present framework is that only the former take material objects to have temporal

32Though Olson (2007, ch. 4) critically discusses the view that we are brains.
33One might suspect that a ‘bodily continuity’ theorist should fall into this category. But I doubt that any such

theorist would deny that these ‘bodies’ are these animals. For on what grounds would they do so? Presumably,
on the grounds that these animals are essentially some way that is required to be an animal, whereas these ‘bodies’
are not essentially some way that is required to be an animal. But I am sceptical that any of the bodily-continuity
theorists would have accepted anything like this. Cf. Williams (1973a, p. 64), who, while speaking primarily of ‘bodies’,
indicates that he takes organisms to be (examples of) ‘bodies’. See also Ayers 1991.

A more plausible candidate is Unger (1990, pp. 5–7), who at least moots the possibility that there are now psycho-
logical requirements on our continued existence, due to the fact that we have become psychologically endowed, even
though we each originated without any mental properties. (This would be what I called a ‘quasi-Lockean’ view in
n. 25.) If there are no such psychological requirements on the continued existence of these animals, then it follows
that we are not these animals. But it is unclear, to me at least, precisely what Unger’s own attitude would be to this
claim concerning these animals.

3⁴For a conventionalist view, see, e.g., Braddon-Mitchell and Miller 2004. For views according to which we are
merely virtual or intentional entities, see, e.g., Bayne 2010, ch. 12; Dennett 1991, ch. 13, 1992. For a ‘closest continuer’
view, see, e.g., Nozick 1981. For a nihilist view, see, e.g., Unger 1979a,b.

3⁵The contemporary four-dimensionalist tradition is greatly indebted to Quine (1950, 1960/2013) and Lewis (1971,
1976, 1986). For a detailed and relatively recent presentation of four-dimensionalism, see Sider 2001. The label tends
to be used somewhat ambiguously. While those who labour under it share something of a common outlook, they
differ on a range of central metaphysical and semantic theses. For overviews, see Gallois 2015; Hawley 2015.
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parts.3⁶ Whether or not this is the central (or even an essential) difference, it is at least in part
because of this that four-dimensionalists typically find no use for the notion of a continuant (as
characterised above) when it comes to an accounting of the entities that populate the material
world. As I have already stated, however, I will not be defending my assumption of the present
metaphysical framework. So despite the fact that there is an enormous and rich literature both
on four-dimensionalism itself and on four-dimensionalist approaches to traditional metaphys-
ical problems—including, of course, issues concerning themetaphysics of the human self—I am,
in the present work, and once again, going to be setting such views aside.

For practical purposes, then, and granted the metaphysical framework within which we
are operating, there are no views of note that involve the rejection of both animalism and neo-
Lockeanism. So we can expect that whatever view of our nature we arrive at, it will entail either
that we are these animals, or that we have certain mental properties essentially, or both. But
what ought our view to be?

3⁶It is unclear, to my mind, whether this correctly locates what is fundamentally at issue; although what is funda-
mentally at issue certainly has something to do with the nature of temporal existence, as well as the nature of time.
Articulating the crux of the difference is beyond my capacity. But here is an attempt to characterise some of the more
superficial differences that nevertheless go beyond simple differences of doctrine.

Methodologically, four-dimensionalist approaches tend to avoid granting our concepts ofmaterial objects any kind
of autonomy or authority in metaphysics, sometimes denying their legitimacy outright. Symptomatically, one of the
effects of working within a four-dimensionalist framework is the transformation of certain apparently metaphysical
questions into semantic questions. Both of these features flow from a decision to settle the basic nature of all of the
objects that are going to be permitted to exist in advance, as it were, of a metaphysical inquiry that takes particularly
seriously the apparent specific differences between the objects we encounter. So four-dimensionalists decide what
basic entities they are going to recognise and what tools for ‘building up’ from these entities they will admit, and the
task then becomes one of employing our conception of the apparent objects of human experience, or of the manifest
image of the world, to guide a project of reverse engineering. This project involves attempting to use the permissible
entities and tools to construct a picture of a populated world that is as close to our prior conception of this world
as is possible, all while avoiding profligacy, provincialism, and arbitrariness, whether ideological or ontological, as
much as is possible. After approximating to our conception as closely as is possible via this reverse engineering,
the work that remains is essentially semantic, and involves explaining how it is that the claims about the world that
we ordinarily take to be correct can be understood as correctly describing a reality that corresponds to the picture
one has reverse engineered. (These semantic components of four-dimensionalist projects often constitute, I think,
manifestations of the tendency identified in n. 17 above.)

In contrast to all of this, one who adopts the present approach respects what we might call the world of human
experience, and sees a place still remaining in our investigations for a consideration of the objects that seem to face
us which takes seriously the prospect that the differences among these objects might be differences in basic nature
and kind, and which harbours no expectation that an approximation to the world of human experience arrived at via
a single set of basic entities and a restricted set of basic tools will ever generate a picture of the world that is anything
more than a shadow of what we already know it to be. This is all, of course, far too vague and picturesque, and
perhaps somewhat unfair or inaccurate. But I hope it successfully captures something of the difference in approach.

32



1.3 animalism as a default view

1.3 Animalism as a Default View

Animalism has risen to prominence, at least under that name, only in the last three and a half
decades. Prior to that, consideration of the claim that we are animals was surprisingly absent
from the bulk of the personal identity literature. That fact might seem to make the claim that
animalism is a default view too surprising to take seriously. But I want to suggest that this is not
so.

The claim that animalism is a default view has recently been defended by Paul Snowdon
(2014, ch. 4).3⁷ So I will begin by briefly summarising some of what he says.

Snowdondoes not explicitly statewhat it is for a view of ourselves to be a default view. But his
comments in defence of the claim that animalism is a default view suggest that he might accept
that something can be shown to be a default view concerning the metaphysics of the human self
in at least two ways: first, if it can be shown that its denial would strike us as “very odd”, such
that this “sense of oddity [would] need[] to be removed by argument” (p. 83); and second, if it
can be shown that that it is “an element in our extant self-conception” (p. 84), where our extant
self-conception is understood not to be everything that we currently hold to be true of ourselves,
but rather to constitute “our naïve sense of ourselves.” In either case, it is suggested that such a
view would then be one that we need argument to refrain from believing.

I ammyself uncertain exactly what it is, or what it takes, to be a default view, and I will not be
offering a precise characterisation here.3⁸ But suppose that something qualifies as a default view

3⁷In fact, he claims that it is the default view. I do not see what justifies the implied uniqueness, even within the
domain of the metaphysics of the human self. I do not see what justifies it even if it is read as implying uniqueness
only among some set of mutually exclusive options; for nothing guarantees that two inconsistent views will not have
equally good, and good enough, claims to be default views. (This would simply mean that we are, by default, in a
state of confusion.) So I will be sticking to the weaker claim.

3⁸Could we characterise a default view as a view that one needs a reason to deny? No. For in many cases, one
needs a reason to deny p and one needs a reason to deny ~p. Yet it surely cannot be that in every such case both p and
~p are default views. In many such cases, suspension of judgment is likely to be the default. Could we characterise
a default view as a view that one needs a reason not to accept? Again, no. For if one has good enough evidence that
a claim is true, then one requires a reason not to accept it. But it cannot be the case that every view for which one
has good enough evidence is a default view. Could we characterise a default view as a view that one needs no reason
to accept? I do not think so. For not only is in unclear what views would thereby qualify, if any, it also seems to be
true that in certain cases one can come to see that something is a default view precisely in virtue of an articulation of
certain reasons we (already) have to accept it. (As will become clear below, I take this to be the case with animalism.)
In such cases, it is unclear that in the absence of those reasons it would still be permissible for one to accept the view
in question.

It is natural to think that a default view ought to be a commitment we accept, or have reason to accept, in some
sense pre-theoretically. But then the difficulty we will face when it comes to identifying default views, just like the
difficulty we face when it comes to identifying the ‘naïve’ view in any domain, is that we all engage in theorising all
of the time. So while there may be pre-theoretical commitments in some sense, more or less nothing is held to be
true prior to all theorising. So we cannot simply think back, or even reason our way back, to what our commitments
were before we began to do so. Perhaps default views should be understood as those that would follow from, or have
a place either in, either an accurate articulation of the manifest image, or in a completed descriptive metaphysics.
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for us. Then I think we can expect at least three things to be true. First, that we ought to accept
the view in the absence of a reason to reject it. Second, that the denial of the view would deserve
to be called ‘revisionary’. And third, perhaps most importantly, that the rejection of the view
ought to be intellectually disruptive. That is to say, it ought to have an impact on our thinking
such that we no longer know what to say about a certain range of basic issues or claims with
respect to which we previously took ourselves to be knowledgable, and about which we find it
difficult to suspend judgment. It ought to be that, where we took ourselves to be on solid ground,
we now find—perhaps only temporarily, of course—that the ground is shifting. It should leave
us, in at least some respects, in a state of aporia. What I am trying to gesture at here is that the
result of rejecting a default view ought not to be mere acknowledged ignorance on some related
issues, but intellectual anxiety or agitation.3⁹ Conversely, I think we can expect that when a view
meets these conditions, it will qualify as a default view for us. These are just generic claims. But
I think they give us a firm enough grip on the notion for present purposes.

Snowdon considers several potential natural lines of thought in support of the claim that we
are animals, including an appeal to Ockham’s razor, an appeal to what he calls ‘linked unique
identities’ (cf. §1.4.1), and the simple claims that we are human beings and that human beings
are animals. But the consideration that he takes to favour the claim that animalism is a default
view involves an appeal to the “massive overlap” between the properties that feature in our con-
ceptions of ourselves and our conceptions of these animals. In particular, he identifies a range
of particular elements in our self-conceptions—concerning our “origins, history, material and
psychological properties, effects, social position, and prospects” (p. 83)—which he claims are
equally elements in our conceptions of these animals. We should, he suggests, be “impressed by
the fact that our basic, core, self-conception is so animal-like.” (p. 85)

I have no real objection to any of this. I am inclined to think that it articulates something
important, and that it does speak in favour of the claim that animalism is a default view. But I
do not think that it articulates the central reasons why we should take it to be so. These reasons,
I want to suggest, can be brought out by reflection on a certain very simple line of thought, one
which can go some way to explaining the apparent overlap that Snowdon points to, and which,
as will emerge in the following section, allows us to explain certain other aspects of the debate
over animalism.

The line of thought I have in mind is most easily articulated via the kind of demonstrative
formulations employed in §1.2.1, so that is how I will proceed. Imagine once again, then, that
we are face to face. Then I might give voice to the line of thought whose naturalness attests to

(Cf. Sellars 1962; Strawson 1959.) But these philosophical notions are difficult to get a precise grip on, so I will not
attempt to elucidate the notion of a default view by appeal to them here.

3⁹Of course, whether the rejection of a default view will have this kind of effect on a particular person may depend
on intellectual temperament and philosophical sensibility.
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animalism’s status as a default view as follows:

(1) I am this thing

(2) This thing is an animal

So:

(C) I am this animal

Essentially the same line of thought could be run in the second person by you, in the third person
by someone else, or in the first person plural by any one of us, with no loss of significance or
plausibility.⁴⁰

There is, I think, little to be said in favour of the claim that we already accept (1) and (2) other
than noting their apparent obviousness. That is, taken individually, they seem to be truistic.⁴1
Taken together, however, (1) and (2) appear to straightforwardly imply (C).⁴2

To say that (1) and (2) appear to imply (C) is to say that ‘this thing’, as it occurs in (1) and (2),
does not appear to be equivocal. And what this shows is that, as I will put it, we take there be to
a single salient object here. We take it that there is a single salient object where this thing is.

In fact, this is not quite right, as there are, quite obviously, multiple salient objects here, even
on the most naïve characterisation of the things where I am. For my arms, legs, head, eyes,
face, surface, etc., are all objects, and are all salient objects. Still, I think that there is a plausible
claim to be made out here, and that it can be made out as follows: we take there the be a single
primarily salient object here, where an object is primarily salient if it is not saliently a part of
another salient object. In what follows, I will stick to speaking of our taking it that there is single
salient object. But this should be read as our taking it that there is a single primarily salient
object here.⁴3

⁴⁰And there are other possible articulations. For example: this is me; this is an animal; so I am this animal. It
seems to me that there is little to choose between these formulations.

⁴1As just noted, (1) has, in my mouth, presumably the same status as ‘You are that thing’, directed at me, has in
yours. To claim that I am not this thing is not unintelligible. But what would one appear to be claiming if one were
to claim this? Why would one claim it? There will be answers to these questions—the denial conjures up thoughts of
dualism or transcendence—but I doubt that these answers would undermine the claim that, prior to their being given,
(1) commands our assent. (2), for its part, seems to be a commonplace of our contemporary, somewhat scientifically
informed worldview.

⁴2To correctly represent its logical form, however, one would need to invoke the correct logic of demonstratives,
whatever that may happen to be. (Cf. Kaplan 1977.) So I will not attempt to represent its logical form here.

⁴3An obvious question that these claims will be met with is: what is salience? But I think it would be a mistake
to demand anything like an account of salience prior to accepting the claims being made in the text. For we have
a notion of an object being salient or not. (The SOED defines ‘salient’ as: “Projecting above or beyond a surface or
outline, jutting out; prominent, noticeable, conspicuous; […] standing out or prominent in consciousness.”) So there
can be no objection to the claim that we can have beliefs about what is salient, or about how many things are salient,
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The apparent obviousness of (1) encodes something like a belief that I am this salient object
(or perhaps that I am the salient object here, or perhaps that I am salient and not saliently a part
of or coincident with any salient thing.) The apparent obviousness of (2) encodes something
like a belief that this animal is this salient object (or perhaps that this animal is the salient object
here, or perhaps that this animal is salient and not saliently a part of or coincident with any
salient thing.) Insofar as we take it that there is a single salient object here, and we take it that
this salient object is me, and we take it that this salient object is an animal, we thereby count as
taking it, or at least ought to take it, that I am this animal.⁴⁴

We can see, then, that Snowdon was right to say that there is a massive overlap between our
conceptions of these animals and our conceptions of ourselves. But this overlap is not due to
our conceptions of these animals and of ourselves being distinct but very similar. Rather, it is
due to the fact that these are simply the same conceptions. That is, there is ‘overlap’ between
my conception of myself and my conception of this animal because these are one and the same
conception.⁴⁵

This is why rejecting animalism causes intellectual disruption. Once we accept that I am
not this animal, we face the task of sorting through our conception of this thing to develop two
distinct conceptions, deciding which elements of the original conception we are going to carry
over to both of the new conceptions, which we are going to carry over only to one or the other,
andwhichwe are going to carry over to neither and instead discard. Moreover, wemustwork out
what needs to be added to these conceptions in order for us tomake sense of the relation between
the apparently distinct things they are conceptions of. Moreover, given that the conceptions that
are being disrupted here are precisely our conceptions of ourselves, there is really no hope, for
those who hope to keep making sense of ourselves and our place in the world, to simply retreat
to a state of suspended judgment. And this suggests, finally, that the claim that I am this animal
ought to be accepted in the absence of a reason to deny it. For this is just to say that we ought

in a given situation. (Or to the claim that one may take a situation to be a certain way, such that it would be correct
to say that one is treating that situation as involving a single salient object in a certain place.) The questions of what
exactly our notion of salience is, and what exactly it is a notion of, then, are good ones, but as long as I am notmaking
use of a technical notion of ‘salience’, they are not ones that need to be settled to make the present point, concerning
as it does which ways we take things to be, not what it is for us to take things to be those ways, or for things to be
those ways.

⁴⁴In some ways this echoes the form of arguments for animalism. (See §1.4.) But I am not, here, presenting an
argument for animalism that is supposed to sway those who take themselves to have reasons to reject it. That said, the
line of thought is grounded in demonstrative ways of thinking about objects, and it does seem to me that those who
purport to reject animalism have not spent sufficient time integrating their views with theories of demonstrative
identification. (Though for a possible exception, see Peacocke 2014.) I suspect that reflection on such modes of
thought would reveal difficulties for any non-animalist conception of our nature that would need to be addressed.

⁴⁵Note that this doesn’t preclude this conception from containing inconsistencies. For it might be that we conceive
of this thing as, say, both a person and an animal, and yet conceive of the possibilities for persons and the possibilities
for animals being importantly different. But it should be clear that choosing to resolve this conflict by, say, revising
our conception of some of the relevant possibilities is simply not intellectually disruptive in the way described below.

36



1.4 arguing about animalism

to keep thinking of a seemingly given thing as a single thing in the absence of a reason to think
that we are confused, and that there must be two things where we took there to be one. All of
this is to say, then, that we should take animalism to be a default view.

Of course, any reason for rejecting animalism must have identified at least one property
which is to be attributed to this animal and denied to me, or vice versa. (Cf. §1.4.3 below.) So if
we find ourselves in this situation, wewill knowwhere to begin. But it is clear that completing the
task is likely to be less than straightforward. And indeed, the meat of every animalist objection
to views which purport to deny animalism consists of a claim to the effect that there is some
element of our conception of this thing, some property, for which all of the options listed above
are unacceptable, and which therefore reveals the view in question as failing to deliver either an
adequate conception of me, or of this animal, or of both. These objections are typically posed
by presenting arguments for animalism, which exploit such properties, one of the premises of
which a non-animalist would have to deny, but whose denial is taken to generate exactly this
kind of problem. So it is to such arguments that I now turn.

1.4 Arguing About Animalism

In this section, I want to outline and briefly comment upon the kind of arguments concerning
animalism that have appeared in the literature. The central argument for animalism, sometimes
instead billed as an objection to views that reject animalism, goes by many names. I will follow
Olson (2003a) in calling it ‘the thinking animal argument’, though it is also sometimes picked
out by any of the various phrases that can be constructed by the judicial deletion of words in ‘the
two/multiple/too many minds/lives/thinkers/persons/subjects objection/argument’. This argu-
ment I consider only briefly in §1.4.1, as it has been extensively discussed in the literature, and I
have little to add. To the best of my knowledge, there are only two other attempts to argue for
animalism that purport not to be versions or developments of the thinking animal argument.
These I consider in §1.4.2, at slightly greater length. In §1.4.3, I briefly point to the kinds of argu-
ments that have been pressed against animalism, suggesting that the most powerful arguments
against animalism rest on judgments about certain hypothetical cases. And so finally, in §1.4.4,
I provide a brief account of how I will be thinking of such judgments in the remainder of the
thesis.

Before setting them out, however, I want to identify what I take to be the common core of
these arguments. There are, I think, a number of acceptable ways to represent the form of this
common core. But I suggest the most useful one in the present context is to think of it as having
the following structure:
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(1) I am F.

(2) This animal is F.

(3) If I am not this animal, then it is not the case that both I and this animal are F.

And so:

(C) I am this animal.

Again, this is run in the first person, but an argument of the same form run in the second person,
third person, or first-person plural would do just as well.⁴⁶

None of the arguments below have their core set out by their proponents in exactly this
form. But they easily could have.⁴⁷ And it is useful to think of them in this way, for it highlights
the connection that such arguments have with the reasons for taking animalism to be a default
view, identified in the previous section. That is, these arguments will purport to identify some
property such that, if we were to split our conception of this thing into a conception of me and
a conception of this animal, we would want to maintain this property both in the former (as
attested to by (1)) and in the latter (as attested to by (2)), but which we cannot allow to be copied
to both (as attested to by (3)). How successful these arguments are, then, will depend on how
convincingly their proponents demonstrate that there is this kind of problematic competition
in the case of their chosen property.

1.4.1 The Thinking Animal Argument

There has been a great deal written on the thinking animal argument. I do not intended to
contribute significantly to this discussion. Here, I simply want to present it, and offer some brief
comments on it, in light of what has been said above.

Olson presents the argument as follows:

I turn now to my case for animalism. It seems evident that there is a human animal intim-
ately related to you. It is the one located where you are, the one we point to when we point
to you, the one sitting in your chair. It seems equally evident that human animals can think.
They can act. They can be aware of themselves and the world. Those with mature nervous
systems in good working order can, anyway. So there is a thinking, acting human animal

⁴⁶The arguments that Snowdon (2014, pp. 81–82) refers to as ‘arguments from linked unique identities’, then, can
be thought of as special cases of arguments with the form identified in the text. Specifically, they are the arguments
that result when F is taken to be a definite description. For if F already implies uniqueness, then (3) is trivial, and so
can be elided without affecting the argument’s validity.

⁴⁷To anticipate, by taking F to be λx[x is sitting and thinking in my chair]; λx[there is an evolutionary explanation
of x’s emergence]; and λx[x is, in some sense or other, an animal], respectively.
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sitting where you are now. But you think and act. You are the thinking being sitting in your
chair.
It follows from these apparently trite observations that you are an animal. In a nutshell, the
argument is this: (1) There is a human animal sitting in your chair. (2) The human animal
sitting in your chair is thinking. (If you like, every human animal sitting there is thinking.)
(3) You are the thinking being sitting in your chair. The one and only thinking being sitting
in your chair is none other than you. Hence, you are that animal. That animal is you. And
there is nothing special about you: we are all animals. If anyone suspects a trick, here is the
argument’s logical form:

1. (∃x) (x is a human animal & x is sitting in your chair)
2. (x) ((x is a human animal & x is sitting in your chair)→ x is thinking)
3. (x) ((x is thinking & x is sitting in your chair)→ x = you)
4. (∃x) (x is a human animal & x = you)

(Olson 2003a, pp. 325–326)

This is, I think, as good as the arguments for animalism that are in the literature get. For
it is certainly true that mental properties seem to us to have the most potential for generating
the problematic competition of the kind gestured at a moment ago. (As will be seen below, the
other main properties that have been claimed to generate problematic competition, albeit not
in those exact words, do not seem to do so.) Or at least, we are very resistant to duplicating
the conscious perspective that we might have attributed to this thing by attributing a conscious
perspective to both me and this animal if these are taken to be distinct. And those who have
offered this kind of argument have raised a number of epistemological andmetaphysical puzzles
that seems to arise from the supposition that both I and this animal have a conscious perspective
despite being distinct.⁴⁸

Nevertheless, I want to voice some scepticism about the utility of this argument. If it is
intended to go beyond simply reminding us, somewhat indirectly, of the fact that we already
take me and this animal to be one thing, then it ought to have some suasive force against those
who doubt animalism, or who go so far as to reject it. But in that case, we ought to demandmore
than that it is plausible, or even seemingly obvious, that both I and this animal have the relevant
property—in this case, the conjunctive property of sitting in my chair and thinking. For if it is
plausible (or obvious) that I have the property, then, simply in virtue of the fact that animalism is
a default view of the kind defended above, it is very likely to seem plausible (or obvious) that this
animal has that property. But we are looking to persuade one who harbours some doubt about
this. What we ought to demand instead, then, is that these claims remain plausible (or obvious)
even under the supposition that I am not this animal. That is, the animalist pressing this kind

⁴⁸Madden (forthcoming[c]) provides a useful overview and taxonomy of such puzzles, albeit in the context of a
problem that we are not presently concerned with.
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of argument ought to be sure that the supposition that I am not this animal does not seriously
weaken the grounds for thinking that both myself and this animal, taken individually at least,
have the relevant property. But then consider. Suppose that we were to become convinced, or to
at least suspect, that I am not this animal. Is it then still so plausible or obvious that this animal
can think? Or that this animal has any of the mental properties that we take me to have right
now? It is not at all clear to me that this is so.

This is not to deny that refusing mental properties to this animal will not raise certain ques-
tions that need to be settled. But we need to be sure that these arise from a particular difficulty
with denying this animal such mental properties, rather than from, say, a general difficulty in
accounting for the relations between coincident objects. What is wanted, then, is some property
such that one who rejected animalism would find it difficult to know what to say about it. But in
the case of mental properties, it seems obvious which choice they ought to make: deny them to
the animal. And while this leaves them with theoretical work to do, it is unclear that, in advance
of dislodging or disproving their apparent reasons for denying that we are these animals, there
will be sufficient implausibility internal to their commitments for arguments such as the one
above to have much force. The supposition of non-identity simply makes it too clear what is to
be rejected.⁴⁹ (Cf. Snowdon 2014, §4.4)

1.4.2 Other Arguments

Above, I suggested that there appear to be only two other arguments in the literature that have
been billed as ‘novel’ or ‘new’ arguments for animalism. These are due to Blatti (2012) and
Bailey (2016). What I want to suggest here is that neither of these arguments has any suasive
force. I consider them in turn.

The Animal Ancestors Argument. Blatti (2012) presents what he calls the ‘animal ancestors
argument’ (or ‘AAA’), which is intended to show that the rejection of animalism is incompatible
with the theory of evolution.⁵⁰ In defending it, he assumes that if we are not animals, then there

⁴⁹I suspect that there may be scope for pressing a different argument here, one that appeals to facts that connect
closely with what was said in §1.3, but which does not so obviously suffer from this flaw. For suppose I were to become
convinced that I am not this animal. Still, it would plausible that, prior to acquiring this belief, this animal was salient
to me. And it would be still plausible that, prior to acquiring this belief, I was salient to me. But it does not seem to
be true that, prior to acquiring this belief, both I and this animal were salient to me. For, one might say, whether or
not there were two objects where I took there to be one, there surely were not two objects that were both salient to
me. For then why did I take there only to be one? Such an argument would of course turn on the nature of salience,
which I refrained from discussing above. And I have no doubt that a case for rejecting one of these claims can be
made out. But it is not, I do not think, quite as obvious in this case which premise should be rejected.

⁵⁰In principle, then, Blatti’s argument ought not to share the central weakness of the thinking-animal argument,
for it is very plausible that, even under the supposition and I am not this animal, we would still want to accept that
I and this animal are both products of evolution. However, as we shall see below, he fails to show that there really is
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can be no evolutionary explanation of our emergence. Below, I will show that this is false, and
that the argument therefore fails.⁵1

AAA runs as follows:⁵2

(1) If animalism is false, then you are not an animal.

(2) If you are not an animal, then none of your ancestors are animals.⁵3

(3) If none of your ancestors are animals, then evolutionary theory is false (or at least does
not apply to you.)

(4) Evolutionary theory is true (and does apply to you.)

So, via modus tollens thrice over:

(C) Animalism is true.

To bring out what is wrong with this argument, let us consider some of what Blatti says in
response to certain envisaged objections. The first objection that he considers denies (2). It
claims that although we are not animals, some of our distant ancestors were. Those animals
simply evolved into non-animals. To this Blatti replies that

evolution is not a process that begins with one kind of thing and results in another kind
of thing: natural selection may operate so as to produce new varieties of organisms, but it
does not operate so as to produce non-organisms. Whatever explanation a [non-animalist]
gives of the appearance of a new kind of thing—a person non-identically constituted by a
human animal—it will not be an evolutionary story. (Blatti 2012, p. 686)

Two comments are in order. First, it is unclear what is supposed to motivate this objection.
While many deny that we are these animals, few claim that these animals do not exist, or that
there are no human animals. Worse, as is clear from the passage, Blatti considers the main
alternative to animalism to be a neo-Lockean view that he calls ‘constitutionalism’, according
to which we are fundamentally things of the kind person, currently constituted by (and so not
identical to) these animals.⁵⁴ But surely no constitutionalist would put this objection forward, as

problematic competition here.
⁵1Gillett (2013) offers, independently, a similar response to the one I offer below. Daly and Liggins (2013) criticise

this response and offer their own alternative reply to the animal ancestors argument. I do not find their criticisms
convincing. I will not, however, consider them here.

⁵2This is a paraphrase ofwhat appears in Blatti 2012, p. 686. He presents it as a reductio, by including the assumption
that animalism is false, which combines with (1)-(3) to contradict (4).

⁵3In the original: “If you are not an animal, then nor are your parents animals. But then, nor are your parents’
parents, nor your parents’ grandparents and so on, as far back as your ancestry extends.” (p. 686)

⁵⁴Cf. Baker 2000.
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constitutionalism is clearly committed to the continuing existence of the animals that constitute
us. To deny that these animals exist, or to deny that these things are animals, then, is simply to
reject the view.

Second, and more importantly, the response quoted above runs together two distinct claims.
On the one hand, we have the claim that organisms do not evolve into non-organisms. This is
(let us suppose) true, and a fair response to the objection as it stands. But on the other hand, we
have the claim that evolution produces nothing but organisms. And this is false.

Evolutionary processes produce things of many kinds. Some of these are units of selection:
genes, chromosomes, organisms, groups, etc.⁵⁵ But many others are not: eyes, vertebrae, skin
patterns, abilities, etc. Clearly, the simple fact that something is not a unit of selection does not
preclude there being an evolutionary explanation of its emergence. So it is wrong to think that
that if we are not organisms, then ipso facto there cannot be an evolutionary explanation of our
emergence.

What would such an explanation look like, though? Well, on the constitutionalist view that
Blatti takes his argument to refute, for any property of ours being F, there is a corresponding
animal property constituting something that is F. But given the nature of the constitution relation,
constituting something that is F will be no less adaptive (in any given circumstance) than being F
would be. So in any case in which we would ordinarily claim that being F was selected for, where
being F is some property of of ours, the constitutionalist will just read this as the claim that the
property constituting something that is F was selected for.

So suppose that there is a certain range of properties that a non-animalist wants to attribute
to us but not to these animals. Then, assuming that there is an evolutionary explanation for the
emergence of something with these properties that Blatti would accept, the constitutionalist will
have an evolutionary explanation for the emergence of something that constitutes something
with these properties. And this just is, for the constitutionalist, an evolutionary explanation of
our emergence.⁵⁶

Because he does not see this, Blatti goes on to suggest that constitutionalists will be drawn
to what he bills as a non-evolutionary explanation of our emergence, according to which, given
that we and these animals are things of different kinds,

the explanation for this non-identity [i.e., of us and these animals] can be given solely by
appeal to the non-overlapping properties and capacities characteristic of each kind.⁵⁷

⁵⁵Though see Lloyd 2012 for an overview of the complex debates concerning units and levels of selection.
⁵⁶While I follow Blatti in focussing on constitutionalism, this kind of explanation can be supplied, mutatis

mutandis, for any non-animalist view which holds that we currently exist and have the properties we do either in
virtue of these animals currently existing and having the properties they do, or in virtue of the same things in virtue
of which these animals currently exist and have the properties they do.

⁵⁷This is presented by Blatti as a refinement of the first objection. But given that it does not involve the claim
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(Blatti 2012, p. 687)

In response, Blatti objects that such an explanation is doubtful, as the emergence of certain
properties of ours (such as being self-conscious and being rational) seem to be explicable “in
terms of adaptation to selective pressures.” (p. 687) He also complains that this explanation begs
the question against the animalist, as it assumes that human animals do not have the properties
characteristic of personhood, but that this is precisely what animalists reject.

There are multiple confusions here. First, an explanation of the non-identity of animals and
certain things they constitute is not the same thing as an explanation of the emergence of the
things they constitute. (Compare: an explanation of the non-identity of lumps of clay and statues
made from them is not the same thing as an explanation of the emergence of statues.)

Second, as we have already seen, constitutionalists are in fact able to explain the emergence
of the such properties in terms of adaptation to selective pressures. This is because the emergence
of the corresponding properties of human animals (such as constituting something self-conscious
and constituting something rational) can be explained in those terms, and the emergence of these
properties is sufficient for the emergence of the corresponding personal properties. Moreover,
this explanation of their emergence is clearly compatible with (and is presumably motivated by)
an explanation of non-identity such as the one Blatti gestures at above.

Third, to complain that the constitutionalist response is “less an objection to AAA than it is a
bald assertion of animalism’s falsity” (p. 687) is to misconstrue the dialectic. The animal ancest-
ors argument purports to establish that the falsity of animalism entails the falsity of evolutionary
theory. If a constitutionalist account of our nature allows us to reject animalism without reject-
ing evolutionary theory, then the argument fails. That an animalist would reject the framework
is beside the point.⁵⁸

This complaint seems even stranger when considered in light of the fact that Blatti himself
presents the argument as a reductio. (See n. 52 above.) That is, he takes the argument to show
that assuming animalism’s falsity leads to contradiction. A critic is therefore well within their
rights to assume (or to ‘baldly assert’) that animalism is false when responding to the argument,
as this is just to reason within the scope of the supposition. All that needs to be shown is that
this assumption does not generate a contradiction (or rather, does not contradict evolutionary
theory.) And this, as we have seen, can be done.

The second objection considered by Blatti denies (1). According to this objection, the claim

certain animals evolved into non-animals, surely it should count as a new and separate objection, that either denies
(3) (on the ‘evolutionary theory is false’ reading) or (4) (on the ‘evolutionary theory does apply to you’ reading.)

⁵⁸If this doesn’t seem obvious, think of it this way: in order to shore up the animal ancestors argument, we would
need an argument to show that there is no account of our nature that allows us to reject animalism without rejecting
evolutionary theory. But then we would already have an independent argument establishing the truth of animalism
(conditional on evolutionary theory), rendering the animal ancestors argument otiose.
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that you are an animal is distinct from the claim that you are identical with an animal. (Cf. n. 17
above.) While the falsity of animalism entails that you are not identical to an animal, it does not
entail that you are not an animal. And the truth of evolutionary theory merely entails that you
are an animal, not that you are identical to an animal. It can therefore be maintained that the
falsity of animalism and the truth of evolutionary theory are consistent, because AAA fails at
the first step. Or so the objection goes.

Blatti’s response to this objection is misdirected. He asserts that there is no evidence that
“when evolutionary theorists talk about the evolution of animals, they understand ‘animals’ to
refer… to beings that are non-identical with animals—to beings that are, say, merely constituted
by animals.” (2012, p. 687) However true this is, it is irrelevant, as the objection does not suggest
that ‘animals’ ever refers to something other than animals proper. In fact, the objection assumes
that ‘animals’ refers to animals proper. The suggestion is rather that evolutionary theory does
not entail that we are identical to these animals. It is a more or less straightforward appeal to the
supposed ‘is’ of constitution.⁵⁹

This misunderstanding is compounded when Blatti goes on to consider Shoemaker’s (2011;
2013) suggestion that ‘animal’ has two senses, one of which is roughly equivalent to ‘biological
animal’ (biological animals being what I have been calling ‘animals proper’) and the other of
which is roughly equivalent to ‘persons constituted by biological animals’. This suggests an ob-
jection (distinct from the one above, to which I will return shortly) that faults AAA on the basis
that it equivocates between these two senses of ‘animal’. In the first sense, (1) is true, but (3) is
false. In the second sense, (3) is true, but (1) is false. So in neither sense does the argument go
through.

Blatti’s response is, in effect, to deny that (3) is false in the first sense. If none of your ancest-
ors are biological animals, he claims, then there cannot be an evolutionary explanation of their
emergence (nor, by extension, of your emergence.) But in that case, the theory of evolution is
false (or at least does not apply to you). So (3) is true after all. But as we have already seen, this
line of thought is mistaken. To reiterate: an evolutionary explanation of our emergence can in
principle be given even if we are not identical to biological animals.

Let us return briefly to the second objection as it was presented. Recall that this objection
disputed (1), on the basis that it can be true that you are a (biological) animal even if you are not
identical to a (biological) animal. While not directly addressed, it is clear from the preceding
discussion what Blatti’s response to this objection would be. He would suggest that the argu-
ment simply be reformulated so as to explicitly mention identity throughout. (1) becomes: If
animalism is false, then you are not identical to an animal. (2) becomes: If you are not identical

⁵⁹I do not mean to imply that such appeals are unproblematic. For arguments against such appeals, or similar
manoeuvres, in this kind of context, see, e.g., Stanley 1998 and Pickel 2010.
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to an animal, then none of your ancestors are identical to animals. And (3) becomes: If none
of your ancestors are identical to animals, then evolutionary theory is false (or at least does not
apply to you.)⁶⁰

These reformulations sidestep the objection, and render the argument equivalent to the read-
ing generated by Shoemaker’s first sense of ‘animal’. As we saw above, Blatti thinks that the ar-
gument goes through on this reading, hence my suggestion that this his how he would respond.
But as we also saw, he is wrong to think this, because (for the final time) (3) is false on this
reading.

Where does this leave us? As formulated, non-animalists can reject the animal ancestors
arguments in a number of ways. We have already seen that they can reject (1) by reading in
the ‘is’ of constitution; reject (3) by appealing to the kind of evolutionary explanation of non-
organisms suggested above; or combine this latter response with an appeal to distinct senses of
‘animal’, a la Shoemaker. Other options include rejecting (2) by claiming that ‘ancestors’ refers to
both ancestral persons and ancestral organisms of the animal that constitutes you; and rejecting
(4) by claiming that evolutionary theory does not apply to you in some strict sense of ‘apply’,
because you are not a unit of selection.

The important thing to note is that Blatti’s response to each option is (or would be) essen-
tially the same. Each is deemed unacceptable because it requires us to deny the possibility of
an evolutionary explanation of our emergence. Given that it is this claim that is carrying the
argumentative weight, I suggest that AAA should be recast as follows:

(1*) If animalism is false, then you are not identical to a biological animal.

(2*) If you are not identical to a biological animal, then there is no evolutionary explanation
of your emergence.

(3*) There is an evolutionary explanation of your emergence.

So, via modus tollens twice over:

(C) Animalism is true.

The benefits of this formulation should be clear. It avoids appeals to the ‘is’ of constitution,
invocations of different senses of ‘animal’, and worries about the referents of terms such as ‘par-
ents’ or ‘ancestors’. Moreover, (2*) makes explicit the fact that what is doing the work for Blatti is
the supposed unavailability of an evolutionary explanation of our emergence unless one accepts

⁶⁰I am allowing here Blatti’s assumption that replacing ‘x is an F’ with ‘x is identical to an F’ precludes the possibility
of a reading on which x is merely constituted by an F. But see n. 17 above.
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animalism. (It should be clear that neither (1*) nor (3*) will be disputed by the majority of those
engaged in the contemporary personal identity debate.)

As I have argued, however, Blatti offers no good defence of (2*). It certainly isn’t true in
general that if x is not identical to a unit of selection, then there is no evolutionary explanation
of the emergence of x. And I have suggested the general form that an evolutionary explanation
of our emergence would take on a constitutionalist framework. But as long as one accepts an
account of our nature according to which we exist and have the properties we do in virtue of
these human organisms existing and having the properties they do, or in virtue of the same
things in virtue of which these human organisms exist and have the properties they do, then an
evolutionary explanation of the emergence of these human organisms will be able to serve as an
explanation of our emergence.

It might be thought that evolutionary theory must provide some sort of argument for anim-
alism. It is not clear to me that this is so. For it is plausible that any such argument would have
an Ockham’s-razor-like flavour. That is, one might argue that rejecting animalism needlessly
complicates evolutionary theory, as it forces us to posit extra entities emerging ‘alongside’
sufficiently complex organisms, or something along those lines. Insofar as arguments against
animalism are less than decisive, this simplicity might be thought by some to provide an extra
degree of theoretical motivation for rejecting those conflicting views and accepting animalism.
But those who reject animalism typically take its rejection to be mandatory, and so would
regard this complication to evolutionary theory to be equally mandatory. And in the face of
such opponents, appeals of this kind to evolutionary theory would simply have no force.

The Animality Argument. Bailey (2016) presents what he calls, somewhat unfortunately to
my mind, ‘the animality argument’. It runs as follows:

(1) Animality. I am, in some sense or other, an animal.
(2) Twoways. If I am, in some sense or other, an animal, then either I am an animal in the

derivative and secondary sense or I am an animal in the primary and non-derivative
sense.

(3) Plurality. If I am an animal in the secondary and derivative sense, then there are
two human animals in my immediate vicinity.

(4) One animal. But there are not two human animals in my immediate vicinity.
(5) Therefore, I amnot an animal in the secondary and derivative sense (fromPlurality

and One animal.)
(6) Therefore, if I am, in some sense or other, an animal, then I am an animal in the

primary and non-derivative sense (from Two ways and 5).
(7) Therefore, I am an animal in the primary and non-derivative sense (fromAnimality

and 6).
(Bailey 2016, pp. 207–208)
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The argument is inspired by, and is essentially a response to, those who would seek to massage
the apparent implausibility of their rejection of animalism by holding that, despite the fact that
there is something true to be said in claiming that we are not animals, there is also something
true to be said in claiming that we are animals.⁶1 Providing a detailed critique of this argument
is difficult, as we are not provided with with a sufficiently full and clear articulation of how to
think and talk about ‘derivative’ and ‘non-derivative’ property having. But the central problem
with the argument can be brought out regardless.

Bailey draws primarily onBaker’s (1999a; 2000; 2008) understanding of ‘derivative’ and ‘non-
derivative’ property instantiation, and indeed this is her preferred terminology. But Baker does
not, strictly speaking, think that there are two senses of ‘is an animal’, or two senses in which
something can be an animal. She countenances only a single property corresponding to ‘is an
animal’, and distinguishes between having this property in virtue of something else having it,
and having the property without having it in virtue of something else having it. But either way,
it is had simpliciter.⁶2

However, Bailey also mentions Shoemaker (2008), who does countenance two senses of ‘is
an animal’, with two distinct properties corresponding to it, as we saw in the discussion of the
animal ancestors argument. And Bailey takes his argument to speak to all views which seek
to find something true to be said in saying that we are animals, despite purporting to reject
animalism. As can be shown in relatively short order, however, it does not.

First, suppose that we take seriously the talk of there being two senses of ‘is an animal’ and
‘is a human animal.’ (It does not matter whether this is due to there being two senses of ‘is’, or
of ‘(human) animal’, or, for some other reason, of ‘is a (human) animal’. Nor does it matter what
these two senses are supposed to come to. All that matters is that ‘two human animals’ inherits
the ambiguity, in virtue of being equivalent to ‘two things that are human animals’.) Then which
sense is being employed in the consequent of (3)? If it is the ‘primary and non-derivative’ sense,
then it is false. If it is the ‘secondary and derivative’ sense, then it is also false. So the premise is
either false or ambiguous between two falsehoods. Either way, the argument fails.

Those who make claims such as Animality and Two ways and mean what they say, then,
will justifiably regard the argument as unsound. And nothing in what Bailey offers us provides
any reason to reject such a position. To bill this as an argument for animalism, then, is clearly
mistaken. At best, this will be an argument against combining the rejection of a certain identity
claim concerning animals with Baker’s idiosyncratic thesis that if x is constituted by something

⁶1This is, once again, an instance of the tendency identified in n. 17.
⁶2So for Baker, ‘animal’ does not denote a kind. (While non-derivative animals may all be of a kind, it is extremely

unhelpful to speak of this as the kind animal, as Baker sometimes does, as, on the face of it, this straightforwardly
undermines the claim that ‘is an animal’ is not ambiguous.)
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that is an animal, then x is an animal.⁶3 It simply does not call into question to the basic meta-
physical picture that is, in the absence of this thesis, taken to involve the rejection of animalism.⁶⁴

But then what force could the argument possibly have, even against views that involve both
claims? For they do not premise this rejection on the claim that there is something true to
be said in saying that we are animals. This is a wrinkle introduced in order to avoid certain
apparent consequences of the denial of a certain identity claim. Given that the problems Bailey
attempts to identify arise from the wrinkle, and do not speak to the rejection itself, it is only the
former which the argument can hope to call into question.

This completes my overview of the arguments for animalism that have appeared in the liter-
ature. I want now to consider what an argument against animalism would have to look like, as
it is with some of these arguments that I will be concerned in the remainder of the thesis.

1.4.3 How to Argue Against Animalism

Arguments against animalism appeal to cases—sometimes real, sometimes idealised, sometimes
imaginary. To pose a problem for animalism, a casemust reveal some commitment of animalism

⁶3And it is not even clear that it succeeds in this, for Bailey’s defence of One animal is less than satisfying, for a
variety of reasons, including the fact that he does not consider whether those such as Baker could explain it away as
concerning either only non-derivative, or only derivative, human animals. But I will refrain from getting into this
here, as it would do little to advance the present discussion.

⁶⁴Why do I imply that the presence of Baker’s thesismight lead to this picture not involving rejection of animalism?
The reason can be brought out by reflecting on what Baker would want to say about the claim, which I have suggested
is the best expression of the central animalist commitment, that we are these animals.

On her view, despite ‘is an animal’ not being ambiguous, it is likely that ‘is this animal’ often will be, as there
will typically be two coincident animals available to be demonstrated, and one might well think that both of these
animals will be salient, at least to one who accepts the view. If so, then her view not only involves countenancing a
multiplicity of salient objects where I am, but a multiplicity of salient animals. (This can be seen, I think, to be part of
what is controlling Bailey’s thought in his attempts to defend (4), on pp. 209–214.) So it might be that Baker would
regard the claim that we are these animals as ambiguous, rather than false. More charitably, however, the presence
of the first-person plural ought to be taken to indicate that it is the ‘derivative’ animals that are the salient ones being
demonstrated. But note that whatever is said about this, the claim that we are animals will still be unambiguously
and unequivocally true. Alternatively, she might hold that this (non-derivative) animal is typically not salient, and
that only this (derivative) animal is ever normally salient to us. In that case, demonstrations such as‘this animal’,
‘that animal’ and ‘these animals’ will always pick out one of us. Then the claim that we are these animals will be
unambiguously and unequivocally true, given that we are the ones making the claim—at least as long as nothing
has been done to make the other, coincident animals salient. And so, again, the claim that we are animals will be
unambiguously and unequivocally true.

Thinking through what either of these routes ultimately involves generates difficult questions for Baker’s view. But
setting those concerns aside, it seems that, by her own lights, the view ought to be counted as a version of animalism,
given its basic motivations and claims. (Of course, those who do take ‘animal’ to denote a kind, or who do not accept
that being constituted by an animal entails being an animal, will justifiably regard views otherwise identical to hers
as rejecting the claim that we are these animals. But there is no avoiding this kind of issue.) One suspects that if her
metaphysical-cum-semantic theses were true, there would be no reason not to do so. And if the reason not to is that
she would then be widely misinterpreted, this is, if anything, simply good evidence that these theses are wrong.

48



1.4 arguing about animalism

to be false. In the first instance, animalism is committed to certain identity claims: I am this
animal; we are these animals. So a case in which it can be shown that it’s not the case that I
am this animal, or that it’s not the case that one of us is (the relevant) one of these animals,
would provide a direct argument against animalism’s core commitment. But animalism is also
committed to more general claims: that x is of the same fundamental kind as me if and only if
x is of the same fundamental kind as this animal; and (granted all of the assumptions in §§1.1–
1.2) that x is of the same fundamental kind as us if and only if x is of the same fundamental
kind as these animals. So a case in which it can be shown that there is something that is of the
same fundamental kind as me (/us) but not of the same fundamental kind as this animal (/these
animals), or vice versa, will also serve to rule out animalism.

Sometimes, those who present cases that are thought to pose a problem for animalism fail
to ensure that the cases in question have the right kind of connection to one or the other of
these theses. Indeed, it is often simply assumed that what goes for some hypothesised person, or
hypothesised animal, must go for me, or for this animal. But without some defence of the claim
that the hypothesised person (or animal) and I (or this animal) are of the same fundamental
kind, no argument will be generated against animalism.

One kind of case for which this connection is often left unarticulated, but which I think
can, in principle, pose a challenge to animalism, involves a human animal suffering a neural
disruption of a kind that generates disunified consciousness.⁶⁵ Many claim that we cannotmake
sense of a single subject having disunified consciousness, either theoretically or imaginatively,
but that animalismwould be committed to counting the human animal in such a case precisely as
a single subject with disunified consciousness. I have argued elsewhere, however, that animalism
is able to handle such cases, and so I will not spend time on them here.⁶⁶

Beyond issues concerning the unity of consciousness, I think that there is only one sort of
case that poses a serious threat to animalism. The threat comes from seemingly possible cases in
which it seems plausible that one of us continues to exist, and yet also plausible that the relevant
one of these animals does not. Such cases have the clearest bearing on the central theses of
animalism, as they purport to provide direct counterexamples to what I am taking to be the
canonical characterisation of its basic claim. Moreover, as we shall see in the following chapter,
certain of these cases are ones in which the standard bearers for animalism seem to have been
pushed to make claims that are extremely difficult to understand, let alone accept, such as the
claim that one’s mind could become someone else’s. It is for this reason that I choose to focus
on these very cases. In particular, I will primarily focus on the most mundane of such cases,

⁶⁵Here I am speaking of synchronic disunity, or disunity at a time. Sometimes people worry about disunity over
time in the context of animalism, but I take it to have been convincingly shown that diachronic disunity cases pose
no problem for animalism. See, e.g., Olson 2003b; Snowdon 2014, ch. 7.

⁶⁶See Geddes 2013. Cf. Snowdon 2014, ch. 8, van Inwagen 1990, ch. 16.
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namely cerebrum/brain removals and transplants. I will not characterise such cases now; that
is the task for the next chapter.

It is perhaps worth noting that many voice scepticism about the use of thought experiments
in metaphysics, in particular when it comes to thought experiments of the kinds that occur in
the personal identity literature. Sometimes this scepticism is relatively limited; sometimes it
is more wide ranging.⁶⁷ I do not quite share this scepticism. But I am not inclined to target
such methodological worries head on. I believe the best way to undermine them is simply to
engage in careful reflection on and discussion of hypothetical cases in such a way as to reveal the
scepticism in question to be groundless. Nevertheless, given that the remainder of the thesis will
involve sustained consideration of some such cases, it is worth saying something about how I
will be thinking of judgments about though experiments. I therefore outline my thinking about
these in the following and final section of this chapter.

1.4.4 Thought Experiments

In (Geddes forthcoming), I provide an account of the content of typical judgments about
thought experiments according to which they are judgments about what would normally hold
in instances of hypothetical cases; or, as I put it there, according to which they are judgments
of normal counterfactual sufficiency. This account was developed via consideration of a certain
kind of problem we face in making sense of such judgments, building on on discussions of the
problem in question provided by Williamson (2007) and Malmgren (2011). I will briefly outline
the problem, and articulate the picture of judgments about thought experiments that I defended
on its basis.

The problem is most easily brought out by focussing on a particular thought experiment.
Following Malmgren, then, let us focus on the following variation on one of the original Gettier
(1963) cases:

Suppose that Smith believes that Jones owns a Ford, on the basis of seeing Jones drive a Ford
to work and remembering that Jones always drove a Ford to work in the past. From this,
Smith infers that someone in his office owns a Ford. Suppose furthermore that someone in
Smith’s office does own a Ford—but it is not Jones, it is Brown. (Jones’s Ford was stolen and
Jones now drives a rented Ford.) (Malmgren 2011, p. 272)

Call this ‘the Gettier case’.⁶⁸ There is a particular judgment about this case that many make if
prompted. A common way of expressing the judgment in question is via the following sentence:

⁶⁷See, e.g., Gendler 1998, 2002; Johnston 1987; Sider 2001; Wilkes 1988; Williams 1973c.
⁶⁸I use ‘case’, ‘scenario’ and ‘situation’ interchangeably throughout to refer to ways for some things to be, which I

take to be specified by descriptions such as the one just given when they are put to use in thought experiments.
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(S) Smith has a justified true belief, but does not know, that someone in his office owns a
Ford. (p. 272)

Call the judgment thereby expressed ‘the Gettier Judgment’.
As Malmgren points out, it would be a mistake to think of this as a judgment to the effect

that some particular individual, picked out by ‘Smith’, has the property of justifiably and truly
believing, but not knowing, that someone in his office owns a Ford. There is no such individual,
and expressing the judgment in this way need involve no confusion on that point. This presents
us with an instance of what she calls ‘the content problem’. (p. 267) Roughly speaking, the prob-
lem is that we typically voice judgments about hypothetical situations in just the same ways as
we would if those situations were real, and yet the relevant judgments do not plausibly have
contents of the same kind.⁶⁹ So what is the content of the Gettier Judgment?

Any acceptable answer to this question must allow us to make sense of the role that this
judgment plays in our philosophical theorising: it leads us to reject the thesis that knowledge is
justified true belief. Presumably, it does so in virtue of having a modal significance that conflicts
with the claim that, necessarily, someone knows a proposition p if and only if he or she has a
justified true belief that p. One straightforward way to satisfy this requirement, then, is simply
to identify the Gettier Judgment’s content with a suitable modal proposition, and indeed this is
precisely what Malmgren does.⁷⁰

The three main proposals she considers are:

(◻) Necessarily, anyone who stands to a proposition p as in the Gettier case (as described) has
a justified true belief that p but does not know that p. (p. 274)

(◻→) If someone were to stand to a proposition p as in the Gettier case (as described), then he
or she would have a justified true belief that p but not know that p. (p. 277)

(◊) It is possible that someone stands to a proposition p as in the Gettier case (as described)
and that he or she has a justified true belief that p but does not know that p. (p. 281)

These can be thought of, respectively, as ways of making a little more precise the rough but
straightforward suggestions that the judgment concerns what must hold, what would hold, and
what could hold, in an instance of the Gettier case.

⁶⁹A ‘typical’ judgment about a hypothetical case, then, is precisely a judgment that could naturally be voiced in
the same way as a parallel judgment about an actual instance of that case would be.

⁷⁰One might doubt whether modal propositions of the kinds identified below could plausibly be the contents of
judgments about thought experiments. One might also doubt whether we use sentences such as (S), in the context
of thought experiments, to give voice to genuine judgments at all. (Cf. Yablo 2001 and Eagle 2007.) In either case,
one can interpret most of what follows as addressing the following, less theoretically loaded question: in performing
the relevant mental act given voice to via (S), what modal commitment is incurred?
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Now, the problem for (◻), pointed out by Williamson (2005, pp. 6–7; 2007, p. 185) and
endorsed by Malmgren (2011, pp. 275–277), is that the Gettier case is described in only limited
detail. As such, it can be consistently elaborated so as to reverse the impression that Smith’s
belief is justified. For example, it is consistent with the case description that Smith has been
told that Jones is renting, but that it momentarily slips his mind when he infers what he does.
Someone could therefore stand to a proposition as in the Gettier case and yet not have a justified
true belief without knowledge. This entails that (◻) is false. But the Gettier Judgment is correct.
So (◻) cannot be its content.

(◻→) is Williamson’s alternative. Against it, Malmgren builds on the previous argument
as follows. (pp. 278–281) If someone were to be related to a proposition as in the Gettier case
while lacking justified-true-belief-without-knowledge, then (◻→) would be false. But theGettier
Judgment would still be correct. That is to say, our semantic intuitions seem to tell us that such
‘deviant’ instances of the case have no bearing on the correctness of the judgment, no matter
what their proximity in modal space. So (◻→) cannot be the Gettier Judgment’s content either.⁷1

Malmgren’s solution is to retreat to (◊). This avoids the problems above, as neither the pos-
sibility nor the actuality of apparently ‘deviant’ instances of the Gettier case can suffice to falsify
(◊). She goes on to address a number of objections, to which her responses are largely convin-
cing. (pp. 281–306) Taking the Gettier Judgment to be paradigmatic, then, she concludes that
all of our typical judgments about thought experiments are metaphysical possibility judgments
of roughly the same form.

Once it is generalised to cover other judgments, however, this suggestion faces serious
problems. For it cannot account for the fact that certain judgments about the Gettier case are
incorrect. The judgment that would naturally be expressed via the sentence ‘Smith neither has
a justified true belief, nor knows, that someone in his office owns a Ford’, for example, would be
taken by Malmgren to have the content that it is possible that someone stands to a proposition
p as in the Gettier case (as described) and that she neither has a justified true belief that p nor
knows that p. But given the point above about under-description, this claim is true. Nor does
Malmgren’s suggestion have any way to account for the fact that many pairs of judgments about
cases are naturally taken to be inconsistent. This is so for the simple reason that metaphysical
possibility claims—claims of the form ◊p—cannot be inconsistent.⁷2

These shortcomings are due to the fact that Malmgren’s proposal fails to recognise that our
judgments about thought experiments are judgments about what hypothetical cases in some
sense suffice for. While this fact about such judgments is recognised by (◻), that suggestion is
too strong to permit almost any such judgments to be correct, and it was Williamson’s insight to

⁷1Ichikawa and Jarvis (2009, pp. 225–226) present a similar objection.
⁷2Qualification: as long as p itself is neither a modal proposition nor a contradiction.
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note that there are varieties of sufficiency weaker that strict implication that are available here.
However, mere counterfactual sufficiency turns out to render the correctness of such judgments
sensitive to the vagaries of happenstance in an implausible fashion. The solution, I suggest, is
the take the judgments to concern, not merely what would hold in an instance of a given case,
but rather what would normally hold in an instance of a given case.⁷3

The Gettier judgment, then, should be taken to have the following content:

(∎→) If someone were to stand to a proposition p as in the Gettier case (as described), then,
normally, he or she would have a justified true belief that p but not know that p.

This avoids the problem facing Williamson’s proposal, as the modal proximity of some sup-
posedly ‘deviant’ instances of the Gettier case will not affect the truth of this claim, as long as
they truly are deviant, and not the norm. And it is easy to see how this should generalise to other
judgments, while generating incorrectness and inconsistency when appropriate. So it avoids the
problems facing Malmgren’s proposal, too.

Obviously, however, the precise import of this suggestion depends on elucidating the notion
of normalcy that is at work in the claim. But the use of ‘normally’ above is not intended to be
jargonistic or technical. We make claims such as (∎→)—that is, claims of normal counterfactual
sufficiency—regularly in everyday life. The suggestion is just that our judgments about thought
experiments, while worded differently, should be assimilated to these everyday judgments. And
while there are undoubtedly a multitude of interesting questions about the precise semantics
of such claims, and how they should be formulated, they have a manifest sense. So the task
of making sense of such claims is a task not just for someone who accepts the proposal that
judgments about thought experiments have contents of this kind, but for anyone interested in
our modal thought and talk. For present purposes, then, I will be brief, and simply note some
of the relevant points about this notion as I understand it.

First, what is normal for a given scenario is contingent, but not simply a matter of what
happens to hold in actual instances of that scenario. Rather, what is normal for a given scenario
is a matter of what could easily hold in instances of that scenario, in roughly the following way:
if something could not easily hold in a scenario, then it is normal for the scenario not to be that
way. But it might be that something which could not easily hold in a given scenario nevertheless
does hold in actual instances of it, as long as there are idiosyncratic reasons why those instances
are those ways.

Second, we can be wrong about what is normal. So what is normal for a given scenario is
not simply a function of what we take to be normal for that scenario. Rather, what is in fact

⁷3See Gardiner 2015 for some very similar, independently developed suggestions.
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normal for a scenario is a matter of how things generally go in worlds that are like ours except
insofar as they contain, or easily could have contained, instances of the relevant scenario. Now,
we typically think of how things generally go in terms of the laws, norms and tendencies that
we take to be in force. Keeping with this way of thinking, then, we can say that what is in fact
normal for a scenario will be any feature whose absence from an instance of the scenario (in
one of the worlds just mentioned) would involve an exception to some relevant law, norm or
tendency (that is in force across those worlds.)

The third is that, when engaging in thought experiments, our sense of whether or not an
instance of a case is normal is not driven solely or even primarily by our sense of whether or
not the properties that are of philosophical interest to us are present or absent in that instance.
To take the Gettier case as our example, our sense that certain instances of that case count as
abnormal is not driven by our sense that those instances are ones in which justified-true-belief-
without-knowledge is absent. If we consider an instance of the case in which the person in
Smith’s position is prone to hallucinating Fords, for example, this strikes us as abnormal precisely
because he or she is prone to hallucinating Fords, and not primarily because he or she thereby
lacks justified-true-belief-without-knowledge.

In the paper, I consider a number of challenges to the view, arguing against the viability of
alternative suggestions that seek to modify (◻), and showing that the view can be generalised
without difficulty to handle judgments about cases that are modally remote or nomologically
impossible. But I will not run through that discussion here. Instead, I want to make three
general points that relate to this account of typical judgments about thought experiments, and
which have a bearing on what is to come in this thesis.

First, it is important for hypothetical cases to be fit for purpose, by which I mean the fol-
lowing. Suppose we have identified a hypothetical case in which some things are Φ, and our
philosophical interest in the case concerns whether those things are Ψ in the case. Then the case
is fit for purpose if and only if either (i) if some things were to be Φ, then, normally, they would
be Ψ; or (ii) if some things were to be Φ, then, normally, they would be ~Ψ. That is, to be fit for
purpose, it must be a case that normally counterfactually suffices for the relevant Ψ-facts to be
settled. But note that we are often in a position to make a judgment about whether a case is fit
for purpose in advance of making a judgment about what the Ψ-facts are in the case, or at least
despite disagreement concerning the Ψ-facts in the case. That is, we are often in a position to
agree that some things being Φ normally counterfactually suffices for the relevant Ψ-facts con-
cerning those things to be settled, even if we disagree about exactly which way the Ψ-facts are
in the nearby normal cases. So for example, we might agree that the details of the Gettier case
either normally counterfactually suffice for the person in Smith’s position to have justified true
belief without knowledge or normally counterfactually suffice for the person in Smith’s position
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to lack justified true belief without knowledge, even if we disagree about which it is.
Second, it is common for those discussing thought experiments to speak of ‘intuitions’. I

will not be doing so. I am inclined to agree with Williamson (2007) that ‘intuitions’ about a
case are simply judgments, or perhaps dispositions to make certain judgments, about that case.
But however we want to construe them, I want to insist that an intuition is best thought of as
an invitation. It invites one to explain why it is that the verdict one has made, or that one is
inclined to make, is correct. And it invites one to do this not only to others, but, perhaps most
importantly, to oneself. That is, it is important for us to ask ourselves how it is that we know
what holds in a case. In order for any intuitive judgment to be regarded as knowledgable, to
be regarded as more than an overconfident reaction to a hunch, we must be able to make some
sense of the idea that the relevant judge is manifesting sensitivity to the features of the case and
of the world that make it correct. So we must have some sense of what these features are. Given
the understanding of such judgments above, this requires having some sense of the features of
a given case, and of the relevant general features of the world, in virtue of which an instance of
that case would normally be the relevant way. In practice, however, this amounts to no more
nor less than simply being able to articulate, after as much careful reflection as is required, the
reasons for which the judgment ought to be made. If one finds oneself unable to articulate any
such reasons, one ought simply to suspend judgment, until some reasons come to light.⁷⁴

Third, in order to progress beyond a judgment about a hypothetical case so as to arrive at a
conclusion aboutwhat is possible for things of the kinds that are present in the case, howeverwell
reasoned or argued this judgment may be, one also needs to be able to support the judgment
that the case is possible. For one may be in a position to judge, perhaps even to know, that a
certain case normally counterfactually suffices for things to be some way, even if that case is
impossible. Some of the issues concerning the relationship between judgments about thought
experiments and judgments of possibility, however, are best brought out in context, and so I
postpone discussion of them to §2.3.4 and §3.3 below.

There is obviously much more to be said about this account of judgments about thought
experiments. I have said very little about the broader epistemological and methodological im-
plications of the view I am adopting here. But such issues will have to be left to another occasion.

⁷⁴This is, I think, verymuch in keeping with the kind of scepticism about ‘themethod of cases’ that Johnston (1987)
gives voice to. For despite his rhetoric, he clearly takes hypothetical cases to play an essential role in the debate over
the metaphysics of the human self. So while there is certainly a method of cases which he rejects, there is another
with which he is perfectly happy. His demand is simply that wemust have good reasons for, ormust be able to provide
arguments for, the judgments we make about hypothetical cases. And who could reasonably object to that? Surely
we must think, when we make judgments about cases, that there are reasons for making these judgments?

None of this, then, is a cause for scepticism when it comes to judgments about thought experiments. And indeed
my account of judgments about thought experiments, augmenting as it doesWilliamson’s counterfactual account, fits
nicely with the anti-sceptical account of counterfactual judgment, and so by implication judgments about thought
experiments, that he articulates and defends at length in his (2007).
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I want to end this section by noting, however, that in the rest of this thesis, I will only very
rarely be drawing explicitly upon the material summarised in this section. For in general, I will
be speaking about hypothetical cases in the way we usually do, by writing about what holds
in them, or the facts in them, expressing these claims just as I would if I were talking about
actual instances of the relevant cases. But then, the account sketched above is not supposed to
supplant such talk. It is simply supposed to tell us what is going on when we employ it. It is,
nevertheless, useful to have a conception of what we are up to, for it can help us keep in mind
just what it is that needs to be done if our use of thought experiments is to be adequate.

This concludes the present chapter. In the remainder of the thesis, I consider the cases that
are, I think rightly, considered to be the most troublesome for those who would accept anim-
alism. The next chapter will begin this task by framing the discussion around a certain trio of
inconsistent claims, providing some background on the debate between these claims, and offer-
ing some clarifications of the language involved. It is to this that I now turn.
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2 | An Inconsistent Triad

Here are three inconsistent claims:

(1) I am this animal.

(2) I must go where my mind goes.1

(3) It is not the case that this animal must go where my mind goes.

Each of (1)–(3) would be held by some to be plausible. At least one must be false. But which?

2.1 Overview

According to Mark Johnston,

[…] the central, and difficult to resolve, dispute found in the philosophy of personal identity
[is] the dispute between those who argue that a human person is an animal and those who
suppose that a human person would go where his or her mind goes. (2010, p. 47)

This claim is representative of a common take on the contemporary personal debate. The
dispute being characterised is largely a dispute between animalists, on the one hand, and those
who endorse a broadly mental or psychological account of our nature, on the other.2 And the

1Exactly what talk of a mind going somewhere, or of something going where a mind goes, is supposed to amount
to will be addressed below (in §2.3.) For the moment, it will do to say that the rough thought behind (2) is that if my
mind continues to exist then I continue to exist. So (2) should not be read as implying that if my mind goes out of
existence then I go out of existence. Going out of existence does not count as going somewhere in the relevant sense.

2The former group includes, e.g., Árnadóttir (2010, 2013), Ayers (1991), Carter (1989, 2002), Madden (2015, forth-
coming[a]), McDowell (1997, 2006), Merricks (2001), Olson (1995, 1997a,b, 2003a,b), Snowdon (1990, 1991, 1995,
2014), van Inwagen (1990, 2007), Wiggins (2001)—and perhaps Williams (1973a). The latter group primarily consists
of neo-Lockeans of various stripes, such as Baker (2000), Lewis (1976), McMahan (2002) (and Campbell and McMa-
han (2010)), Noonan (2003), Parfit (1999, 2012), Perry (1975b), Schechtman (1994, 1996), and Shoemaker (1970, 1984,
1997, 1999, 2008, 2011a). We might also place on this side of the dispute those who endorse certain more hetero-
dox positions, including phenomenalists such as Dainton (2008) and Dainton and Bayne (2006), and dualists such
as Foster (1979, 1991) and Swinburne (1984). (It is plausible, however, that this last group should be thought of as
engaged in a more fundamental dispute than that characterised in the text. Cf. n. 6).
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general claims Johnston uses to characterise each side—that a human person is an animal, and
that a human person would go where his or her mind goes—may be thought of as ways of ex-
pressing the central motivations that tend to lead, in one way or another, to the adoption of the
differing views in full.

Now, I am a human person. And those who would argue that a human person is an animal
would agree that I am this animal. So, taking some minor liberties, we can take the claim that
I am this animal and the claim that I must go where my mind goes to correspond to particular
instances of the general commitments via which Johnston characterises the dispute.3 That is, we
can think of the central dispute as being over whether claims of the same form as (1) are true, or
claims of the same form as (2) are true, when made by human persons.⁴ And presumably, if the
claim that I am this animal and the claim that I must go where my mind goes can be reconciled,
then these generalisations can be reconciled too.⁵ So let us grant that (1) and (2) will serve as
acceptable stand-ins for the two sides of the dispute characterised by Johnston.

Of course, if (1) and (2) are to adequately characterise two sides of a legitimate dispute, then
they must be in tension. But the claim that I am this animal and the claim that I must go where
my mind goes are only in tension if it is not the case that this animal must go where my mind
goes.⁶ So (3) must be common ground among disputants. Why accept (3)?

3One minor liberty involves strengthening the modal force of the claim that a human person would go where
his or her mind goes, so that it becomes instead the claim that a human person must go where his or her mind goes.
I take this to be in line both with Johnston’s intentions and with the kind of commitment that is characteristically
held by those on the relevant side of the dispute. Another involves taking ‘a human person is an animal’ to be a
generalisation of, e.g., ‘I am this animal’ and ‘You are that animal’, rather than a generalisation of ‘I am an animal’ and
‘You are an animal’. Again, I take this to be in line both with Johnston’s intentions and with the kind of commitment
that is characteristically held by those on the relevant side of the dispute. (While animalists do not typically employ
demonstrative talk, I take this to be a result of the fact that it is often somewhat unnatural to employ it in writing,
rather than because it goes beyond what they take their basic commitment to be. After all, no animalist would accept
that I am an animal and yet hold that there is always a further question aboutwhich animal I am. From the animalist’s
perspective, the availability of (non-anaphoric) reference to me via a personal pronoun will suffice for the availability
of demonstrative reference to the animal that I am, and it will do so simply because the animal that I am is located
where I am.)

⁴Here, ‘of the same form as’ means, roughly, ‘expressed via the same sentence that expresses’. In full generality,
we would want to speak not just of claims made by human persons, but also of claims made about human persons,
allowing the substitution of ‘you’/‘he’/‘she’ and ‘that’ for ‘I’ and ‘this’, respectively. The difference between ‘I am this
animal’, said byme and addressed to you, and ‘You are that animal’, said by you and addressed tome, is immaterial. But
accommodating this would introduce complications that have no bearing on what is at issue in the present chapter,
so I will stick with the characterisation in the text.

⁵Thepresumption underlying this claim is that I am in the relevant respects ofmynature and constitution a typical
human person. Granted this presumption, the truth or falsity of (1) and (2) will not be due to anything idiosyncratic
about either me, my mind or this animal, allowing for said truth or falsity to be generalised to other cases. This
could be, though it is very unlikely to be, false. But given that the discussion is going to proceed on the assumption
that it is true, the upshot of its falsity would be, at worst, that while (1) and (2) themselves cannot be reconciled,
other instances of the general claims—namely claims of the same form as (1) and (2) that do concern typical human
people—can be reconciled.

⁶ This is not to say that there could be no reason to (say) reject (1) without (3). It is just to say that if one’s grounds
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On the basis of cases that witness it. (3) is the claim that it is not the case that this animal
must go where my mind goes. Put another way, this is the claim that it is not the case that it is
necessary that this animal goes where my mind goes. And this is equivalent to the claim that it
is possible that it is not the case that this animal goes where mymind goes.⁷ So whatever general
principles or commitments one may have which tempt one to accept that this animal need not
go where my mind goes, and however well supported these may be, they can demonstrate (3)’s
truth only by finding application to at least one possible case, and by doing so in such a way that
the case is thereby revealed to be one in which this animal does not go where my mind goes.
If one’s attempts to produce such cases are inconclusive, this should lead one to doubt whether
one’s grounds for accepting the claim are adequate. At the very least, it is clear that (3) is true
only if there are possible instances of cases in which this animal does not go where my mind
goes. So if (3) is common ground among disputants, then it must be common ground among
disputants that there are cases that witness it in this way.

For a case c to be a witness for (3), then, is for it to satisfy (◊) and (↛):

(◊) An instance of c is possible.

(↛) It is not the case that this animal goes where my mind goes in c.

I take it that we know well enough what it means for a case to be possible, or to have possible
instances, and so what it takes for a case to satisfy (◊). But what does it take for (↛) to be true
of a case?

Well, the simplest way is for the following two claims to hold:

(mi) My mind goes somewhere in c.

(~a) It is not the case that this animal goes somewhere in c.

However exactly we want to interpret this kind of talk, it is clear that (mi) and (~a) will suffice
for (↛). But are there any possible cases that satisfy both (mi) and (~a)?

Many would say yes. Two cases that are often thought to witness (3) by satisfying (◊), (mi)
and (~a) are the following:

for doing so are independent of (3), then it would be misleading to describe those grounds as generating a tension
between (1) and (2), and inaccurate to describe an ensuing debate with the defender of (1) as a debate over whether
(1) or (2) is true, even if the grounds themselves entail (2). After all, in the hypothetical dispute, both sides might
endorse ~(3), and so the defender of (1) might themselves accept (2). (Those engaged in the debate characterised in
the text, however, do not have grounds independent of (3) for rejecting either (1) or (2).)

⁷Hence the talk of witnesses, which I suppose seems natural due to the parallel between possibility claims and
existential generalisations. That said, the analogy between witnesses and existential generalisations, on the one hand,
and cases and possibility claims, on the other, is not particularly close. A characterisation of the use of ‘witness’ in
this context is provided below, and precisified in §2.3.4.
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Removal My cerebrum is surgically removed from my skull and kept functioning; the rest of
my body is destroyed. It is not transplanted into another body, nor provided with any
means of interacting with the world.

Transplantation My cerebrum is surgically removed from my skull and kept functioning; the
rest of my body is destroyed. It is then successfully transplanted into a human body that
lacks a cerebrum.

Call these ‘the key cases’.
The rough line of thought underlying the claims that Removal and Transplantation witness

(3) is simple. While such surgical procedures may be difficult to perform using currently avail-
able techniques, medical science nevertheless suggests they are in principle possible to carry out.
So both satisfy (◊). And because my mind depends in a special way on my cerebrum, my mind
will go with it as long as it continues to function. So both cases satisfy (mi). But this animal
requires more than the preservation of a single part of a single organ in order to remain in ex-
istence. So both cases satisfy (~a), too.⁸ The cases therefore satisfy (◊) and (↛), and so witness
(3). Or so the rough line of thought goes.

To reject (3) is to deny that any cases witness (3). Often, such a denial is thought to entail a
commitment to substantial and surprising claims about the persistence conditions of this animal,
and to thereby commit one to an implausible account of the nature of animals of this kind. For
this reason, it has also often been thought that an adequate justification for the rejection of (3)
would require an articulation and defence of an account of the nature of animals of this kind:
one from which the substantial and surprising claims would follow, but which would somehow
cast them in a less implausible light.⁹ And it is scepticism concerning the availability of any such
account which is largely responsible for the apparent inevitability of (3), and so for the apparent
difficulty in resolving the dispute between (1) and (2).1⁰

We can see this play out with regards to the key cases. For to deny that any cases witness
(3) is of course to deny, in particular, that Removal and Transplantation witness (3). But this
may be thought to commit one to saying that this animal goes with my cerebrum in the key
cases, despite the absence of many features we might otherwise have thought to be essentially
constitutive of biological or organismic life. And the philosophical imagination naturally gener-
alises this result to other cases, multiplying the implausible results.11 It is then natural to think

⁸Cf. n. 1 above and §2.3 below on why going out of existence doesn’t count as going somewhere in the relevant
sense.

⁹Cf. Madden forthcoming(a), esp. n. 2.
1⁰The prevalence of this attitude will be discussed in more detail below. But see, e.g., a recent survey article on

animalism (Bailey 2015) for explicit evidence of it. (Though I should perhaps note that Bailey himself wants to suggest
that such accounts may not be so implausible after all.)

11One envisages, for example, cases like Transplantation, in which my cerebrum is removed and transplanted, but
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that any account of the nature of this animal, and of animals of this kind, which predicts such
implausible results must itself, thereby, inherit this implausibility. It has also seemed to many
that amending one’s account of the nature of this animal so as to deliver the result that this an-
imal goes with my cerebrum in the cases would not only be implausible, but also unprincipled:
an ad hoc manoeuvre designed to hold on to (1) in the face of apparent counterexamples, when
the appropriate reaction would be to reject it.

What all of this assumes, however, is that the rejection of (3) would require a revision to
our judgments about what happens to this animal in such cases, rather than a revision to our
judgments about what happens to my mind in them, or about whether such cases are possible.
That is, it assumes that, for at least one case c that might otherwise be taken to witness (3), (◊)
and (mi) must be accepted, and (~a) alone must be rejected. If Removal or Transplantation is
taken to be such a case, then this is to assume that there is simply no scope either for denying its
possibility, or for denying that my mind goes somewhere in it.

The central purpose of this thesis is to call this assumption into question. In particular, I
want to explore the prospects for rejecting (mi) in Removal and Transplantation: for denying
that these are cases in which my mind goes somewhere. This is, I think, a relatively unexplored
option. But by getting clear on what exactly this rejection would involve, I want to suggest, we
will arrive at a novel and plausible way of defending the rejection of (3), and so of reconciling
(1) and (2), thereby dissolving one of the central divisions in the contemporary personal identity
debate.

One might suspect that a making a revision of this kind to our judgments about the cases
must inevitably involve accepting some degree of implausibility in our account of the nature of
mymind and any attendant possibilities. And if so, onemight think, accordingly, that one could
be led to accept such a revision only by being shown that it involves less implausibility that would
the rejection of any of (1), (2), (◊) or (~a). I hope to demonstrate, however, that this isn’t the
case. Once we have certain aspects of the debate clearly in view, the claim that my mind goes
somewhere in the cases turns out not only to be coherently deniable, but itself unmotivated: its
apparent plausibility not so much misleading, but illusory. Or so I will suggest.

Aside from its intrinsic interest, this result is important because it reveals the central dispute
in the philosophy of personal identity to be the result of an underlying dynamic which one
can see play out elsewhere, and which often distorts theorising about the self. The dynamic I
have in mind is the following. Certain assumptions about the mind—in this case, about the
nature of the human mind and its material basis—are treated as fixed points, or as mere input

in which the rest of my body isn’t destroyed, and is instead kept alive, giving off the appearance of being the same
living thing no less than it would if I were to suffer certain kinds of accidental but severe brain damage. And does the
claim that this animal goes withmy cerebrum in Transplantation not suggest that this animal goes withmy cerebrum
in this kind of case, too?
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into the debate over our nature. These assumptions then serve as constraints on our theorising
about the self. In practice, and in the present context, these assumptions manifest themselves
in an antecedent acceptance of the claim that my mind does (or at least can) go somewhere
in cases such as Removal and Transplantation. But once these assumptions are brought into
question, this approach is revealed to be deeply mistaken. It is mistaken not only because the
assumptions are ill-grounded, but because, in order to arrive at a principled assessment of such
claims, onemust in fact bring to bear a conception of the nature of the human self. This suggests
that the metaphysics of mind cannot be treated as methodologically prior to the metaphysics of
the human self, and that any attempt to leverage a conception of our nature out of a conception
of the nature of our minds will ultimately prove unable to command our assent. But more on
this below.

There are, then, three aims guiding the discussion that follows. First, to identify certain
claims that might incline one to accept that my mind goes somewhere in the cases. Second, to
argue that these claims either do not support this verdict, or are themselves without support.
And third, to make the case that these claims are plausibly false.

Taking a natural path through the material will render the pursuit of these aims somewhat
piecemeal, but, I hope, in a way that makes the thread of the discussion more comprehensible.
At times, it will prove useful to adopt the perspective of one who wants to hold onto (1), (2), (◊)
and (~a), and consider what one could or should then say about what happens to my mind in
Removal and Transplantation. Ultimately, however, we will prescind from this perspective, as
the grounds for doubting (mi), and so for doubting (3), will be seen to be largely independent
of (1).

If all of this is successful, then the central upshot will be that (1) and (2) are simply not in
tension: that, at least in our present state of knowledge, neither gives us a reason to reject the
other. And so, in particular, it will follow that (2) provides us with no good reason for rejecting
(1). Which is to say: the claim that I must go where my mind goes provides us with no good
reason for rejecting the claim that I am this animal. And, more generally, it will follow that the
fact the preservation of a human person’s mind is sufficient for their persistence poses no threat
to animalism.

In §§2.2–2.3 I provide a brief overview of some of the literature on (1)–(3), and attempt to
clarify some of the key terms of the debate. In chapter 3, I consider the relationship between
the key cases as I present them and the kinds of cases that have appeared in this literature, draw
some distinctions between different kinds of judgments that one might make concerning the
mental facts in a hypothetical case, and consider an objection to the the way in which I have
characterised the key cases. In chapter 4, I move on to consider Removal and Transplantation
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in detail, arguing that there are no good grounds for thinking that my mind goes somewhere
in either case. Finally, in chapter 5, I briefly draw some general lessons that bear on the debate
over (1)–(3), and argue that the foregoing material suggests that we may be able to strengthen
this conclusion: not only are there are no good reasons to hold that (mi) is satisfied by the key
cases, there are in fact good reasons to deny it.

2.2 Some Background

This section and the next cover two preliminary aspects of the discussion. The present section
provides a brief overview of some of the argumentative strategies concerning (1)–(3) that have
(in effect) appeared in the literature, and locates the strategy of the present chapter in that
milieu. §2.3 provides and defends some formalisations of the central claims that are at issue,
and clarifies some of the terminology of the debate.

I have already said something about the potential reasons for accepting (3), the claim that it
is not the case that this animal must go where my mind goes. These derive from reflection on
hypothetical cases such as Removal and Transplantation, cases which are taken to witness the
claim. In this section, I want to briefly outline some reasons for accepting (1) and (2), before
canvassing some arguments that could be given concerning (1)–(3). In particular, I will identify
some of the ways in which (3) has been rejected on the basis of (1) and (2). This will provide
some useful background for the subsequent discussion.

So, why accept (1), the claim that I am this animal? The central reasons for accepting this
claim have already been presented in chapter 1. There, I suggested that it should be taken to be a
default view concerning the metaphysics of the human self. Our reasons for accepting it derive
from the fact that we take a range of inquiries to have a common primary object: the single
salient object that is where I am. It is part of the manifest image of ourselves and our place in
the world that, in the context of an inquiry into my nature, there is a single salient object here.
I argued accordingly that the pre-philosophical commitment to animalism is based on reasons
which find their expression in the following line of thought: I am this thing; and this thing is
an animal; so I am this animal. I suggested that other arguments for animalism can best be
understood as taking the form of problematising any departure from this default view, and so of
problematising the rejection of the the line of reasoning just given. Given its status as a default
position, then, we should accept (1) in the absence of a reason to give it up. And the acceptance
of any apparent reason to give it up will be hostage to the provision of a plausible diagnosis of
where the line of reasoning that appears to support (1) goes wrong. That is, if we are to reject
it, we must be provided with a way of making sense ourselves and our inquiries in light of the
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purported fact that, where we took there to be one salient thing, there turn out to be at least two.
Why accept (2), the claim that I must go where my mind goes? With regards to this claim, I

am roughly in agreement with Mark Johnston when he writes:

[I]f anything deserves the name of a conceptual truth about the relation between persons
and minds, it is the claim that a person cannot be outlived by (what once was) his own
mind. It is not a temporary feature of my mind that it is my mind. Nor could it be. No
situation could deserve a description to the effect that the very mind that is my mind has
been or will come to be the mind of someone else. Talk of a particular mind is just talk
about a particular person’s mental functioning. […]
If this is so, then, whenever we have reason to say that a single mind has continued on, we
have reason to say that a single person has continued on. (1987, pp. 77–78)

There is, of course, nothing here approaching an argument. The remarks are largely rhetorical.
And one might suspect that there is something somewhat unsatisfactory about the claim that it
is a conceptual truth that (for example) I must go where my mind goes, as this renders it difficult
to make sense of those who purport to resolve the tension between (1)–(3) by rejecting (2). Nev-
ertheless, and despite the fact that, in talking aboutminds in this context, we are concerned with
something particular rather than something universal, it seems right to say that it would be a
mistake to think of a particularmind as an entity separable from that which is its subject, and for
something like the reason that there is nothingmore to the (continued) existence of amind than
the (continued) mental functioning of a particular thing. This does not in and of itself generate
problems for thinking of a mind as an entity, but it does suggest that a mind should be regarded
as an entity our conception of which (and the nature of which) is arrived at via abstraction from
our conception of (and the nature of) a subject that has it.

One could take a different attitude to (2), while still regarding it as correct. This would likely
involve taking cases such as Removal and Transplantation to play a role not only in supporting
(3), but also in supporting (2). So one would reflect on certain hypothetical cases, and come
to see that whenever one judges that my mind has gone somewhere in a case, one is inclined
to judge that I have gone with it. Finding no inclinations to judge otherwise in any cases, and
generalising, one onemight then conclude, somewhat tentatively, that I must go wheremymind
goes.

It is difficult to say exactly how prevalent this kind of attitude to (2) is. As will be seen be-
low in §3, the history of the personal identity debate is replete with presentations of cases in
which certain mental facts are stipulated, and which were presented in order to elicit judgments
concerning identity. Looking back, however, it is often unclear how these cases should be in-
terpreted, and in particular how they ought to be described in the present idiom. For there are
two ways in which we might understand the discussions of the relevant cases. According to
the first, it was intended to be stipulated in the cases that there was identity of mind, or that a
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particular mind had been preserved, and it was asked whether there was also identity of subject,
or whether a particular subject had been preserved. According to the second, it was intended
to be stipulated only that the instantiation of a certain mental profile had been brought about
in a certain way, and it was then asked both whether there was identity of mind and whether
there was identity of subject. The former lends itself to (and probably requires) interpreting the
debate as one that did not presuppose the truth of (2). The latter lends itself to (though does not
so obviously require) interpreting the debate as one that did presuppose the truth of (2). It is
certainly plausible to read those who would reject (2), but who would not regard such discus-
sions as misguidedly focussing on impossible cases, as committing themselves to a reading of
the debate which does not presuppose its truth. But we need not attempt to settle this interpret-
ive question now.12 For the purposes of motivating the discussion below, it is enough that (2)
strike all as initially plausible, whatever the precise reason. That said, however, I will, at certain
points, be drawing on the assumption that (2) is correct.

There are reasons, then, to accept all three claims. But as I have already said, at least one
must be given up. How should we decide which?

In principle, one might argue against any one of the claims on the basis of the other two: (1)
could be rejected on the basis of (2) and (3); (2) could be rejected on the basis of (1) and (3); or
(3) could be rejected on the basis of (1) and (2). Due to the mutual inconsistency, an argument
for any pair is ipso facto and argument against the other. The task remaining for anyone who
wants to argue in such a fashion would then be to explain away or undermine the appeal of the
rejected claim.

As we shall see below, instances of all three of these strategies can be found in the literature.
Often, however, the adoption of one of these lines of argument results in a failure to do any real
justice to the motivations for the rejected claim. This is understandable. In taking oneself to
have established, say, (1) and (3), one will take oneself to have established that (2) is false, and
so one may feel secure in making only a cursory attempt to explain away the motivations for
(2). But such cursory explanations tend to lack any real plausibility.13 The motivations for all
three claims run deep. So an acceptable diagnosis of where someone who accepts any one of
these claims has gone wrong ought to engage with the relevant motivations in detail. And a
reasonable modesty about one’s epistemic standing with respect to any accepted pair ought to

12In fact, I think the difficulty of choosing between these two ways of reading the discussions may well stem
from a general failure to consistently distinguish between ‘mind’ understood as a universal—or as a mental profile
as I referred to it in the previous paragraph—and ‘mind’ understood as something particular. (This is a distinction
which will arise again below.) If so, then it might be that neither way of interpreting these discussions canmake sense
of everything said in their course.

13See, for example, Olson’s (1997a, pp. 52–70, 2007, pp. 39–44, 2015a) attempts to explain away the appeal of (2),
and the quite reasonable criticism of those attempts offered by Parfit (2012, p. 10).
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prevent one from resting easy until such a diagnosis is in hand.1⁴
My primary aim, then, is to identify and develop a way of rejecting (3) which reveals it to be

questionable on grounds that do not themselvesmake essential appeal to (1) and (2). In principle,
this could be compatible with the rejection of (1), or the rejection of (1) and (2).1⁵ Ultimately,
however, there is often little difference between adequately explaining away an unwanted con-
sequence of a view and making room for a view by undermining alternatives in advance, just
as there is often little difference between motivating and defending a view. This chapter, then,
could equally well be thought of as carrying out a diagnostic project on behalf of those who
would reject (3) on the basis of (1) and (2). But either way, in the absence of (3), one of the
central supposed reasons for rejecting (1) will disappear.

Before moving on, I will briefly outline some possible lines of argument concerning (1)–(3).

(2) & (3), so ~(1). This is what I will call ‘the standard neo-Lockean argument’. It claims
that I must go where my mind goes, but this animal need not, and so I am not this animal. In
giving it this name, I do not want to suggest that these precise claims (i.e. (2) and (3)) would
be provided as the motivation for rejecting (1). Often, claims about particular cases that entail
or otherwise support these general claims would be offered instead. But I do want to suggest
that this is a line of reasoning which would be endorsed by many neo-Lockeans. That is, many
neo-Lockeans reject (1), and they reject (1) precisely because they take certain cases to witness
(3)—i.e. to be cases in which this animal does not go where my mind goes—while taking those
same cases to be ones in which I do go where my mind goes—either because they accept (2) and
take it to entail this conclusion in the case, or because they are otherwise inclined to make this
judgment in the case, and take (2) to result from a reasonable generalisation of the judgment in
question.1⁶

1⁴Things would be different here if the motivation for a rejected claim, which one hoped to undermine, itself
derived from a (mistaken) rejection of one of the accepted claims. In that case, an argument in favour of the accepted
claim could in principle reveal what was wrong with the apparent motivation for the rejected claim. But this is not
in general the case with any of (1)–(3), as each can be motivated more of less independently of the other two. That
this is so is unsurprising given the fact that it is, of course, in principle possible for more than one of the claims to be
false. (A caveat: it is not possible for only (2) and (3) to be false. Given (1), exactly one of (2) and (3) must be false.
So a mistaken acceptance of (2) could in principle be motivated by a mistaken rejection of (3), or vice versa. But in
fact there are, as far as I am aware, no examples of either claim being motivated in this kind of way. And if (1) is false,
then (2) or (3) or both might in principle be false.)

1⁵It is not compatible with the rejection of (2) alone, as (1), ~(2) and ~(3) also form an inconsistent triad.
1⁶Strictly speaking, a philosopher might reject (1) on the basis of cases such as Removal and Transplantation

without accepting (2). For they might accept that these are possible cases in which I go with my mind, and in which
this animal does not, without accepting that in every possible case I go with my mind. However, such a stance would,
I think, be hard to defend. For granted the rejection of (2), it is unclear what kind of reason there could be to justify
hanging on to the judgment that I go with my mind in these cases, given that it forces the rejection of (1). The mere
inclination to accept the judgment about these cases will not do, as this inclination is likely to be best explained by
the plausibility of (2) itself. What other kind for justification for the judgment could there be? At any rate, for present
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Still, the name is non-ideal, as the argument would be endorsed by a number of writers who
would not classify themselves as neo-Lockeans. But a number of its most notable adherents—in
particular, Sydney Shoemaker, on whose arguments we fill focus below—do tend to identify as
such.

(1) & (3), so ~(2). This is what I will call ‘the standard animalist argument’. It claims that I
am this animal, but that this animal need not go where my mind goes, and so it must also be
true that I, too, need not go where my mind goes. It would be endorsed by, for example, Carter
(1989), Olson (1997a, 2002), and Snowdon (1991, 2014). Again, this name is perhaps something
of a misnomer, as certain well known animalists would not argue in this fashion, and would
instead reject (3). But I take Carter, Olson and Snowdon to have enough of a claim to be the
standard bearers for animalism to license this terminological decision.

On the way of thinking of (2) that I voiced some support for above, it might seem incred-
ible to suppose that anyone would really reject it, and so one might suppose that attributing its
rejection to these writers must be to misread them. Whether this does counts as misreading
them will in part depend on whether their conception of a mind lines up with the conception
of a mind at work in the present paper. But for now, I simply present the following claims that
appear to be to this effect:

Consider Brown, whose healthy brain is transplanted from a diseased body to a healthy
body from which a hopelessly diseased brain has been removed. Later a person (Brown-
son, say) emerges from the hospital who appears to remember climbing Mt. Everest by an
exceptionally difficult and heroic route before the operation (this being something only
Brown did). […]
If we suppose that a person goes where his mind goes, we may conclude that Brownson
is Brown and so deny that people are human organisms. This gets things the wrong way
round. It is true that Brownson’s mind is Brown’s mind, false that Brownson is Brown.

(Carter 1989, pp. 12–13)

[T]he person who ends up with your cerebrum in the Transplant Case is in an important
sense psychologically continuous with you. She has inherited your mind. […]
[I]t may seem as if the resulting person, who has your cerebrum and your psychology, must
be you. But [s]he cannot be you if you are a living organism, for the animal associated with
you did not get transplanted, but remained behind instead.1⁷ (Olson 1997a, pp. 11, 142)

purposes, this does not matter. Such a philosopher would still be rejecting (1) on the basis of (3) (or at least the claim
that cases such as Removal and Transplantation witness (3).) Reasons to be sceptical of (3), or of the claim that these
cases do witness (3), would therefore undermine this argument just asmuch as they would the standard neo-Lockean
argument.

1⁷Note that these two quotations are not parts of a single passage; the ellipsis elides most of the book. But their
proximal presentation here is not intended to mislead, and it in no way serves to misrepresent Olson’s views. (It does,
however, partially explain why these passages employ different personal pronouns.)
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[I]f someone accepts animalism, as I do, and does not challenge other elements in the ori-
ginal BTA [Brain Transplant Argument], then the conclusion must be, putting it in John-
ston’s terminology, that a person can be outlived by his or her mind. A person’s mind can
end up as someone else’s. […]
I want next to develop a final line of reasoning responding to BTA […] The direction of
this final line of argument is to make a case for thinking that it is a reasonable and not
in fact highly counter-intuitive verdict on some central BT [Brain Transplant] cases that
they amount to someone’s literally losing their mind (or, as one might say, changing their
minds). (Snowdon 2014, pp. 212, 228)

While Olson and Snowdon (to a greater degree than Carter) go on to engage in the project of
trying to make sense of the rejection of (2), I do not want, here, to engage with their attempts
to explain it away in any great detail. It seems to me that they fail to come to terms with the
real motivations for (2), and so either fail to adequately explain it away (in Olson’s case) or
fail to make sufficient sense of its rejection (in Snowdon’s). Substantiating these complaints
would, I expect, take us too far afield. But I think it is safe to say that, if they did not take a
commitment to (3) to be inevitable, none of these writers, and perhaps no-one, would deny (2).
At present, then, it is enough to note that this project of making sense of (2)’s rejection is only
well motivated if there are good reasons to accept (3).

(1) & (2), so ~(3). This is what I will call ‘the alternative animalist argument’. It claims that I
am this animal, and that I must go where my mind goes, so this animal, too, must go where my
mind goes. It would be endorsed by, for example, van Inwagen (1990, 2007), McDowell (1997),
and, I would say, Wiggins (1996, 2001, 2012). But then what of (◊), (mi) and (~a), with respect
to Removal and Transplantation? They cannot all be accepted, as together they entail (3). So
which of these should be rejected?

Here, opinions differ. Both McDowell and Wiggins are somewhat ambivalent. To the extent
that (◊) and (mi) are forced upon them, both will commit to rejecting (~a); that is, both suggest
that if there are possible cases like Removal and Transplantation in which a mind goes some-
where, then the relevant animal must go with it.1⁸ But both also seem to voice some scepticism
about whether cases like these really could be ones in which a mind goes somewhere. Due to
the ambivalence, relatively little is said about how exactly we should make sense of the rejection
of either (mi) or (~a) in the cases. I will discuss their positions in a little more detail below. For
now, suffice it to say that both would be happy to commit to the claim that at least one of (mi)
and (~a) is false, even if they are unhappy to commit to the rejection of either in particular.

1⁸I should note here that both consider versions of cases like Removal and Transplantation that concern whole
brains, not mere cerebra. For cases concerning mere cerebrum transplants, it might well be that both would be more
inclined to reject (mi).

68



2.2 some background

Van Inwagen is more committal. He accepts that the key cases are possible and that they
are cases in which this animal does not go anywhere, and on that very basis (together with (1)
and (2)) rejects the claim that my mind goes somewhere in the cases. That is, he argues that (◊)
and (~a) are both satisfied by Removal and Transplantation, and so, given (1) and (2), (mi) must
also fail to be satisfied by them. However, he seems to be happy to adopt a defensive perspective,
arguing that the denial of (mi) flows from his more general metaphysical commitments, and
that its rejection is consistent with his overall picture. And these are commitments that many
do not share.1⁹ Because of this, he does little to explain how or why it is that (mi) has seemed so
plausible to so many.2⁰

Also worth mentioning here is Madden (forthcoming[a]), who in some ways occupies a
middle ground between the standard animalist position and the alternative animalist position.
He defends a novel account of the persistence of animate organisms that, on my reading,
ultimately commits him to rejecting (2) and accepting (3). That is, his account entails that,
in full generality, that neither I nor this animal must go where my mind goes. In this way,
he resembles the standard animalist. However, when it comes to cases like Removal and
Transplantation, he takes his account to deliver the verdict that they satisfy (◊) and (mi) while
not satisfying (~a). How so? Well, the view of animate organisms that he defends holds that
an animate organism of (fundamental) kind K persists just in case a sufficient number of
capacities for activity characteristic of things of kind K are continuously preserved (along a
dominant path.) And this condition, he argues, is met in Removal and Transplantation, for
these operations preserve a sufficient number of capacities for activity characteristic of things
of my kind—that is, activity characteristic of human animals—and they do so in the absence
of any competing ‘path’. What is notable about Madden’s discussion, then, is that it may
be thought to provide some reason for accepting (mi) and rejecting (~a), one that could in
principle be appealed to by those who accept the alternative animalist argument, even if they
differ from Madden in their acceptance of (2).

1⁹The general metaphysical outlook defended in his (1990) is a qualified form of so-called mereological nihilism,
according to which no composite material objects exist other than living organisms.

2⁰It might be thought that Johnston (2007) ought to be identified as advancing the alternative animalist argument.
Certainly, going by the letter of (1)–(3), he counts as advancing it. And, read in this way, he is equally as committal
as van Inwagen, but in the opposite direction, for he rejects (~a) on the basis of (1), (2), (◊), and (mi). However, he
also makes the highly unorthodox choice of distinguishing between animals and (relevant) organisms, doing so in
a way that leads him to the claim that this organism constitutes this animal, and so to the claim that this organism
and this animal are distinct. Whether he ought to be characterised as advancing the alternative animalist argument
perhaps depends on whether his use of ‘animal’ counts as revisionary; and whether this is so would depend in turn
on details of his accounts of organisms and animals that are not present in his paper. But my inclinations here are
permissive; I would count him as amongst those advancing this kind of argument. (With the exception of refusing
to count organisms as animals, the view he develops is very similar to Baker’s (1999; 2000). (Cf. n. 64, ch. 1)
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The various positions taken by those who would accept the standard animalist argument
and those who would accept the alternative animalist argument, then, are all driven by broader
metaphysical commitments or views that bear on our nature and on the nature of human anim-
als. And they either reject (2) because their theories commit them to (1) and (3), or they reject
(3) because of their theories commit to (1) and (2). Now, as I have already indicated, I am largely
in agreement with those who endorse the alternative animalist argument. But if (3) is false, and
if the motivation for accepting (3) does not itself derive from the rejection of (1) or (2), then we
might reasonably hope to find a flaw in this motivation the exposition of which does not itself
make essential appeal to to both (1) and (2). And this is, in part, what I hope to do in this thesis.

2.3 Clarifications

How are we to understand the claims that I must go where my mind goes and that it is not the
case that this animalmust gowheremymind goes? That is, what claim dowemake of xwhenwe
claim that x must go where my mind goes? And how should we understand the various related
claims mentioned above, such as the claim that my mind goes somewhere (in a case), and the
claim that my mind goes with my cerebrum (in a case)? That is, what claims do we make of x
when we claim that x has gone somewhere (in a case), or that x goes with my cerebrum (in a
case)?

In answering these questions, it will be useful to provide formalisations of some of these
claims. Here is how I will proceed. I will begin by offering some formalisations that correspond
to the interpretations of (1)–(3), (↛), (mi) and (~a) that will be relied on in the rest of the thesis,
and provide corresponding interpretations of any related ways of speaking which do not occur
in any of these claims. In some cases, these are not obviously the most natural interpretations of
the claims in question. So I will then justify the interpretations provided by considering some
of their potential shortcomings, arguing that these shortcomings are not easily avoided, and
suggesting that the interpretations in question nevertheless adequately capture what is funda-
mentally at issue in the claims just mentioned. Finally, I will connect these interpretations up
with some of the discussion in Chapter 1, and with the discussion that will follow.

So let m be a variable for minds; b a variable for cerebra; t a variable for times; p a variable
for places or locations. Let i be a constant referring to me; a a constant referring to this an-
imal; mi a term picking out (what is now) my mind; and bi a term picking out (what is now) my
cerebrum. Let L be a three-place predicate holding between objects, objects and times, express-
ing: is co-located with … at; S a three-place predicate holding between objects, minds and times,
expressing: is the subject of … at; R a three-place predicate holding between minds, objects and
times, expressing: is realised by … at; O a three-place predicate holding between objects, places
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and times, expressing occupies … at; and E a two-place predicate holding between objects and
times, expressing: exists at.21 (Not all of these will occur in the formalisations of the central
claims; but those that do not will feature in subsequent discussion.)

Before offering the interpretations, I want to make four brief comments on the foregoing
paragraph. First, ‘objects’ here is being used in an ontologically neutral way: it is just meant
as a term that can be used to make general statements about whatever it is that the first-order
quantifiers range over.

Second, on L. I will speak interchangeably of co-location with x, of being in the same place
as x, and of being where x is. Such talk is highly context sensitive. Even given a context, it
can be somewhat vague. I will consider below what co-location might be thought to come to
when something is said to be co-located with my mind, or vice versa, in the context of a debate
concerning (1)–(3). But at the outset, I think it is safe to say that its use in this kind of context
will inevitably be open to precisification, and that the details of this precisification will turn
on exactly how one ends up wanting to think of the things that are being claimed to be co-
located, and so, in part, on how one resolves the dispute. But this does not preclude such talk
being determinate enough to find clear application to the kinds of cases we will discuss. (And
moreover, as will be seen below, given the details of the cases on which we will focus, we will, for
most of the discussion, be able to prescind from talk of location altogether.) One assumption I
will be making about co-location, however, but which I take it will hold on any understanding of
it, is that it is symmetric, and so that L is symmetric in its first two argument places. That is, x is
co-located with y (at t) just in case y is co-located with x (at t): ◻∀x∀y∀t (L(x, y, t)↔ L(y, x, t)).22

Third, on S. In using ‘the’ to gloss the relation it expresses, I assume that a mind can only
have one subject at a time. But this is mostly for ease of expression. No points of substance will
turn on this assumption. So the relation itself can just be thought of as being as subject of … at.
(Although I do, in fact, take the holding of the relation to entail uniqueness in its first argument
place.)

Fourth, andfinally, onR.This kind of talk concerning realisation—that is, speaking simply of
amind being realised by an object such as a cerebrum—is common in the context of claims such
as (1)–(3). But it might well be regarded as an oversimplification. There are potential worries

21The term mi could be treated as equivalent to ιm S(i,m, τ), where τ is a term given an indexical interpretation
parallel to ‘now’. That is, it could be taken to pick out the mind of which I am now the subject. Then, in general, mx
can be used to pick out (what is now) x’s mind. But it is probably simpler for present purposes just to think of mi as a
constant. Nothing in the discussion turns on this. (Similar remarks apply to bi, which could be taken to be equivalent
to ιb R(mi, b, τ).) Note that ‘b’ is being used as a variable for cerebra, rather than ‘c’, only because ‘c’ is being used in a
different way, namely as a metalanguage variable for cases, and in what follows this metalanguage use of ‘c’ for cases
is more extensive than is the object language use of ‘b’ for cerebra.

22It is important to be clear that this does not render the relation of going where … goes symmetric. That is, if x
goes where y goes, it does not follow that y goes where x goes. For the claim that x goes where y goes allows x to
predate or outlast y, but it does not allow y to predate or outlast x.
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here about both the first and the second argument places of R. With regards to the first, it might
be questioned whether it is strictly speaking minds that are realised—i.e., that enter into the
realisation relation—rather than mental properties (or property instances, or states, or events,
or …). With regards to the second, whatever mental items one takes to be realised, it is unclear
that they can be said simply to be realised by an object, such as my cerebrum, rather than (say)
cerebral properties (or property instances, or states, or events, or …). However, while it may be
somewhat crude, it will, I think, serve my purposes in this chapter adequately.23 (Concerns to
do with realisation will arise in §4.2, where a more precise understanding of realisation will be
adopted.)

There are two basic ideas underlying the interpretations of (1)–(3), (↛), (mi) and (~a) that
will be given in amoment. The first idea is that we can read the claim that x goes wheremymind
goes, as it occurs in (1)–(3) and (↛), as the claim that x is always where my mind is, whenever
my mind exists. So ‘x goes where my mind goes’ is formalised as: ∀t (E(mi, t) → L(x,mi, t)). In
words: for any time t, if my mind exists at t, then x is co-located with my mind at t. To say that
x must go where my mind goes is just to say that it is necessary that x goes where my mind goes.
So ‘x must go where my mind goes’ will then be formalised as: ◻∀t (E(mi, t) → L(x,mi, t)). In
words: necessarily, for any time t, if my mind exists at t, then x is co-located with my mind at
t. And given a case c, if something is claimed to go where my mind goes in a case c, this will be
(semi-)formalised simply as above, but with the qualification ‘in c’. So ‘x goes where my mind
goes in c’ will be: ∀t (E(mi, t) → L(x,mi, t)) in c.2⁴ (A little more will be said about the ‘in c’
qualification below.)

The second idea is we can think of going somewhere, in the relevant sense, as simply amatter
of continuing to exist. That is, we can read the claim that x goes somewhere (in a case) as the
claim that x exists at a certain time (in that case). Part of the thought here is that in saying that
my mind goes somewhere (in a case), we have a particular time (in that case) in mind, about
which the claim is being made.2⁵ So ‘x goes somewhere (in c)’, presumed to concern a certain

23Perhaps themost in depth account of themetaphysics of realisation is provided by Shoemaker (2000, 2003, 2007,
2011b, 2013), but a good deal of work on the nature of the realisation relation has appeared in the last twenty years.
See Antony (2010), Audi (2012), Boyd (1999), Craver (2004), Craver andWilson (2006), Endicott (2010, 2012), Gillett
(2002, 2003), Haug (2010), Kim (2010), McLaughlin (2007), Melnyk (2009, 2010), Pineda andVicente (forthcoming),
Polger (2004, 2007, 2010, 2013), Polger and Shapiro (2008), Shapiro (2000, 2004), Walter (2010), Wilson (1999, 2009,
2011), Wilson (2001, 2004a,b), Wrenn (2010) and Zimmerman (2009).

2⁴Obviously, then, ‘it is not the case that x goes where my mind goes in c’ admits of a scope ambiguity. It could be
either: [~∀t (E(mi, t) → L(x,mi, t))] in c; or: ~[∀t (E(mi, t) → L(x,mi, t)) in c]. In what follows, unless it is explicitly
stated otherwise, I will always take ‘in c’ to have the widest possible scope, reading claims such as (3) in accordance
with the first of these interpretations.

2⁵More likely: either a stretch of time, or a range of times picked out via a description that all the times in the range
satisfy. For example, when we make a judgment like (mi) or (~a) about Removal or Transplantation, the time(s) in
the cases about which we are plausibly making a judgment are whatever time(s) we would pick out by speaking of
something holding ‘after the procedure’. In the text, I idealise this by writing as if there is some particular time (in
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time (in c), say t, is (semi-)formalised as: E(x, t) (in c). In words: x exists at t (in c).2⁶
(Sometimes, the first locutionmay be used in a slightly different way, not to generalise about

times, but to make a claim about a particular time (in a case). When it is, it should be read
more in line with the reading given to the second locution. That is ‘x goes where my mind
goes (in c)’, presumed to concern a certain time (in c), say t, can sometimes be appropriately
(semi-)formalised as: L(x,mi, t) (in c).2⁷ In words: x is co-located with my mind at t (in c).)

Here, then, are the interpretations of (1)–(3), (↛), (mi) and (~a) with which we will be work-
ing:

(1) I am this animal
i = a

(2) I must go where my mind goes
◻∀t (E(mi, t)→ L(i,mi, t))2⁸

(3) It is not the case that this animal must go where my mind goes
~◻∀t (E(mi, t)→ L(a,mi, t))

(↛) It is not the case that this animal goes where my mind goes in c
~∀t (E(mi, t)→ L(a,mi, t)) in c

the cases, a post-procedure time) about which a judgment is being made. But the idealisation is harmless.
2⁶Neither idea is mandatory. Another option would have been to think of going somewhere as a matter of being

co-located with something, and, correspondingly, to think of going where x goes as a matter being co-located with
x whenever x is co-located with anything. (If one is already wondering why I’m speaking of co-location (with some-
thing) rather that location (at a place), see §2.3.1 below.) Then ‘x goes where my mind goes’ would be formalised as:
∀t (∃y L(mi, y, t) → L(x,mi, t)); and ‘x goes somewhere (in c)’, presumed to concern t (in c), would be: ∃y L(x, y, t)
(in c). Essentially, then, this is just to replace talk of existence at a time with talk of being co-located with something
at a time. There is, I expect, little to choose between here. After all, one might expect that everything which counts
as existing at a time will be co-located with itself at that time. But it is unclear whether this is correct, in part for
reasons raised in §2.3.2 to dowith the way in which a dualist would have to interpret the terms of the debate, given the
range of situations which they are likely to want to characterise as ones in which my mind goes somewhere. Clearly,
however, there are countervailing reasons to go in the alternative direction suggested in this footnote; not least that
it renders the connection between (~a) and (↛) a matter of form (see below.) And moreover, the way I ultimately
resolve the dualists’ interpretational difficulties could potentially undermine the motivation I claim for speaking of
existence at a time rather than co-location with something at a time. At least, it could if the interpretation I settle on
in §2.3.2 on behalf of the dualist is not taken to be the mere ad hoc manoeuvre I suggest it is, and is instead taken to
be a genuine part of the sense of ‘co-location’. Nevertheless, it was for this kind of reason that I went with the ideas
in the text. Thankfully, I do not think anything of substance turns on the choice.

2⁷Alternatively, it might be thought that this kind of use should be given a slightly different treatment, one which
maintains a closer link with the prior use, but which ultimately comes out as equivalent (for present purposes) to the
interpretation proposed in the text. According to the interpretation I have in mind, ‘x goes where my mind goes (in
c)’ would again be presumed to concern a time (in c), say t, but would be taken to presuppose that E(mi, t) (in c), and
so formalised as: E(mi, t)→ L(x,mi, t) (in c).

2⁸And this clearly follows from the general claim that, it was suggested in the previous section, can plausibly be
taken to motivate (2), namely that no mind can exist apart from its subject: ◻∀x∀m∀t(S(x,m, t) → ◻∀t1(E(m, t1) →
L(x,m, t1))).
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(mi) My mind goes somewhere in c
E(mi, tc) in c [where tc is the time in c about which a judgment is being made]

(~a) It is not the case that this animal goes somewhere in c
~E(a, tc) in c [where tc is the time in c about which a judgment is being made]

These interpretations/formalisations ensure the desired relations between the claims. (1)–(3)
are mutually inconsistent. (↛), in combination with (◊)—that is, in combination with the claim
that c is possible—entails (3).2⁹ And (mi) and (~a), in combination with the assumption that if
something does not exist at a time then it cannot be co-located with anything at that time, entail
(↛).3⁰

There is one kind of claim which does not feature in any of the above, but which will be
used in discussion, namely: x goes with my cerebrum (in a case). However, I take the locution
‘x goes with y’ to be equivalent to ‘x goes where y goes’. This claim, then, also has two possible
readings, corresponding to the two readings of ‘x goes where my mind goes (in c)’ identified
above. According to the first, ‘x goeswithmy cerebrum (in c)’ can be formalised as: ∀t (E(bi, t)→
L(x, bi, t)) (in c). In words: at any time t (in c), if my cerebrum exists at t, then x is co-located
with my cerebrum at t. According to the second, ‘x goes with my cerebrum (in c)’, presumed to
concern a certain time (in c), say t, can be (semi-)formalised as: L(x, bi, t) (in c). In words: x is
co-located with my cerebrum at t.

There are four points I want to make about these interpretations/formalisations before mov-
ing on. The first concerns the absence of quantification over places. The second concerns the
apparent assumption that minds have locations. The third concerns what m is taken to range
over and what mi is taken to denote—that is, what exactly a mind is and what exactly my mind
is. And fourth concerns the ‘in c’ qualification, and connects this with the discussion of §1.4.3.

Before making these points, though, I want to make a very brief comment about the various
ways in which the kind of language that is at issue might be used. It is already clear that there are
multiple potential interpretations of some of the locutions that are employed in the debate over
(1)–(3). And in fact, I think themost sensible thing to say here is that, as natural as it is, we employ
such talk—that is, talk of one thing going where another goes, or of a thing going somewhere—
somewhat inconsistently, and perhaps, at least sometimes, indeterminately or ambiguously. That
is, sometimes we are interested in one thing, sometimes another. And, of course, sometimes we
are interested in more than one thing at once.

The points belowwill reveal some of the different things that wemight be interested in when

2⁹If that is not yet obvious, see §2.3.4 below.
3⁰It is plausible that it is part of the logic of location and temporal existence that co-location requires existence, i.e.

that ◻∀x∀t (~E(x, t)→ ∀y ~L(x, y, t)).
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engaging in such talk. For present purposes, however, we do not need to privilege any particular
interpretation as more correct or more basic than any other. All that matters is that we regiment
our talk as much as is needed to enable clear discussion, while remaining true to the underly-
ing thoughts to which claims such as (2) and (3) are intended to give expression. The aim in
addressing the next two points, in particular, is to do just this.

2.3.1 Why No Places?

On the face of it, each of (2), (3) and (↛) speaks of something being (or not being) in the same
location as another, while both (mi) and (~a) speak of something being (or not being) in some
location. Perhaps the most obvious peculiarity of the formalisations above, then, is the absence
of any quantification over places or locations. This is peculiar not only because of the attendant
disconnect that results between (2), (3) and (↛), on the one hand, and (mi) and (~a), on the
other, but also because it may seem easy enough to remedy. For example, it may be tempting
to formalise the claim that x goes where my mind goes as, say: ∀t∀p (O(mi, p, t) → O(x, p, t)).
In words: for any time t and any place p, if my mind occupies p at t, then x occupies p at t.
And, accordingly, it may be tempting to formalise the claim that x goes somewhere (at a time
t) as ∃p O(x, p, t). In words: there is a place x occupies at t. Adopting these interpretations,
(↛) would become: ~∀t∀p (O(mi, p, t)→ O(a, p, t)) in c; (mi), presumed to concern time tc in c,
would become: ∃p O(mi, p, tc) in c; and (~a), presumed to concern the same time tc in c, would
become: ~∃p O(a, p, tc) in c. The entailment from (mi) and (~a) to (↛) is then obvious and
secured solely in virtue of the form of the relevant claims.

Moreover, this kind of formalisation might be thought to extend more naturally or easily
to other cases. Consider, for example, a case that is just like Removal or Transplantation, but
in which the rest of my body is not destroyed after my cerebrum is removed, and is instead
artificially kept alive. Many would accept, in such a case, not only that my mind continues to
exist, and goes withmy cerebrum, but also that this animal continues to exist, by remaining with
the rest of my body, in virtue of its artificial sustainment. But the case would nevertheless be
taken to be one satisfying (↛), and so witnessing (3), due to my mind and this animal failing
to be co-located. However, claims that merely speak to whether my mind and this animal exist
post-procedure clearly cannot be straightforwardly extended to capture this. On the face of
it, though, claims that speak of whether my mind and this animal are located somewhere can
be. For, if c is taken to be such a case, tc is taken to be the post-procedure time about which a
judgment is being made, and pc is taken to be the place that my cerebrum goes, then the claim
that my mind is in pc at tc will be: O(mi, pc, tc) in c, and the claim that this animal is not will
be: ~O(a, pc, tc) in c. These correspond to the formalisations above in an obvious way, and again
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manifestly entail (↛).
Despite these reasons speaking in favour of proceeding in this way, I think there are good

enough reasons to not to do so. The basic problem is that it essentially involves treating x being
co-located with y as a matter of x occupying every place that y occupies. But the claim that x
goes where y goes, or that x is co-located with y, does not seem to preclude y being bigger than
x, at least when this kind of language is being used as it is the present context. If y is bigger than
x, however, then there will be places that y occupies that x does not. And so, on the present
interpretation, the claim that x goes where y goes will be straightforwardly false.31 This suggests
that the interpretation is inadequate. We can see this play out in context by considering how we
might react to certain claims about my mind. Now, we have not yet said anything about how
we ought to think of the location of minds. But suppose, for example, that we were to become
convinced that my mind should be thought to extend beyond my boundaries.32 This would not,
I want to suggest, falsify what is intended by the claim that I must go where my mind goes. And
yet, on the above interpretation, it is plausible that it would.33 I conclude that the interpretation
ought to be rejected.

Obviously, places do have a role to play in our understanding of such talk. But if we do not
understand the claim that x goes where y goes as the claim that x always occupies every place
that y occupies, how dowe understand it? Well, wemightmore naturally rephrase it as the claim
that x is in the same place as y. That is, as the claim that the place where x is and the place where
y is are one and the same. (Cf. the alternative glosses on co-location above.) But what is ‘the’
place where something is? Well, as with most definite descriptions, this is going to be a context
or occasion sensitive matter. So it is features of the context or occasion that will in general serve
to determine what counts, in that context or on that occasion, as the place at which something is
located. And this must occur in such a way that it allows, at least sometimes, two things to count

31Or, at least, it will be straightforwardly false on a number of ways of thinking about location or occupation. Call
the maximal region within x’s boundaries x’s extension. Then we can distinguish four different notions of occupation
or location, as follows. Exact occupation: x exactly occupies a region r at a time t just in case x’s extension is r at
t. Over-occupation: x over-occupies r at t just in case r is a part of x’s extension at t. Under-occupation: x under-
occupies r at t just in case x’s extension is a part of r at t. And partial occupation: x partially occupies r at t just in
case a part of x’s extension is a part of r at t. The claim in the text will be straightforwardly false if we are thinking
of occupation as either exact occupation, over-occupation, or partial occupation. However, it will not be false for
the reason given if we are thinking of occupation as under-occupation. In that case, it is y being smaller than x that
would entail that there are places that y occupies that x does not, and which would result in the straightforward falsity
of the claim that x goes where y goes. Again, however, the claim that x goes where y goes does not seem to preclude
this kind of difference.

32Cf. Clark and Chalmers (1998), and essays in Menary (2010), on the so-called ‘extended mind’ hypothesis.
33A similar result can be brought out if we are thinking of occupation as under-occupation (see the previous

footnote.) In fact, it may be even more obvious in this case than in the case mentioned in the text. For it is plausible
that many would take my mind to have an extension that is smaller than my extension, without thereby taking
themselves to commit to the falsity of the claim that I go where my mind goes. (Assuming, of course, that my mind
is taken to have a location/extension at all; cf. §2.3.3 below.)
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as occupying the same place even if they do not share their boundaries. (On reflection, of course,
this is obvious. For two distinct things may be in the same place in virtue of being in the same
room, or building, or city.) In employing such talk with regards to Removal or Transplantation,
we are simply relying on an implicit grasp of what, given our purposes, is to count as the location
of this animal, or of my mind, or of me, and what it would take for these things be in, or fail to
be in, the same place.

The task of providing a formalisation that adequately reflects this understanding, however,
is not straightforward. It is for this reason that I propose to stick with with the interpretations
above, despite their failure to fully reflect the senses of the claims they are formalising. This is,
essentially, to allow the understanding of co-location that is at work to be, as it were, absorbed
into L, the co-location predicate. But it is not to suggest that no further refinement is available.
Nor is it to suggest that there are no better alternatives that might capture the logical forms of
the relevant claims more precisely. It is simply to accept that attempting to provide any such
formalisation would distract from the task at hand, miring us in issues that are orthogonal to
the debate over (1)–(3), and contributing very little to its resolution. (Of course, for this to be
true, the formalisations I have offeredmust preserve what is fundamentally at issue in the debate
over (1)–(3). For the claim that they do, see §2.3.4 below.)

I end this point by briefly noting that while the foregoing motivates avoiding quantification
over places in (1)–(3) and (↛), it does not directly motivate doing so in (mi) and (~a). However,
given that it is avoided in the formalisations of the former claims, it would serve no purpose to
include it in the formalisations of latter.

2.3.2 Locating Minds

Still, a worry may remain. For it is clear that the kind of talk above, given the interpretations
offered, will be appropriate only if minds have locations. But even if one is happy to speak of
minds as particulars, one may doubt that they are, strictly speaking, located. And even if one is
happy to accept that they have locations, one may be reticent to make judgments about where a
mind is located in hypothetical cases of the kinds we will discuss without some account of what
determines the location of amind. How should someone in either of these positions understand
the locational talk about minds?

As it happens, either concern can be accommodated in roughly the same way: by providing
a further formalisation of L, one which can be thought to have application when one of the relata
is a mind. The basic idea is to appeal to something which is closely related to a mind, and which
uncontroversially has a location. The location of the relevant entity can then be thought either
to determine the location of my mind, or to, as it were, stand in as proxy for the ‘location’ of my
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mind, depending on which of the above worries is motivating the move.3⁴
There are a number of ways in which one might seek to do this. That is, there are a number

things whose location we might take to determine, or to stand in as proxy for, the location of a
mind. I will consider two options that naturally suggest themselves, but argue that thesemay not
be acceptable as interpretations to all parties to the dispute. I will then consider the suggestion
that the language is merely figurative, and should not be understood in terms of location at
all, but will suggest that this, too, gives rise to problems. I will then conclude that, for present
purposes, and in particular given the cases on which we are going to focus, we need not settle
on any one understanding of what it comes to for something to be co-located with a mind.

In general, the strategy will be to understand L(x,m, t) by way of a claim of the form:
∃y Φ(y,m, t) ∧ ∀y (Φ(y,m, t) → L(x, y, t)).3⁵ Roughly, this is to understand the claim that x
is where a mind m is at t by way of the claim that something Φs m at t and x is in the same
place as anything that Φs m is. The central question will then be: what should be substituted for
Φ? And whatever answer this question is given, the resulting understanding can be thought of
either as providing an account of what (co-)location comes to for a mind, given that they have
locations, or as an account of how we must understand talk that seems to commit to located
minds, given that they do not.

So what should Φ be taken to be? One option here would be to focus on realisation.
This would involve taking Φ to be R, and understanding L(x,mi, t) by way of ∃y R(y,mi, t) ∧
∀y (R(y,mi, t) → L(x, y, t)). Or, in words: this would involve understanding the claim that x is
where my mind is at t by way of the claim that something realises my mind at t and x is in the
same place as anything that realises mymind at t. And it would generate the following construal
of the claim that x must go where my mind goes:

◻∀t (E(mi, t)→ (∃y R(y,mi, t) ∧ ∀y (R(y,mi, t)→ L(x, y, t))))

That is, necessarily, for any time t, if my mind exists at t, then something realises my mind at t
and x is in the same place as anything that realises my mind at t. Or, more roughly, but more
simply: necessarily, always, x is where any realiser of my mind is. This appeal to realisation may
seem particularly appropriate in the present context because of the fact that both of the cases
with which we will primarily be concerned focus on my cerebrum, this focus being largely due
assumptions about the role that my cerebrum plays in realising (aspects of) my mind.

3⁴The further formalisations, then, will themselves employ L, and so will not resolve any of issues raised in the
previous point.

3⁵Given the symmetry of co-location noted above, L(m, x, t) is equivalent to L(x,m, t), and so can be understood
in the sameway; and ∃yΦ(y,m, t)∧∀y (Φ(y,m, t)→ L(x, y, t) is equivalent to ∃yΦ(y,m, t)∧∀y (Φ(y,m, t)→ L(y, x, t).
Note that while this is, strictly speaking, understanding co-location with a mind by way of co-location with whatever
Φs it, it can be straightforwardly extended to provide an account of what talk of occupation or location simpliciter
comes towhen it concerns amind, asO(m, p, t) can be understood byway of∃yΦ(y,m, t)∧∀y (Φ(y,m, t)→ O(y, p, t)).
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However, there are reasons to be less than completely satisfied with this way of proceeding.
One reason concerns whether thinking of realisation as a relation between my mind and an
object (such as my cerebrum) represents an unhappy oversimplification, one which may com-
plicate the assessment of this kind of claim in ways that are orthogonal to what is really at issue.
A more straightforward reason, however, can be brought out by reflecting on the bearing that
certain non-standard views would have if brought within the purview of the debate.

Consider, for example, the view articulated and defended (though perhaps not endorsed)
by Madden (2011). The view in question incorporates what Madden calls the ‘remote thought
hypothesis’, according to which a subject’s mind can be remotely realised—that is, realised by
something which is not itself a part of (or even in the vicinity of) that subject.3⁶ So suppose
that we accept this possibility, and envision some hypothetical scenario both as possible and
as bringing about just this kind of situation with respect to my mind. (One who accepts this
possibility might take Removal and Transplantation to be cases of precisely this sort.) What
then should be said about the location of my mind? And what then should be said about (2), the
claim that I must go where my mind goes? Would this be a situation in which I fail to go where
my mind goes—in which I am not co-located with it?

Well, the understanding presently under consideration reveals that there is at least one sense
in which I have not gone where my mind has gone in such a situation, as I am not ultimately
located where the entity that realises my mind (or that plays a certain role in realising my mind)
is located. And yet, this doesn’t seem to tell against the kind of view that (2) is typically taken
to motivate. After all, on such a view, what was initially my mind is, afterwards, still my mind.
Given this, it is natural to think that accepting the possibility of such a situation, however im-
plausible it may ultimately be, would not by itself undermine the central thought to which (2) is
intended to give voice. This suggests that we should not understand talk of co-location with a
mind, in this context, in terms of realisation.3⁷

More generally, it seems to me, this suggests that we should distinguish between the basic
ideas to which we are giving voice in making claims such as (2) and (3), on the one hand, and
certain presuppositions which may affect the way in which we give voice to these ideas, on the
other. And I would suggest that the thought that the subject of a mind must be co-located with

3⁶The version of the hypothesis articulated by Madden envisions ownership of a perspective to be determined
by an epistemological principle of knowledge maximisation. The principle determines the reference of the first-
person thoughts that feature in that perspective, and so, in combination with the so-called self-reference rule for
such thoughts, entails that the referent of those thoughts is also their subject. But the exact workings of this principle
do not matter for the point I want to make in the text. Moreover, once the basic possibility of remote thought has
been envisioned, we can imagine a variety of different principles that might be thought to determine ownership. For
present purposes, all that matters is the remoteness.

3⁷To reiterate a point made above, however: this is not to claim that such talk might never be used appropriately
to give voice to thoughts concerning realisation, i.e. that such talk should never be understood in this way.
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(or have as a part) that which realises itsmind is best regarded, in the present context, as just such
a presupposition, rather than as part of what is fundamentally at issue when we speak of going
where a mind goes. But if so, then what is fundamentally at issue when we speak of going where
mymind goes? Well, the remarks abovemight be taken to indicate that, rather than appealing to
the location of what realises my mind, we might instead want to appeal directly to the location
of my mind’s subject.

Alternatively, then, we might take Φ to be S, and understand L(x,mi, t) by way of
∃y S(y,mi, t) ∧ ∀y (S(y,mi, t) → L(x, y, t)). Or, in words: we might understand the claim that
x is where my mind is at t by way of the claim that something is the subject of my mind at t and
x is in the same place as anything that is the subject of my mind at t. This would generate the
following construal of the claim that x must go where my mind goes:

◻∀t (E(mi, t)→ (∃y S(y,mi, t) ∧ ∀y (S(y,mi, t)→ L(x, y, t))))

That is, necessarily, for any time t, if my mind exists at t, then something is the subject of my
mind at t and x is in the same place as anything that is the subject of my mind at t. More roughly,
but more simply: necessarily, always, x is where the subject of my mind is. The kind of view
considered above would not generate a problem for this kind of understanding of co-location
with a mind. Moreover, the apparent obviousness of the claim that I must go where my mind
goes may make this seem like a very natural way to think of the understanding that is at work
in claims like (2) and (3). After all, I am the subject of my mind, so it obvious that I am located
where the subject of my mind is—for this is to say no more than that I am located where I am.3⁸

However, once again, there are reasons to be less than fully satisfied with the adoption of
this understanding. As above, these reasons derive from consideration of certain unorthodox
views. For consider one who endorses a certain kind of Cartesian substance dualism according
to which a subject or mind may exist disembodied.3⁹ Such a philosopher may well wish to
hold that I must go wherever my mind goes. And yet, on such a view, I will fail to satisfy the
above open sentence. For, when disembodied, I am, presumably, not located anywhere, and so
a fortiori am not located where the subject of my mind is, even though that just is me.

3⁸And it may seem only a small further step to the claim that I must always be in the same place as the subject
of (what is now) my mind. But this is to anticipate an issue that will be covered in the following section; for it is
precisely this step that some animalists call into question.

3⁹Typically, such a view will regard a subject as located wherever that subject is embodied, and would therefore
require an account of what embodiment comes to, which is to grapple with something like the present problem for
minds being discussed in the text, only transposed to subjects. For discussion, see (Foster 1979, 1991, ch. 6) and
(Wong 2007). Note that I raise considerations connected with dualism in this section because dualists may be taken
to be parties to the dispute over (1)–(3) (cf. n. 2 above), and so an interpretation of the central claims of the dispute
should ideally be one which they could accept, given that it does not seem to be framed in terms that presuppose the
falsity of dualism. However, outside of this interpretive section, I will be largely ignoring dualistic views.
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Now, it may seem that this could be accommodated with one final refinement, by condi-
tionalising further still, and understanding the claim that x must go where my mind goes as
requiring only that x is co-located with the subject of my mind at a time only if the subject of
my mind has a location at that time:

◻∀t (E(mi, t)→ (∃y S(y,mi, t) ∧ ∀y (S(y,mi, t)→ (∃p O(y, p, t)→ L(x, y, t))))

That is, necessarily, for any time t, if my mind exists at t, then something is the subject of my
mind at t and for anything that is the subject of my mind at t, if it is somewhere, then x is in the
same place as it. More roughly, but more simply: necessarily, always, if the subject of mymind is
somewhere, x is there too. Understood in this way, the claim that I must go wheremymind goes
will, on the view in question, be correct, and will not be falsified by my possible disembodiment.

Once again, however, problems arise. For suppose one were to be a dualist of the kind just
mentioned, but one were to think that we could only ever be embodied in a single particular
animal. Granted that no animal can exist disembodied, one may then want to claim that it
is not the case that this animal must go where my mind goes—that is, one may then want to
affirm (3)—taking the envisioned event of my eventual disembodiment precisely to witness this
claim. And yet, on such a view, this animal would satisfy the open sentence above. But this
suggests that it cannot be adequately capturing the notion of going where my mind goes that is
at work. Put more generally: part of what is implied by the claim that x must go where my mind
goes is precisely that my mind’s continued existence suffices for x’s continued existence. On the
understanding above, however, this implication is lost.

Here, then, is an alternative final refinement, one which I think resolves the the problem
raised for the dualist seeking to make sense of such talk. This is essentially to understand the
claim that x must go where my mind goes as the suggestion prior to the one immediately above,
but with the additional proviso that the claim will be more or less trivially satisfied by x if x is
always my mind’s subject:

◻∀t (E(mi, t)→ (∃y S(y,mi, t) ∧ ∀y (S(y,mi, t)→ (x = y ∨ L(x, y, t))))

That is, necessarily, for any time t, if my mind exists at t, then something is the subject of my
mind at t and for anything that is the subject of my mind at t, x is either in the same place as
it or is identical to it. More roughly, but more simply: necessarily, always, either x is where the
subject of my mind is or x is the subject of my mind. Understood in this way, the claim that this
animal must go where my mind goes will be false on the kind of view considered above, even if
it must be located where my mind is whenever my mind is located. While this may provide an
interpretation of the claim that could serve all parties well enough for present purposes, however,
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it obviously cannot be generalised into an understanding of the claim that x must go where y
goes; for this claim might be made about many pairs of things neither of which are minds, and
so neither of which are subjects, but which are also not identical. A claim of this sort cannot be
rendered comprehensible (by which I mean, rendered not obviously false) via an elaboration of
the current understanding of the claim that x must go where my mind goes.

Even in the absence of the identification of any problem with interpreting the claim in the
way just mentioned for present purposes, then, this may raise doubts about whether an inter-
pretation of this kind is adequate. Why think that talk of going where x goes has a proprietary
meaning when x is a mind?

There are, of course, other ways of pursuing the general strategy of which this is an in-
stance.⁴⁰ But the worry just raised might be thought to apply to any implementation of this
strategy. As a result, it may now be tempting to suggest, especially in light of the complications
encountered above, that that the claim that x must go where my mind goes really shouldn’t be
given a locational interpretation at all. This is to claim that the use of such language in this con-
text is merely figurative, and that what is being claimed here is that some particular connection
holds between x and my mind which should not itself be understood in terms of co-location at
all. This may be especially tempting for one who doubts that it really makes sense to speak of
minds as located. But if so, what relation is the claim supposed to be getting at?

One option is to draw on the implication that I claimed to be lost by the previous suggestion.
This would be to interpret the claim that x must go where my mind goes simply as the claim that
my mind’s existence strictly implies x’s existence:

◻∀t (E(mi, t)→ E(x, t))

That is, necessarily, for any time t, if my mind exists at t, then x exists at t. This has the benefit
of simplicity. But with the simplicity comes inadequacy. For this would require understanding
(↛)—that is, the claim that it is not the case that this animal goes where my mind goes in a case
c—as the claim that, at some time in c, mymind exists and this animal does not. Butmanywould
affirm (↛) about certain cases while also judging the my mind and this animal exist throughout

⁴⁰For example, there are other relations, beyond R and S, that one might seek to substitute for Φ. Two options
that may spring to mind are is the body of the subject of … at and is the point from which the subject of … does (or
would) perceive at. But even setting dualism aside, there will be problems with invoking such relations in the same
manner in which S and R are invoked in the text. Problems with invoking either of these relations can be generated
by reflection on elaborations of cases like Removal, and in particular on the kinds of far flung scenarios envisioned by,
for example, Dennett (1978) and Evans (1982, pp. 249–255). In such cases, a subject’s capacity to act or to perceive is
altered or expunged in such a way as to make it doubtful that the subject is where their body is, or even has a body; or
in such a way as to render it plausible that there is simply is no point that counts as the point from which the subject
does or would perceive. This is, of course, merely to gesture in the general direction of the problems. But we have
already spent enough time on these kinds of considerations, given the preliminary nature of the present section.
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those cases. (One class of cases aboutwhichmanywouldmake such a judgmentwerementioned
earlier, namely those that are like Removal and Transplantation except that the rest of my body
isn’t destroyed and is instead artificially kept alive.) So this cannot be the correct construal of
talk of going where my mind goes.

Another option would be to draw on subjecthood once again, and interpret the claim that x
must go where my mind goes as the claim that x must always be my mind’s subject:

◻∀t (E(mi, t)→ S(x,mi, t))

That is, necessarily, for any time t, if mymind exists at t, them x is the subject of mymind at t. As
with the previous proposal that appealed to subjecthood, this makes good sense of the apparent
obviousness of (2), and it brings out part of what is fundamentally at issue in debates over (1), and
animalism more generally. But again, the proposal is inadequate as a neutral interpretation. For
some might well want to claim that this animal must go where my mind goes without wanting
to affirm that this animal is the subject of my mind. Such a philosopher might hold that the
existence of my mind is dependent on this animal, and so cannot depart from it or outlast it,
and yet affirm on entirely separate grounds that this animal cannot be the subject of my mind.
(Cf. §1.4.3.)

There may be other suggestions that could be made here, but it is unclear that there are
any which might plausibly aspire to the level of general acceptability that would be required in
order to serve as a neutral interpretation of such talk. If this is right, then we should resist the
attempt to understand the locational aspects of (1)–(3) and (↛) purely figuratively.⁴1 This leaves
us, however, with no interpretation of the claim that x must go where my mind goes that is
guaranteed to be universally acceptable. What should we conclude?

First, I would say that this substantiates a claim I made above, specifically the claim that
the details of the precisification of L are going to turn on one’s other commitments. While all
parties to the debate may speak to each other in terms of x going where my mind goes, what this
will be taken to come to will ultimately differ. Materialists who nevertheless find themselves
worried about speaking of the locations of minds may want to construe such talk by way of one
of the first two interpretations considered above, but which one they settle on will depend on the
possibilities they envision for theway inwhich subjects and theirminds can be realised. Dualists,
it seems, will have to go with the final of the non-figurative strategies outlined above. But does
the need for differing precisifications when set against different metaphysical backgrounds raise

⁴1It might be complained that the formalisations of (mi) and (~a), given that they mention only existence, count
as treating the talk as figurative. But as noted in the previous point, the absence of any trace of location language
in their formalisations was due to its presence being unnecessary for present purposes, given the formalisations of
(1)–(3) and (↛).
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the possibility that disagreements may turn out to involve parties speaking past one another, or
failing to correctly identify the point of disagreement?

In principle, it cannot be denied that there is a possibility of this. However, what all of
this brings out, I think, is one of the virtues of focussing on Removal and Transplantation in
particular. For, I want to suggest, on any of the ways of understanding the claim x goes where
my mind goes canvassed above, standard assumptions about what holds in these cases would
issue in the judgment that they are cases in which this animal does not go where my mind goes.
For granted the assumption that my mind remains in existence, and that that this is so in virtue
of the preservation of my functioning cerebrum (or, for the dualist, that my mind continues to
be embodied in or connected to my cerebrum in virtue of its continued functioning), both the
subject of my mind and whatever realises my mind will be where my cerebrum is. In practice,
then, the cases are such that there no risk of confusion arising from the imprecision that remains
inherent in the terms of the debate.

More generally, and stepping back from those assumptions, given the destruction of the rest
ofmy body, wemay reasonably assume that this animal continues to exist in the cases just in case
it is co-located withmy cerebrum. Similarly, wemay reasonably assume thatmymind continues
to exist in the cases just in case it is co-locatedwithmy cerebrum (if it is located anywhere.) Even
if one accepts that, in principle, what realises my mind and the subject of my mind can fail to be
co-located, then, these cases will not be ones in which there is a risk of this.

2.3.3 What Is a Mind?

So far, little has been said about what exactly a mind is, and so little has been said about how to
understand m and mi themselves. This is for a simple reason: it is very difficult to say anything
that is both substantial and has the ring of truth. But it seems appropriate here to begin by
quoting what I take to be the most relevant entry for mind in the OED:

The seat of awareness, thought, volition, feeling, and memory; cognitive and emotional
phenomena and powers considered as constituting a presiding influence; themental faculty
of a human being (esp. as regarded as being separate from the physical); (occas.) this whole
system as constituting a person’s character or individuality. (mind, n., IV.19.a.(a))

There is not much to object to in these definitions (though their non-equivalence suggests that
they may have to be thought of as corresponding to different senses of ‘mind’.) And it seems
reasonable, for example, to interpret the claim that I must go where my mind goes as at least
implying the claim that I must go where my ‘seat of awareness, thought, volition, feeling, and
memory’ goes. But without an account of the nature of seats, this won’t get us very far. I will
restrict myself to making some rather general comments concerning how we ought to think
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about talk of a mind, and will suggest that the notion of a mental life, which may, perhaps, be
somewhat less obscure, should play an important role in our understanding what a mind is.

In one way or another, in speaking of amind, or a particular person’s mind, we are interested
in something on the order of a particular. (This is reflected in the use of a first order variable, m,
for minds, and a constant, mi, for my mind.) That is, we are interested in some thing (however
abstract or abstracted its nature may be), rather than in a way that something is. In other words,
a mind is not a universal.⁴2 I do not think that we can make sense of the naturalness of speaking
of a mind going somewhere without thinking of minds as particulars. Nor do I think that we
can make sense of the naturalness of thinking that a mind going somewhere suffices for the
persistence of what is manifestly a particular—namely, one of us—without thinking of minds in
this way.

On the other hand, to speak of a mind is not to speak of a particular that is somehow identi-
fiable or traceable in isolation from its subject—one cannot get at my mind except through me.
And, if (an appropriate generalisation of) (2) is correct, to speak of a mind is not to speak of
a particular that is possibly separable from its subject. In a passage I quoted in §2.1, Johnston
was seen making the following claim: “Talk of a particular mind is just talk about a particular
person’s mental functioning.” (1987, p. 78) Another way of putting the thought being expressed
here would be to say that the mind isn’t something over and above a particular person’s mental
functioning. Soon after this, Johnston puts it this way:

A human mind is neither an independently traceable substance nor some bundle theorist’s
ersatz for such a substance. A human mind is just a mode of functioning of a natural unit
(e.g., a human organism or a human brain) whose conditions of persistence are statable in
nonmental terms. This is the sense in which talk of a mind is overly reified talk of an aspect
of some minded thing. (1987, pp. 79–80)

Now, it is not clear exactly what category of thing talk of my mental functioning is supposed
to pick out, norwhetherwemightwe able tomake sense ofwhatwe say aboutminds if wewere to
substitute something like ‘mode of functioning of a natural unit’ for ‘mind’. Nevertheless, there
seems to be something right in this. And I think part of what it is getting at is the idea that a
particular mind owes its particularity, at least in part, to its subject. If so, then a particular mind

⁴2Contra, for example, Zuboff (1978). It is plausible that a certain kind of unclarity or ambivalence concerning
the mind’s status as a particular explains certain puzzling aspects of, for example, Parfit’s (1987) views on personal
identity and survival, such as the difficulty of adequately explaining why, on his view, a causal connection is needed to
secure, as he would put it, ‘what matters in survival.’ Causal connections are the stuff of particulars, and it is plausible
that his imposition of this requirement reflects an implicit commitment to the mind’s particularity, or at least to
thinking of what matters in survival as the preservation or prolongation of something particular. And yet given his
other commitments, it is left unclear where exactly this causal requirement is supposed to come from, suggesting
that, much of the time, he is instead thinking of the mind, or at least of what matters in survival, and a matter of the
(non-particular-specific) instantiation of something universal. Cf. Campbell 2005 and Wiggins 2001, pp. 227-233.
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ought, perhaps, to be thought of as something like an abstraction from its subject, as something
one thinks about by thinking of another thing only in certain of its respects.⁴3

But this may well be thought to build a commitment to (2) into our understanding of amind
a little too explicitly at this point in the proceedings. Moreover, if this is all that is said, it may
seem to imply, or at least suggest, that all there is to a particular mind’s existence at a time is the
existence of a particular person who is mentally functioning at that time. But we might have
thought that there is a more to the existence of a particular mind at a time than that.⁴⁴ So I want
to suggest another, albeit obviously closely related, way of thinking of minds that may, perhaps,
avoid this.

Here, then, is how I propose to think of a mind: in terms of its relation to a mental life. We
can think ofmental lives andminds as related in the following systematic way: as long as a single
mental life continues, a particular mind remains in existence, and as long as a particular mind
remains in existence, a single mental life continues. That is, mental lives and minds correspond
one to one.⁴⁵

This does not directly answer any questions concerning what category of thing amind ought
to be thought to fall into. But does, I think, mitigate some potential metaphysical angst. For a
mental life is simply a kind of occurrent: an event or process. Certainly, it is an extended and
complex kind. But talk of a particular mental life does not have the same air of potential mystery
about it as does talk of a particular mind. And we have, I suspect, a more intuitive grasp of what

⁴3I think a potentially useful comparison to draw here is with Kit Fine’s (1982) notion of a qua object, or what he
later (1999; 2008) came to call a ‘rigid embodiment’: a category of object whose nature is to be specified in terms of
another object under a description. (And so an object whose nature is to be understood in terms of another object
possessing a property.) If one were to accept the existence of this kind of entity, then it may become plausible to think
of a mind as precisely such an object. For example, a mind could then be taken to be a subject under the description
‘has mental capacities/properties’. Many, of course, will not want to adopt a novel and idiosyncratic framework like
Fine’s, and they may well be right not to want to. And even given his framework, there are many different ways
in which one might try to find a place for minds; the above is purely speculative. Drawing the comparison may
nevertheless help us to begin to find our way in making sense of the manner in which we talk about particular
minds.

⁴⁴Those who endorse a mental account of our nature may be happy with this implication, for they may hold
that there cannot be a person without some degree of mental functioning (broadly construed so as to include the
instantiation of any mental properties), and that continuous mental function suffices for sameness both of mind and
of subject. But an animalist, for example, may want to think it possible in principle for a single person or subject to
have their mind destroyed, say through severe brain damage, but then to be put in a position to come to have a new
mind, by, say, receiving a new brain, or having their brain repaired. This does not have the same repugnance about
it as does the rejection of (2); for it does not imply that minds are separable from their subjects or transferable.

⁴⁵Wemight, perhaps, want to say instead that a particular mind remains in existence just as long as a single mental
life either continues or can resume. Whether to say this instead depends on whether or not one takes the actual
occurrence of mental episodes, as opposed to simply the instantiation of mental properties, to be required in order
for there to be a mental life. I am assuming the latter is all that is required. But nothing of substance turns on this
assumption. (And of course, if one does think that mental episodes need to occur at a time in order for there to be
a mental life at that time, one might, also, think that such episodes need to occur in order for a mind to exist at that
time.)
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the continuation or prolongation of a mental life comes to than we do on what the preservation
of a mind comes to. But if we see these two notions as tied up in this way, then we can allay to
some extent any worries that we might have about whether our talk of particular minds really
lines up with or latches on to anything in the world.

If this the correct way to think of things, thenwe can reframe various aspects of the debate on
which we are focussing in terms of mental lives without loss of significance. To say that I must
go where my mind goes amounts to no more nor less than saying that my mental life cannot
continue without me. To say that this animal need not go where my mind goes amounts to no
more nor less than saying that my mental life can continue without this animal. To say that my
mind exists at a time in a case is to say that my mental live continues at that time in the case.⁴⁶
And this suggests that, in the formalisations above, nothing of importance would be altered if
we take m as a variable for mental lives instead of minds, or if we took mi as a term denoting
my mental life. At any rate, I will at times speak interchangeably in what follows of minds and
mental lives, and so will at times speak interchangeably of my mind and my mental life.

But none of this speaks to the following question: what does it take for a particular mind to
remain in existence, or for a particular mental life to continue? Well, this is, at root, the central
issue underlying much of the debate to which this chapter is a contribution. Even below, how-
ever, I am not going to be tackling this question head on. (I doubt that it is any easier to provide
a perfectly general, universally adequate, and yet substantive answer to this question than it is
to the question of what it takes for me to remain in existence.) There are, however, certain con-
ditions which must be met in order for a mind to continue existing. For example, some mental
properties must continue to be instantiated: if no mental properties are instantiated in some
circumstance, then there is no mind there, and there is no mental life. Less minimally, albeit
less decisively, there are conditions which, when met, in certain cases, are seen by many to at
least make it plausible that a mental life has continued and that a mind has remained in exist-
ence. These are the conditions which many take to be met in Removal and Transplantation, and
which form the grounds for a judgment of identity of mind or of subject. And our focus below
will not primarily be on the question of whether these conditions do suffice for the preservation
of my mind, or the prolongation of my mental life, but rather on whether it is right to think that
these conditions are met in the key cases. The task of spelling out the nature of the conditions
on which we will focus, however, will be postponed to §3.2.

⁴⁶It might be that thinking in terms of a mental life can help to make sense of the difficulty in providing a plausible
but neutral interpretation of talk of the location of minds, as discussed in §2.3.3. For events manifestly are located
at times—they are spatiotemporal particulars—and yet it is difficult to say what the precise location of any given
complex event is supposed to be at a time, or to say exactly what is supposed to determine this. And some very
similar questions to those above arise for mental lives. But I do not here endorse any particular thesis concerning
the relation between the location of a mental life and the location of a mind.
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2.3.4 ‘In c’

Given a case c, (mi) and (~a) are the claims that my mind goes somewhere in c and that this
animal does not go somewhere in c. We have settled on interpretations according to which
these amount to the claims that my mind exists at a certain time in c and that this animal does
not exist at a certain time in c, respectively. But what does it mean to judge that, for example, my
mind exists after the operation in Removal? What does such a judgment amount to, or require
in order to be true?

In (Geddes forthcoming), I argue for a particular understanding of judgments about hypo-
thetical cases that are naturally expressed in this kind of way, one according to which they are
to be construed as judgments about what would normally hold in such cases, or what such cases
normally counterfactually suffice for. The reasons I provide for taking them to be so, and some
further aspects of the account that results, were outlined in §1.4.4. What I want to do here is
sketch very briefly a way of formalising claims about what holds in a given case, and to do so in
a way that relates this account of judgments about thought experiments to the other formalisa-
tions already provided.

A hypothetical case picks out a way for some things, either actual or hypothetical, to be. So
we can think of a hypothetical case as corresponding to an open sentence: an open sentence
that will be satisfied by some particulars when they are this way. Any particulars in the case
that are not actual, specified particulars can be represented by unbound variables. In Removal
and Transplant, there are a number of actual particulars involved: me, my cerebrum, my body.
But there are a number of particulars in the case that don’t correspond to any specific, actual
particular: in Transplantation, for example, there is the other body into which my cerebrum is
transplanted. But the important ones for present purposes are, in both cases, the time(s) after
the procedure has taken place.⁴⁷ So let R andT stand for the open sentences that would represent
the cases Removal and Transplant respectively. Certain variables for times will occur in R and T.
Sometimes, when there is a particular time in the case about which a judgment is being made—
say one is making a judgment about a time after the operation in Removal and that the time
variable t stands for this time in R—it will be useful to remind ourselves of the fact that this
variable occurs in the relevant open sentence by subscripting it. So we can write Rt, still simply
using this to stand for the open sentence that represents the case, but, via the subscript, also

⁴⁷See n. 25 above on worries about whether there is a single time about which the judgments are being made,
rather than a period of time. Nothing of substance turns on treating the judgments that would be expressed by (mi)
and (~a) as if they do concern a single time in the case that it concerned. Of course, there is no explicit reference
to times in the case descriptions; but then, there is often no explicit reference to times in English descriptions of
actual situations. Nevertheless, such descriptions are, in part, about the times at which the situations hold, and any
plausible analysis of their logical form will reflect this in one way or another.
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conveying to ourselves the information, or reminding ourselves, that t occurs unbound in R.⁴⁸
When talking about an arbitrary case c, I will use C to stand for the open sentence representing
this case.

Now, it will also be useful to introduce two new pieces of notation: an operator ⧫ and a
connective ∎→. ⧫ is simply to be read as ‘it is possible for some things […] to be such that’.⁴⁹
If φ is a closed formula, then ⧫φ is equivalent to ◊φ. But if φ is an open formula in which
variables ν1…νn occur free, then ⧫φ equivalent to ◊∃ν1…∃νnφ, and the ellipsis in the square
brackets of the English paraphrase is where the free variable will be listed.⁵⁰ This can then be
used to formalise the claim that a case is possible. The claim that a case c, represented by open
sentence C, is possible, will simply be: ⧫C. That is, a hypothetical c will be possible just in case
it is possible for some things to be such that they are arranged (or are related, or stand to each
other, or …) as in c.
∎→ is a two-place connective, similar to ◻→, but to be read as something like ‘if some things

[…] were to be such that … then they would normally be such that …’.⁵1 Any formula with ∎→
as its main connective will be regarded as closed. Nevertheless, ∎→ can take open formulas as
antecedent and consequent, with the following proviso: its consequent cannot contain any free
variables that do not occur in its antecedent. The ‘some things’ in the reading we’re giving to it,
then, corresponds to the connective, like the operator above, being treated as binding all of the
free variables in its subformulas. The ellipsis in the square brackets is where the variables that
occur free in the antecedent and consequent will be listed, as they must be if the reading is to
be somewhat grammatical. The claim that, say, my mind exists at time t in case c will then be

⁴⁸Its relation to the other elements of the open sentence, were the open sentences to be spelt out, would reveal
which time in the case it stands for. In case it remains unclear, an appropriate (albeit unformalised) open sentence
corresponding to R could, for example, simply be the following:

My cerebrum is (at t1) surgically removed from my skull and kept functioning (until t2); the rest of my body is
destroyed. It is not transplanted into another body, nor provided with any means of interacting with the world.

The form of the case description tells us that t2 is later than t1 in the case. Clearly, the time about which we make
judgments such as those that would be expressed by (mi) and (~a) is t2: a time after the operation has been performed,
but at which my cerebrum is still functioning. But just as clearly, t1 and t2 are not particular times in the actual world.
So this is an open sentence.

⁴⁹In some contexts, an alternative, more natural reading might be: ‘it is possible for some things to be arranged as
in’.

⁵⁰We could also introduce ∎ as equivalent to ~⧫~, and so equivalent to ◻∀ν1…∀νnφ. But I have no use for it here.
It is common to talk of possible cases. It is not common to talk of necessary cases. (There will, after all, be vanishingly
few—perhaps none—of any real interest.)

⁵1In some contexts, an alternative, more natural reading might be: ‘if some things were to be arranged (or to be
related, or to stand to each other) as in …, then they would normally be such that …’ Of course, the natural English
rendering, once we’re given a case and a judgment about it, will typically take a form in which the quantification
appears in the antecedent in the form of the indefinite article, and the tense is incorporated into the components. See
the English rendering of the content of the Gettier Judgment in §1.4.4.
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represented as: Ct ∎→ E(mi, t). This will be true just in case, if some things, including a time,
were to stand to each other as in c, then my mind would normally exist at that time.

This machinery should be regarded simply as a kind of semi-formal regimentation amount-
ing to little more than useful abbreviations. It has not been given an adequate enough charac-
terisation to serve any more systematic purpose. If one were to attempt to construct a logic for
cases and normal counterfactual sufficiency, one would have to permit ⧫ to be main operator
of, and ∎→ to be the main connective of, open formulas. The present suggestion, however, inter-
prets any formula of which either is the main operator/connective as closed. The most natural
way of developing such a logic, it seems to me, would be to employ the basic idea sketched by
Williamson (2007, pp. 305–308), and allow the operator/connective to selectively bind variables.
(The interpretations in the text would then correspond to the result obtained whenever one of
them binds every free variable in its immediate subformula(s).) In advance of attempting to
carry out such a project, however, it is unclear what its prospects would be. At any rate, such a
project is well beyond the scope of this thesis, and so I am not purporting providing a semantics
for ∎→. I will simply trust that the remarks of §1.4.4 suffice for an adequate enough grip on its
truth conditions, at least for present purposes.

We can now represent all of the ‘in c’ claims, that is, (◊), (↛), (mi) and (~a), relatively easily:

(◊) An instance of c is possible.
⧫C

(↛) It is not the case that this animal goes where my mind goes in c
C ∎→ ~∀t (E(mi, t)→ L(a,mi, t))

(mi) My mind goes somewhere in c
Ct ∎→ E(mi, t)

(~a) It is not the case that this animal goes somewhere in c
Ct ∎→ ~E(a, t)

I said above that a case would be a witness for (3) just in case (◊) and (↛) were both satisfied.
In other words, c is a witness for (3) just in case: ⧫C∧ (C ∎→ ~∀t (E(mi, t)→ L(a,mi, t))). More
generally, then, we can say that a case c, represented by open sentence C, witnesses the possibility
claim ◊p just in case:

⧫C ∧ (C ∎→ p)

That is, a case c witnesses the claim that it is possible that p just in case it is possible for some
things to be arranged as in C, and if some things were to be arranged as in C, then they would
normally be such that p.
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We can now see why these are related in the appropriate ways for the purposes of our
discussion. Let us take Removal, and take the time that the judgments concern to be some
time post-procedure, t. If Removal satisfies both (mi) and (~a), then if some things were
arranged as in Removal, they would normally be such that my mind exists at the time in
t’s position, and they would normally be such that this animal does not. But in that case,
if somethings were arranged as in Removal, then they would normally be such that it is
not the case that at every time, if my mind exists, then this animal is co-located with it; for
this animal cannot be co-located with something at a time at which it does not exist. So,
granted (mi) and (~a), the case satisfies (↛). But none of this yet precludes the vacuous
truth of all of these counterfactuals. Hence, Removal also needs to satisfy (◊): an instance
of it must be possible. But if (◊), (mi) and (~a) are all met, then Removal will be a witness for (3).

This concludes the preliminaries. In the next chapter, I will comment in a little more detail
on the nature of the key cases, and briefly outline some others, before noting a way in which
they differ from the cases that are typically discussed in the personal identity literature. I will
then identify and distinguish a range of claims that might be made concerning the mental facts
in key cases. I will then consider an objection to the way in which I am proceeding. All of this
will lay the groundwork for chapter 4, in which I will be asking which of the various claims I
have distinguished, if any, should be thought to hold in the key cases.
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There are numerous cases which have, at various points, been taken to witness (3). As already
indicated, our focus will primarily be on certain surgical interventions. These trace back to Shoe-
maker’s (1963, pp. 23–24) ‘Brown-Brownson’ case, which was in turn a materialistically accept-
able update of Locke’s (1690, Bk. II Ch. 27) case of the prince and the cobbler. Locke’s original
case involved a prince’s ‘consciousness’ being (more or less magically) transferred to the body of
a cobbler. As broadly Cartesian conceptions of mentality fell out of fashion, the sense that one’s
‘consciousness’ could make such a journey in the absence of any physical or material exchange
started to appear impossible, undermining the sense that the case might satisfy (◊), and so wit-
ness (3). Hence Shoemaker’s case, which involved the transplant of a whole brain from the head
of one man into the body of another. In the years since, some argued that human animals might
be able to survive being pared down to their brains, undermining the confidence many might
otherwise have had that such cases satisfy (~a), and so witness (3). Particularly influential in
this shift was Olson (1997a), who took the preservation of the functioning brainstem, due to its
role in directing certain basic metabolic functions, to be necessary and (at least in combination
with the rest of the brain) sufficient for the preservation of animals of this kind.1 For this reason,
it is now standard to focus not on the whole brain, but on the cerebrum alone.

To reiterate, then, the two cases we will be primarily concerned with are the following.

Removal My cerebrum is surgically removed from my skull and kept functioning; the rest of
my body is destroyed. It is not transplanted into another body, nor provided with any
means of interacting with the world.

Transplantation My cerebrum is surgically removed from my skull and kept functioning; the
rest of my body is destroyed. It is then successfully transplanted into a human body that
lacks a cerebrum.

These we are calling ‘the key cases’. We have already seen that it is useful to speak of cases similar

1But see Madden forthcoming(a) for an attempt to motivate the suggestion that a human animal could survive
being pared down to its cerebrum.
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to these, but in which the rest of my body is not destroyed, and is instead artificially kept alive.
Call versions of the cases modified in this way ‘Removal sans destruction’ and ‘Transplantation
sans destruction’; collectively, ‘the key cases sans destruction’. It will also be useful to allow ‘Post-
Op’ to abbreviate ‘the entity that is around after the procedure’, to ease discussion of the results
of the procedures.2 We can then speak of Post-Op in Removal, and Post-Op in Transplant.

At certain points it will be useful to mention or briefly discuss a few other cases:

Replication There is amachinewhich can encode information fromphysical objects, andwhich
can generate physical objects on the basis of such encoded information. It does so in such
a way that the object generated on the basis of some encoded information is a physical
duplicate of the object from which the information was encoded. When information is
encoded from an object, that object is always thereby destroyed. The machine operates
on me and an object is generated from the information it encodes.

Fission There is a surgical procedure that can be performed on human beings in which the
brain is removed and divided in half. Each half can be successfully transplanted into a
human body that lacks a brain. This procedure is performed on me; the rest of my body
is destroyed; and each half of my brain is successfully transplanted into a distinct human
body that lacks a brain.

Replacement There is a hour-long medical procedure that can be performed on human beings
in which each organic part of that human being is replaced by an inorganic functional
duplicate, without any observable interruption to the activities in which that human being
was engaged. The procedure is performed on me.

The extensive discussion of cases like Replication in the philosophical literature is largely due
to the influence of Parfit (1987, Part Three).3 Fission-style cases trace back primarily to Wig-

2Strictly speaking, it may be incorrect to speak of the entity that is around after the procedure, as on certain views
multiple salient entities will result from the procedure. A neo-Lockean might hold, for example, that in Transplanta-
tion, after the procedure, there is both a new animal (made from parts of two other animals) and the same old person,
now constituted by this new animal. We could perhaps instead take ‘Post-Op’ to abbreviate ‘the subject that is around
after the procedure’; but if so, this must not be read as prejudging the question of whether there is a subject after the
procedure in Removal. If one were to doubt this while employing this way of speaking, one would have to claim not
that Post-Op doesn’t have a mind in Removal, but rather that Post-Op doesn’t exist (or that there is no Post-Op, or
that ‘Post-Op’ fails to denote in the case.)

3The envisaged replication machine is often referred to as a ‘teleporter’ or ‘teletransporter’, by Parfit especially,
presumably due to the terms’ popularisation in Star Trek. The OED definitions of ‘teleportation’ and ‘teletransport-
ation’, however, suggest that these would be unhappy labels for the case, as both are defined as involving the near-
instantaneous transportation of, and so preservation of, particular objects, whereas the point of this kind of case as
traditionally conceived is to be one about which a judgment of identity would go beyond what is stipulated. (On
this point, see §3.1 below.) If a positive identity judgment concerning such cases would be incorrect, then it may
be that the method described simply could not be a method of teleporting. Perhaps nothing could be a method of
teleporting.
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gins (1967, pp. 53–58), whose original case resembled Fission very closely, but much subsequent
discussion has focussed on rather less grounded fission cases of the kind that appeared in Shoe-
maker (1970) and Parfit (1971), and which concern entities markedly different from ordinary
human beings. Discussion of Replacement-style cases is less common in the personal identity
debate, as they have their origin in debates concerning functionalist accounts of the mind.⁴ But
recent presentations of such cases, and their use as arguments against certain conceptions of our
nature, can be found in (Dainton 2008, pp. 1–3) and (Plantinga 2006, pp. 4–11).

There are two key clarifications required concerning these cases. First, we need to clarify
what it means to say that my removed cerebrum is ‘kept functioning’, as in Removal. Second,
we need to clarify what it means to say that my cerebrum is ‘successfully transplanted’, as in
Transplantation.

Kept functioning. To say thatmy cerebrum is kept functioning in Removal is to say that there
are various physical, physiological and/or neural processes which it is undergoing, and which
are of a kind such that, had processes of that kind been undergone by my cerebrum without it
having been removed from this animal, and with it still being the functioning cerebrum of this
animal, then their occurrence in that context would have sufficed formymind to have continued
existing.

Successfully transplanted. To say thatmy cerebrum is successfully transplanted in Transplant-
ation is to say that, after the operation, my cerebrum and the recipient human body function as
a biological unit in the same way that the cerebrum and the rest of the body in a healthy adult
human being function as a biological unit.⁵ (To say that each half of my brain is successfully
transplanted in Fission is to say that after the operation, the halves of my brain and the recipient
human bodies function as a biological unit in the same way that one half of a previously healthy
adult human being’s brain and the rest of that human being’s body would function as a biological
unit if the other half of its brain were to be removed or destroyed and it was nevertheless kept
alive and able to function.)

I focus below on the key cases rather than the others because I take them to be the most
plausible witnesses for (3). This is in part because the claim that they are possible is more plaus-
ible than is the claim that these other cases are possible, but also because they are more plausible

⁴See, e.g., Chalmers 1995; Pylyshyn 1980; Searle 1992; Zuboff 1994.
⁵Itmight be that this outcomewould require the body receivingmy cerebrum to be closer to a qualitative duplicate

of my current cerebrum complement than is sometimes supposed. If so, this might be (partly) due to the presumed
complexity of the wider processes in which my cerebrum takes part and the role it plays in them, or it might be
(partly) due to potential problems of transplant rejection, or it might be due to something else entirely. (Cf., also,
Wiggins (2001, pp. 232–244), plus his remarks in his (2004a; 2004b) exchange with Shoemaker (2004a,c), on the role
that physiognomy plays in one’s mental life. There is no obvious reason to think that the kind of biological unity
exhibited by the cerebrum and the rest of the body in a healthy adult human being should not be understood as
extending to such aspects of one’s life.) But if so, this does not reveal a problem with the case, and so does not require
any modification of it: it simply reveals something that holds in the case as described.
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candidates for being cases that count as ones in which my mind goes somewhere. So I think
it is fair to say that if neither of the key cases witnesses the claim that this animal need not go
where my mind goes, due to their failure to be a cases in which my mind goes somewhere, then
these other three cases are unlikely to be cases in which my mind goes somewhere, either, and
so unlikely to be witnesses for (3). But to show that this is so would require further argument,
and I will not attempt to argue for it here.

In the next section, I will identify an important respect in which the way I have character-
ised the key cases differs from the way in which similar cases are typically characterised in the
literature.

3.1 Discrepancies

To those versed in the personal identity literature, all of the cases above may seem to be lack-
ing an important component: they do not explicitly include any claims about Post-Op’s mental
endowments. But characterisations of potential witness cases for (3), including brain/cerebrum
removal and transplant cases, normally have a variety of mental facts stipulated. They are typic-
ally ‘mentally loaded’.

Consider:

Suppose, then, that by a surgical blunder (of rather staggering proportions!) Brown’s brain
gets into Robinson’s head. When the resulting person, call him ‘Brownson’, regains con-
sciousness, he claims to be Brown, and exhibits detailed knowledge of Brown’s past life,
always reporting Brown’s deeds and experiences in the first person.

(Shoemaker 1984, p. 78; cf. Shoemaker 1963, pp. 22–25)

Here, Shoemaker is presenting a Transplantation-style case. But he is clearly building a variety
of mental facts into it. Obviously, regaining consciousness is one such fact.⁶ But this, one may
assume, is a relatively anodyne stipulation to make of a transplant case in which the transplant
has already been stipulated to be a success. Right now, I ammore interested in drawing attention
to the other mental facts that are being stipulated.

One such stipulation is that the resulting person claims to be Brown. Among other things,
this means that the resulting person not only has the capacity to speak the relevant language, but
also that he has the capacity to think and speak about Brown, that particular individual. These
are mental capacities. Of course, merely making noises matching an utterance of the sentence
‘I am Brown’ need not itself amount to the exercise of of any such mental capacity. But this
cannot bewhat Shoemaker has inmind here, asmerelymaking such noises would not, obviously,

⁶Talk of ‘regaining’ consciousness might be thought to prejudge a certain questions concerning identity, but let
us set that aside as infelicitous.
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amount to a claim to be Brown unless the making of these noises constitutes an exercise of the
capacities just mentioned. So we must take Shoemaker to be attributing these mental capacities
to Brownson, the post-transplant person, and thereby stipulating that the mental facts are the
way required for these capacities to be possessed.

Similarly, Shoemaker stipulates that Brownson can think about and speak about Brown’s
deeds and experiences—that is, that Brownson is able to refer to these particular actions and
events in thought and talk. But not only this. For he also stipulates that in exercising these
capacities Brown ismanifesting knowledge. (I assume that one can count as exhibiting knowledge
only if one has knowledge.) These, again, and even more strikingly, are all mental facts which
Shoemaker is stipulating to hold in the case post-transplant.

Another example:

…[S]uppose that, in Surviving Cerebrum, what is removed from my body is not my head,
but only my cerebrum, which is then kept functioning by an artificial support system. The
resulting entity is conscious, as the neuro-physiological evidence shows. There is also some
device which enables this conscious being to communicate with the outside world, since
the brain activity involved in certain voluntary mental acts enables this being to spell out
the words of messages to us, and some other device enables us to send replies. In this way
you have conversations with this conscious being, who claims to be me, seems to have all
my memories, and starts to dictate the rest of my unfinished book.

(Parfit 2012, pp. 11-12)

Here, Parfit is describing a Removal-style case. (Or, it might perhaps be better to say, a
case of a kind that should be located somewhere in between Removal and Transplantation.)
But, just as Shoemaker did above, Parfit builds a number of mental facts into his description of
the case, and in fact very similar mental facts. For once again, it is stipulated that the post-op
entity is conscious. In this case, the stipulation of consciousness may well seem less innocuous.
But again, for the moment, what I want to draw attention to are the other mental facts that
are being stipulated to hold in the case. And one of these other stipulations is that, despite
its unusual predicament and constitution, the resulting entity nevertheless has linguistic and
communicative capacities, such as capacity to spell out words and messages and the capacity to
have conversations. The envisioned mechanism via which this capacity is being exercised may
be highly unorthodox, but that in no way alters the nature of the basic capacity being attributed
here. And, finally, again in parallel to Shoemaker’s stipulations, the post-op entity is being said to
have the capacity to claim to be Parfit, that particular person, and so it is thereby being stipulated
to have the capacity to think and speak (or write) about that particular human being.

Even when no mental facts are strictly speaking stipulated, mental facts such as those just
mentioned are typically taken to follow unproblematically from the non-mental facts provided.
Consider:
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Suppose we transplant your cerebrum into another head. Everyone agrees that the being
who ends up with that organ, and he alone, will be mentally continuous with you.

(Olson 2002, p. 686)
The being who gets that organ, and he alone, will be psychologically continuous with you
on any account of what psychological continuity is: he will have, for the most part anyway,
your memories, beliefs, and other mental contents and capacities; he will have your ‘‘first-
personperspective’’; hewill take himself to be you; all thesemental propertieswill have been
continuously physically realized throughout the process; and there are no troublesome rival
claimants. (Olson 2007, p. 41)

Here we see Olson, an animalist, asserting that everyone agrees that, given the stipulated non-
mental facts, the mental facts will be roughly the ways Shoemaker and Parfit stipulate them to
be in such cases.

Now, although certain mental facts in these cases are stipulated, or are explicitly claimed to
follow uncontroversially from the non-mental facts that are stipulated, facts about identity are
not. This is because, as briefly mentioned in §2.2, the role these cases typically played was to
serve as material or subject matter for identity judgments. Sometimes intuitive identity judg-
ments about the cases served to drive theorising; sometimes theory supported identity judg-
ments about the cases and thereby revealed the commitments of a view and constrained further
theorising. But either way, the cases were designed to explore the connections between mental
facts of the sort that were stipulated or taken to hold unproblematically, on the one hand, and
the identity through time of subjects, on the other.

Accordingly, not all mental facts are taken to be open for stipulation by those who present
these cases. This is because it is widely recognised that certain mental facts would require or pre-
suppose identity, and so to stipulate that they are present would prejudge what was supposed (for
these writers) to be at issue. In particular, episodic or personal memory of past experiences—
cases of remembering in which we would say that someone remembers φ-ing—require the iden-
tity of the person who remembers φ-ing with the person who φ-ed. Only if one φ-ed can one
truly be said to remember φ-ing. So to describe the entity after such procedures as remembering
in this way the experiences of the person who was subjected to the procedure would amount to
a stipulation to the effect that the entity after the procedure is the person who was subjected to
it. Or at least, it would render a positive identity judgment about the cases uncontroversial, and
shift the locus of the dispute away from the question of what holds in the cases and towards the
question of whether the cases are possible. (It is in part because of this that Parfit, above, speaks
only of ‘seeming’ memories, and why Olson includes the qualification ‘for the most part’.)

This observation about memory presupposing identity traces back to Butler (1736/1975) and
Reid (1785/1975a,b), who offered it as an objection to what they took to be the aspirations of
Locke’s (1690, Bk. II Ch. 27) memory-based account of personal identity. The basic worry was
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that an attempt to provide non-trivial necessary and sufficient conditions for the identity of a
person at one time with a person at another—or, in other words, to provide a ‘reductive’ account
of personal identity—would be rendered unacceptably circular if the conditions appealed to
essentially included the existence or exercise of identity-presupposing faculties such as personal
memory. Lockewas read as attempting to do just this, and indeed attempting to do so exclusively
by way of appeal to memory connections of this sort, and so his account was rejected by Reid
and Butler as taking for granted what it was seeking to explain or give an account of. Much later,
this birthed the project, begun by Shoemaker (1970), and continued by Parfit (1987) and many
others since, of developing, for each mental episode or state type ψ that presupposes identity,
a notion of ‘quasi-ψ-ing’, which was supposed to be, in some sense, just like ψ-ing but without
the presupposition of identity. So quasi-remembering φ-ing would be like remembering φ-ing,
except that the subject quasi-remembering φ-ing need not be identical with the subject that
φ-ed. Remembering φ-ing would then be a way of quasi-remembering φ-ing, but not, or at
least not as a conceptual matter, the only way of quasi-remembering φ-ing. The hope was that
such notions could then be invoked in an account of personal identity without rendering the
resulting account problematically circular. Much of the personal identity literature in the years
since has focussed on these quasi-notions, either questioning or defending their coherence and
the attempt to put them to this kind of use.

If one accepts that we can make sense of these ‘quasi-’ notions, then they could be used to
further characterise the mental facts of mentally loaded cases. Shoemaker, for example, would
be happy to stipulate that Brownson quasi-remembers Brown’s experiences; Parfit happy to stip-
ulate that the conscious subject in question quasi-remembers Parfit’s own pre-op experiences.
In a sense, then, there are very few mental facts in the cases that these writers think cannot
be stipulated. For, from Shoemaker’s or Parfit’s perspective, the difference between merely
quasi-remembering φ-ing and actually remembering φ-ing is, in a rough but intuitive sense,
a non-mental one. Or, perhaps better, the difference between remembering and mere quasi-
remembering, even though this does count as a mental difference, turns solely on a non-mental
difference, namely whether there is identity or non-identity of quasi-remembering subject with
the subject of the experience quasi-remembered.

Even if one is not willing to employ such notions, however, it may be thought that the worry
about identity presupposition limits the sphere of mental facts that can be permissibly stipulated
in such cases only very slightly. For if one is happy with stipulations of the sort employed by
Shoemaker and Parfit, then, for any identity-presupposing episode or attitude type ψ, while one
may not be happy to stipulate that the entity after the procedure ψ-s, one should be happy to
stipulate that the entity either ψs or has the illusion of ψ-ing, or to stipulate that it believes that
it ψ-s, and so on. So, to take Shoemaker’s example, while one may not be happy to stipulate that
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Brownson remembers undergoing the events of Brown’s life, one would be happy to stipulate
that he either remembers undergoing them or that he has the illusion of undergoing them, and
to stipulate that Brownson believes that he remembers undergoing them, and so on.

One thing to draw attention to here, then, is that the worry has never centrally concerned
whether there can be episodes or attitudes that are about the experiences of the pre-procedure
subject, or about the particulars encountered in the life of the pre-procedure subject, but rather
has concerned what kinds of episodes or attitudes about the experiences of the pre-procedure
subject the post-procedure subject can enjoy. So given some past experience of mine, e, which
was a φ-ing, it has been controversial only whether one can describe Post-Op in (say) Transplant
as remembering φ-ing, or even quasi-remembering φ-ing, and thereby remembering or quasi-
remembering the particular experience e. But it has not been controversial to hold that, if Post-
Op does not count as remembering φ-ing, due to non-identity, and does not count as quasi-
remembering φ-ing, due to the notion being incoherent, then Post-Op can be said to have the
illusion of remembering φ-ing, and thereby have the illusion of remembering e, or that Post-Op
can then be said to merely believe that he φ-ed, and thereby believe that he underwent e. But
these states are, on the intended reading, just as much about e as a memory of e would be.

While such quasi-notions have been the focus of a lot of work, they are not my focus in the
present chapter. So I will not primarily be concerned with whether they can play a legitimate
role in a reductive account of personal identity. My focus is rather on the various other mental
facts, facts of the kinds that are normally taken to be acceptably stipulated in these cases. (If
the ‘quasi-’ notions make sense, then they will fall under this heading—but they have no special
place in the category so characterised.) It is these facts which lead, in one way or another, both to
judgments of identity of mind, if this is taken to go beyond what is stipulated, and to judgments
of identity of subject. In asking why we should accept that my mind goes somewhere in the key
cases, I am in part asking why we should take such mental facts to hold in these non-mentally
loaded cases.

At any rate, I amdrawing attention to the discrepancies between the nonmentally loaded key
cases and thementally loaded versions of removal- and transplant-style cases that have appeared
in the literature for two reasons. The first is to distinguish between various types of judgment
that might be made about Removal and Transplant, some of which are implicitly assumed to
unproblematically receive a certain kind of answer by those who make use of mentally loaded
versions of cases. This I do in §3.2. The second is to respond to an objection to my way of
proceeding, according towhich I amdemandingmore than those who take such cases to witness
(3) really require. This I do in §3.3.
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3.2 ‘As If’

In both Removal and Transplant, certain non-mental facts are stipulated to hold, but no mental
facts are. So what mental facts will hold in such cases? In particular, what mental properties
does Post-Op have in each case, if any?

In order to help us answer these questions, I want to distinguish five (kinds of) judgment
that might be made about these cases:

⋅ Post-Op has some mental properties.

⋅ It is as if Post-Op has mental property φ.

⋅ Post-Op has mental property φ.

⋅ Post-Op has my mind.

⋅ Post-Op is me.

I take all of these judgments except the second to be relatively straightforward. And, setting
the second aside for a moment, it is more or less clear how each of these four kinds of judg-
ment might feature in a familiar line of thought about, say, Transplantation. After a successful
transplant, the familiar line of thought runs, Post-Op will be up and walking around, display-
ing intelligent behaviour of a sort that makes it obvious that it has a mind, and that it has at
least some mental properties. Observing its behaviour and talking to it would reveal that it has
many particular mental properties: there are many values of φ for it will be true that Post-Op
has φ. Moreover, given that it has my cerebrum, and given the role that my cerebrum played
in determining aspects of my mind and mental life, many of these values of φ will either be
mental properties that I had before the operation, or mental properties that I would have been
expected to have had my cerebrum not been transplanted. This connection between Post-Op’s
mind or mental life and my mind or mental life before the operation suggest that its mind is my
mind, that my mental life now continues in a new body. And this, in turn (if we grant (2), at
any rate) implies that Post-Op is me, and that I have survived the procedure. Or so a certain line
of thought goes. These four kinds of judgment, then, are familiar. And it is clear that instances
of the first two play a key role in establishing that Post-Op has my mind. But how should we
understand the judgment that it is as if Post-Op has a mental property φ?⁷

⁷Drawing a distinction of the kind I am trying to draw is not unprecedented; see Wiggins’ (2001, p. 231) use of
‘as if ’ and Shoemaker’s (1970, p. 282) use of ‘ostensible’. However, the passages are brief, leaving it unclear exactly
what they intend such talk to convey, and moreover they both use the locution only in connection with (apparent)
memory.
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In general, we recognise a difference between it being as if something is some way and the
thing actually being that way. One thing may be made of gold, another merely as if it is made
of gold—the latter being, in fact, made of fool’s gold. One thing may have been painted by a
famous artist, anothermerely as if it was painted by that artist—perhaps a good imitation of that
artist’s style, or even a convincing fake of one of that artist’s pieces. But this generally recognised
distinction is applicable to mentality as much as it is to anything else. For example, it might be
merely as if an automaton is speaking, when in fact it is not and has no mental properties at all.
In this case, the ‘as if ’ attribution does not impute any mental properties at all to the thing in
question. But this is not always so. For it might bemerely as if I am happy, when in fact I am sad,
either to an onlooker or to myself, and where my being the way I am such that I count as being
as if I am happy is not itself compatible with my lacking mental properties. (It might involve me
acting a certain way, for example, or making certain claims, for example.) Alternatively, it might
be as if someone is uttering a sentence of English, when in fact they are uttering a sentence of
another language, a sentence which happens to be a phonetic duplicate of a sentence of English.
Clearly, such talk is ambiguous and has multiple uses. What it takes for something to count as
being as if it has property φ is highly context sensitive. Sometimes the standards are high, and
perfect similarity will be required for an ‘as if ’ attribution. Sometimes the standards are low, and
a lesser degree of similarity will suffice.

To get clear on the kind of judgment I want to get at, it will be useful to briefly consider a
staple of thought experiments in another area of philosophy of mind, namely Swampman.⁸ The
Swampman case is due to Davidson, who wrote as follows:

Suppose lightning strikes a dead tree in a swamp; I am standing nearby. My body is re-
duced to its elements, while entirely by coincidence (and out of different molecules) the
tree is turned into my physical replica. My replica, The Swampman, moves exactly as I did;
according to its nature it departs the swamp, encounters and seems to recognizemy friends,
and appears to return their greetings in English. It moves into my house and seems to write
articles on radical interpretation. No one can tell the difference.

(Davidson 1987, pp. 443–444)

The Swampman case is a locus for disagreement about a variety of issues. Davidson pro-
duced it to get at some of the same concerns raised by Putnam’s (1975) well-known ‘Twin Earth’
cases, concerns whose domain of application was extended from language to include mentality
primarily by Burge (1979, 1986), namely, concerns relating to content externalism. The role that
this case plays in such debates is to present potential problems for historical, teleological, or oth-
erwise externalist accounts of the nature of linguistic or mental content. The difficulty results

⁸Consideration of Swampman-style cases, and even Twin Earth-style cases, tends to be largely absent from the
literature on personal identity, despite the lessons that (I claim) can be, somewhat indirectly, drawn from them. But
see, for example, Campbell (2005), Hershenov (2006) and Mandrigin (MS).
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from the fact that such accounts lay down historical (or purposive, or otherwise external) condi-
tions that must be met in order for something to enjoy states with certain kinds of contents, or
perhaps to have states or episodes with content at all, and yet the nature of Swampman’s origins
preclude it from meeting these conditions, at least at the moment of its creation. The problem,
such as it is, is to square these externalist commitments with the desire many feel to attribute
certain kinds of contentful mentality to Swampman. And unsurprisingly, given the centrality of
the notion of content to contemporary thought about the mind, the case has played a role not
only in debates over the nature of or varieties of mental content, but also debates over represent-
ational theories of consciousness and of mind more generally.

Davidson gets at these issues to do with externalism when he continues, immediately after
the last quotation, by writing:

But there is a difference. My replica can’t recognize my friends; it can’t recognize anything,
since it never cognized anything in the first place. It can’t know my friends’ names (though
of course it seems to), it can’t remember my house. It can’t mean what I do by the word
‘house’, for example, since the sound ‘house’ it makes was not learned in a context that
would give it the right meaning—or any meaning at all. Indeed, I don’t see how my replica
can be said to mean anything by the sounds it makes, nor to have any thoughts.

Here, Davidson is giving expression to some of his externalist commitments. It may be unclear
what exactly is to be said about The Swampman, the thought goes, but we can at least say that it
can’t have these content involving states or abilities.

Now, I do not intend to get into such debates here. But I mention the case because my
intended use of ‘as if ’ attributions here lines up with Davidson’s characterisation of Swampman
as ‘seeming to’ know his friends’ names. The idea is that, alongside the desire to say that there
can be many mental differences between something and its intrinsic physical duplicate, there
is also a desire to say that something mental is shared. For it is true of both Davidson and the
Swampman that they seem to know Davidson’s friends’ names. In Davidson’s case, he not only
seems to know them, but also does know them. In the Swampman’s case, he merely seems to
know them. Nevertheless, Swampman’s merely seeming to know them in this way involves the
possession of a range of properties—a range of states and capacities—which, I want to claim,
ought to be thought of as mental. But why say this? Why not say that Swampman has no mental
properties at all? It is hard to know what to say here other than that this seems wrong. For to say
this would be to say that it has no mental capacities whatsoever. But isn’t it exercising capacities
of some sort in navigating its way out of the swamp, and ‘greeting’ Davidson’s friends, and so
on? If so, on what grounds are we to deny that these capacities are mental? To deny that the
Swampman has the mental states and capacities that Davidson had is not ipso facto to deny that
the Swampman has anymental states or capacities at all, it is just to deny that it has the same ones
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as Davidson. What should be at issue is not whether it has any such capacities, nor whether they
are mental per se, but rather which mental capacities it has, and what their determinate nature
is, if any.⁹

To say that it is as if Swampman knows Davidson’s friends, then, is, in this context, a mental
attribution. It is to attribute to Swampman a range of states, capacities and dispositions which,
at an appropriately abstracted level of description, are the same as Davidson’s, even while, at a
less abstracted andmore fundamental level, they differ. This does not mean that we can arrive at
an independent characterisation of the way that the Swampman is mentally in any other terms;
it may be that nothing could correctly capture the way we take Swampman to be mentally other
than this kind of ‘as if ’ talk. But nevertheless, the distinction is drawn.1⁰

In what follows, as well as employing the ‘as if ’ talk, I will speak of themental aspects that are
shared between Davidson and Swampman in the following way: what is shared is the qualitative
form of Davidson’s mind or mental life. To say that it is ‘as if ’ something has a mental property
φ, in the sense intended here, is to say that the qualitative form of its mind or mental life has
an aspect in common with the the qualitative form the mind or mental life of something that
φ-s.11,12

All of this may remind the reader of the debate over broad versus narrow content, a de-

⁹I should note that given my purposes below, this would not ultimately pose a problem for my argument; it
would simply require some extensive rewording. To anticipate: instead of asking why we should go beyond an ‘as if ’
attribution to Post-Op in (say) Transplantation, the question would instead be why we should attribute mentality to
Post-Op at all. Most of the points I make below would, mutatis mutandis, survive the transition.

1⁰In that case, the relationship between the property of φ-ing and the property of being such that it is as if one is
φ-ing may be somewhat analogous the the relationship between the property of seeing a tomato and seeming to see a
tomato, as these are conceived by the disjunctivist about perception. See Hinton 1973; Martin 2004, 2006.

11Further to the previous footnote: even if it is denied that Swampman has anymental properties as all, wemay still
want to talk of what it is that Swampman and Davidson have in common, and which ‘as if ’ attributions are getting at,
for they do more than simply attribute similarity at the behavioural level.. If so, we might still want to speak in terms
of the qualitative form of a mind or mental life when trying to characterise what it is that they have in common—but
we would then have to say that this is something that can be possessed by something that isn’t a mind or a mental
life. Exactly how we ought to think of what we might otherwise have called Swampman’s mind or mental life is, in
a sense, at the heart of the problem that the case generates for certain views of the mind, and I do not pretend to be
able to settle the question here.

12It is important here to keep in mind exactly what it means for a property to be qualitative. While a precise
characterisation is difficult, the rough and ready notion is: a property is qualitative just in case it does not involve
or concern an individual or particular. (Cf. Orilia and Swoyer 2016, §7.12; Weatherson and Marshall 2014, §2.2.)
Sometimes, however, ‘qualitative similarity’ is used, not to mean similarity in qualities or qualitative properties, but
rather similarity in any properties. This is particularly common in the literature on personal identity. (See, for
example, Parfit 1987, pp. 201–202, and Schechtman 1994.) But this invites confusion. For it leads to speaking of
any similarity in psychological properties as ‘qualitative similarity’. Yet many such psychological properties are non-
qualitative. Any kind of de re psychological attribution, for example, manifestly attributes a non-qualitative property.

This kind of talk may be responsible, in part, for assumptions of the kind that I question in §4 below. For, all else
equal, fewer conditions must be met in order for something to count as having a qualitative property than for it to
count as having a non-qualitative property. So it may be for this reason that there has seemed to be no potential
obstacle to stipulating certain mental facts to hold in certain hypothetical cases, in the manner identified in the
previous section. But this is to anticipate what is best left to a later section.
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bate in which the Swampman case, and cases like it, play an important role. (Cf. Brown 2016;
Segal 2000.) Roughly: narrow content is content that would be shared by the mental states and
episodes of any intrinsic physical duplicates, no matter any differences their histories or envir-
onments; broad content is any mental content that is not narrow. But my intention is not to
identify any particular kind of mental content, and in fact my interests here cut across this dis-
tinction. My intention is instead to identify a way of speaking of any mental aspects that are
shared between intrinsic duplicates, whatever they might be. If there is such a thing as narrow
content, then it can be thought of as part of the qualitative form of a mind or mental life. But if
there is not, this would not automatically render the latter notion problematic. In fact, it does
not even require that there are any fundamental kinds of mental states or episodes that would be
common to the minds or mental lives of all intrinsic duplicates. All it requires is that there are
qualitative properties that a mind or mental life has which will be shared by any mind or mental
life of an intrinsic physical duplicate.13

(Note that while I am speaking of qualitative properties of minds ormental lives, this should
not be confused with talk of qualia, properties of conscious episodes the instantiation of which
is taken by some to constitute a certain kind of fundamental and subjectively manifest aspect of
such episodes.1⁴ On certain ways of thinking of qualia, properties of this sort will be included in
the qualitative form of amind ormental life. But they do not exhaust it. Any property the nature
of which is to be characterised without reference to a particular is a qualitative property, and it
would be a simple mistake to think that the properties of a mind or mental life which meet this
condition are exhausted by properties associated with (certain conceptions of) consciousness.)

Of course, if we are focussing on a thing and its intrinsic duplicate, then in the relevant sense
of ‘as if ’, it will be as if the duplicate has every mental property of the thing.1⁵ But there is no
obstacle to this talk finding application outside of the extreme case of perfect duplication. For it

13Note, however, that what I am calling the qualitative form of amind ormental life will not exhaust the qualitative
properties of that mind or mental life. For, contra the use of, e.g., Humberstone (1996), not all qualitative properties
are shared among duplicates. For example, a certain cube might be a foot away from a sphere, while an intrinsic
physical duplicate of that cube may not be. But being a foot away from a sphere is not a particular involving property
in the relevant sense. Any sphere will do.

1⁴I will not attempt to state what qualia are supposed to be in anymore detail, as it is difficult to arrive at a coherent
characterisation of a propertywhich canplay all the roles that thosewho speak of qualia typicallywant such properties
to play. For problems with certain standard ways of characterising qualia, see Martin 1998.

1⁵This is as good a point as any to note that this claim will be rejected by those who endorse the extended mind
hypothesis. (See Clark (2008) and Clark and Chalmers (1998).) For those who endorse this hypothesis, objects
beyond the bounds of the subject play a constitutive role the instantiation of a number of mental properties. My
definitions above suggest that suchmental properties cannot contribute to the qualitative form of themind of a being
who has them. But this may seem wrong. If so, then what this may suggests is that those who endorse the extended
mind hypothesis ought to understand the notion of a qualitative form of a mind as comprising those properties of a
mind that would be shared, not merely with any physical duplicate of the subject of that mind, but rather with any
physical duplicate of the subject of that mind that is in a situation that also physically duplicates both every object
that partly constitute the vehicles of that subject’s mental properties and the relations of these objects to the subject.
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might well be that some aspect of a given mind or mental life shares qualitative properties with
an aspect of another mind or mental life, even if those aspects differ in their non-qualitative
properties. If so, then if a subject counts as φ-ing in virtue of their mind or mental life having
the first aspect, a subject whose mind or mental life has the second aspect may count as being
such that it is as if they are φ-ing. Of course, given the context dependency of ‘as if ’ attributions
noted above, and the different standards of similarity required in different contexts, it might be
that it is as if some aspect of a thing’s mind or mental life matches an aspect of another thing’s
mind or mental life even if there are noticeable differences between these two aspects. But while
this kind of worry cannot arise for physical duplicates, I do not see the fact that it does arise
when considering beings who are similar in only limited respects generating any problems for
this way of speaking.

It may perhaps be useful to draw a brief comparison, here, with Frege’s notion of a ‘mock
thought’ as (controversially) interpreted and extended by Evans (1982). Evans uses the notion
to characterise what is going on when we make use of a sentence that involves a proper name
that lacks a referent. On Evans’s (and McDowell’s (1984)) reading of Frege, such a name would
lack a sense, and so the sentence in which it occurs would also lack a sense. The use of such a
sentence cannot then be understood or characterised in terms of the thought it expresses, for
there is no such thought—‘thought’ here being used to characterise something at the level of
sense, namely a proposition. And yet it would be wrong to say that the sentence is not being
used. Evans writes:

Yes: a sentence containing an empty singular term may have a sense, in that it does not
necessarily have to be likened to a sentence containing a nonsense-word. But no: it does
not really have a sense of the kind possessed by ordinary atomic sentences, because it does
not function properly, it is only as if it functions properly. Frege’s use of the notion of fiction
wrongly directs our attention to just one case in which it is as if a singular term refers to
something, namely when we are engaged in the pretence that it does, but there are others,
and if we think of them, wemight speak of apparent, rather thanmock or pretend thoughts.

(Evans 1982, p. 30)

But, for Evans, parallel to these claims about language are claims about episodes of thinking. So
he goes on to claim that there are episodes of ‘thinking’ in which no object is secured as referent
by an exercise of a capacity for singular thought.1⁶ In those cases, the subject attempting to essay

1⁶See the introduction in (Jeshion 2010) for some characterisations of singular thought, and the essays in that
volume for discussion on how exactly singular thought should be understood. For present purposes, we can think of
an episode of singular thought as one such that there is a particular thing, x, which the thought episode is about, and
such that the episode constitutively depends on its being about x. I will largely avoid using the label ‘singular’, in part
to avoid any theoretical commitments that might be associated with the term (in particular due to its common use
in characterising a kind of content rather than a kind of mental state, episode or capacity), and will instead largely
speak of particular-involving states, episodes or capacities, even though this is likely to have a different (and wider)
extension.
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a thought is simply failing to have one. But an episode of ‘thinking’ has nevertheless occurred.
An exercise of some relevant mental capacities must have taken place—otherwise there would
be no failure, but a mere absence. These are, we might say, episodes of apparent thinking, rather
than (merely) apparent episodes of thinking.1⁷

The point I want to make about this is that we can read Evans as developing a notion of a
mental episode, one which we inevitably think of as one in which it is as if the subject is having
a certain kind of thought (say, a demonstrative thought), but in which no such thought is being
had. But despite denying certain properties to the episode—here, the properties of being about
any particular thing and of having a singular propositional content—we do not impugn either
its existence or its status as a mental episode. Nor are we forced to deny that there is something
genuinelymental in common between it and an episode of demonstrative thinking that does net
a referent. Of course, we can say more about what is in common here than can be said in the
case of Swampman; for in Evans’ case both the successful and unsuccessful episodes will involve
the exercise of capacities for demonstrative thinking, whereas it is controversial what capacities
are to be attributed to Swampman at all. But there is more than this to be said about what the
two episodes have in common, or at least could have in common, and one way of capturing
this would be to say that, in the case of merely apparent demonstrative thought, it is as if there
was an episode of demonstrative thought with a referent. Or, given the way of speaking I have
introduced above, we could say: the qualitative form of two such episodes might coincide.

In fact, this comparison directs us to another point concerning the relation between some-
thing having a property φ and it merely being as if something has φ. Specifically, along with
the context dependence that results from potentially differing standards of similarity being re-
quired for a given complex ‘as if ’ attribution to be correct, we must also recognise that there are
various different ways in which it might be merely as if something has a mental property φ, even
if it is already granted that it has the exact qualitative form of a state or episode of φ-ing. Or as
we might put it, there are different grades of mere as-if-ness. For example, in remembering a
past event e, one is thinking about e. In the previous section, I mentioned worries arising from
the differences between genuine remembering, on the one hand, and either quasi-remembering
or having the illusion of remembering, on the other. In a case of either of the latter, it would
be natural to say that it is merely as if the relevant subject remembers the past event e. But if
someone is quasi-remembering, or is having an illusion of the sort intended, then they are still,

1⁷This is a controversial interpretative claim. Some read Evans as denying that there is an episode of apparent
thinking in such cases, holding that there is merely the appearance of an episode of thinking (e.g. McDowell 1984.)
Some go further and charge Evans with being committed to the claim that there is a complete mental absence or void
in such cases (e.g. Blackburn 1984, ch. 9.) (Cf. Bell 1988; Martin 2002; O’Brien 2009.) Given that the purposes of
the comparison are merely illustrative, the interpretive question need not be settled; but I do require that the denial
of a singular thought content to putative episodes of the relevant kind does not preclude such episodes from existing
or from counting as mental.
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in undergoing such an episode, thinking about e. A swampman-style intrinsic duplicate, how-
ever, in enjoying an episode of the same qualitative form, would not be thinking about e at all.
So it does not follow from the fact that it is merely as if a subject is φ-ing that the relevant state
or episode in virtue of which it counts as such will partake in none of the non-qualitative mental
properties of a genuine episode of φ-ing.1⁸

Finally, it is important to note that it can be apparent that it is as if something has φ to one
perspective, but not to another. This is not to relativise the basic notion. It is just to note that it
might bemanifest that it is as if x is φ-ing to one subject in such a way that the subject in question
is in a position to judge that it is as if something is φ-ing, and yet not to another, despite both
being in a position to observe x.1⁹ Of particular interest here is the difference between it being
manifest that it is as if x is φ-ing from x’s own perspective—it being manifest to x that it is as if
x is φ-ing—and it being manifest to another that it is as if x is φ-ing. For consider Davidson’s
Swampman. It is manifest to Davidson’s friends that it is as if Swampman (that entity in front of
them) knows their names. And in fact it is manifest that it is as if it is Davidson. But if Davidson
is right about what can be said concerning Swampman’s mental profile, then it may be be wrong
to say that it is manifest to Swampman that it is as if it (or he) knows their names. This is a
case in which less can be said to be manifest to the subject of the as if attribution than to an
observer.2⁰ But there are other cases. Consider again the example of someone uttering a non-
English sentence, say, a Dutch sentence, that is phonetically identical to a sentence of English.

1⁸Another example could be two episodes of seeing, one of seeing Tweedledum with the Red Queen, and one of
seeing Tweedledee with the Red Queen. We might suppose that two such episodes could share a precise qualitative
form; that in seeing Tweedledum with the Red Queen, it is just as if the relevant subject is seeing Tweedledee with
the Red Queen. But these possible episodes do not differ in all of their non-qualitative properties, for both are (in
part) perceptions of the Red Queen.

1⁹Note that that I am speaking here of it being manifest that it is as if something is φ-ing; not of it being manifest
that it is merely as if something is φ-ing.

2⁰In fact, wemust be very careful to avoid confusion here. I have said that to say that it is as if x hasmental property
φ, in the relevant sense, is tomake amental attribution to x. It is therefore extensional in x’s position. There is another
use of ‘as if ’, however, in which to speak of it being as if A is φ-ing is to speak of things appearing to be (potentially
non-veridically) just as they would if A were φ-ing; that is, to speak of experiences as of A φ-ing. This kind of claim
itself can then be given either a de re or a de dicto reading, corresponding to whether A is such that it appears to be
φ-ing, on the one hand, or there is merely an appearance as of A φ-ing, on the other. (There may be a further reading
which can be used to characterise a particular subject’s perspective, such that it is, for that subject, as if A is φ-ing,
even though this is purely hallucinatory, and does not correspond to the way anything in the world appears.) All of
these are distinct from the notion in the text. What they all have in common is that they will be characterised partly
in terms of the notion of qualitative similarity—but the characterisation will be different in each case. However, I do
want to note one particular connection: if it is as if Post-Op has my mental profile in the sense of having a mind with
most of the qualitative form of my mind, then it will typically be as if Post-Op has my mental profile in the sense of
Post-Op being such that it will appear (to an observer) as it would if it did have my mental profile. (If the observer
is an appropriate one, then it will also be the case that Post-Op is such that it appears to have my mental profile. But
to appear this way to an observer, it is plausible that the observer must be familiar with my mental profile.) This is
because, as made clear in Davidson’s description of the Swampman case, sameness of qualitative form of mind will,
all else equal, suffice for from-the-outside indistinguishability of minded action.
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Suppose the speaker also speaks English, and is aware that the sentence they are uttering is
phonetically identical to a sentence of English. To an English-speaking observer, it may be in
that momentmanifest that it is as if the subject in question is speaking English, and notmanifest
that it is as if they are speaking Dutch. To the speaker, however, it will be manifest both that it
is as if they are uttering a sentence of English and manifest that it is as if they are uttering a
sentence of Dutch. So the qualitative aspects of the utterance revealed to onlookers are (we may
presume) relatively limited compared to the qualitative aspects of the utterance manifest to the
speaker.21

Let me now return to judgments that might be made about the key cases, Removal and
Transplant. We have in our hands the notion of it being as if Post-Op has a mental property
φ, and of Post-Op’s mind or mental life having the same qualitative form as mine.22 I want
to identify one other way of speaking. When we speak of Post-Op’s mind having (exactly or
completely) the same qualitative form as mine, we imply that for every mental property of mine
φ, it is as if Post-Op has φ. Parallel to talk of the qualitative form of my mind or mental life, we
can speak of my mental profile. My mental profile should thought to comprise all of my mental
properties, both qualitative and non-qualitative. To say that Post-Op hasmy (exact or complete)
mental profile is to say that, for everymental property ofmine φ, Post-Ophas φ. Having a certain
mental profile, then, is (almost always) going to be particular involving: many of the properties
they comprise cannot be characterised without reference to particulars. Having a mind with a
certain qualitative form is not. To reiterate, the difference between having my current mental
profile—being way I am now, mentally speaking—and having a mind or mental life with the
qualitative form of my current mental life or mind is just this: the former involves having all
the mental properties I currently instantiate, whereas the latter only involves having mental the
properties that I would share with any intrinsic physical duplicate. This will be an important
difference in what follows.

Sometimes, I will speak of the claim that Post-Op’s mind or mental life has the same qual-
itative form that mine had (or that mine would have had), or of the claim that Post-Op has the
same mental profile as I had (or would have had.) Obviously, there will not be a perfect match
between either of these aspects of Post-Op and either aspect of me before the procedure. It is
also very unlikely that there would or could easily be a perfect match between Post-Op in these

21Actually, things may be a little complicated. We might be unwilling to say that it is manifest to the subject that it
is as if they are speaking English, for a whole host of reasons; but onemay be that they know that they are not speaking
English. If so, however, then part of what is going on here is that the perspective shift (from hearer to speaker) is
inducing a shift in the degree of qualitative similarity required for the correctness of a given ‘as if ’ attribution. So this
is something we must try to keep track of if we imaginatively switch perspectives while making use of such talk.

22Or, more accurately, the notion of Post-Op’s mind or mental life having the qualitative form that mine would (or
could easily) have had if I had not been subjected to the relevant procedure. Other than in the following paragraph,
I will typically drop this qualification in what follows, and speak in the former more natural, albeit inaccurate, way.
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respects and me as I would or could easily have been if I had not been subjected to the pro-
cedure. So, in speaking of us being the same in these respects, I am simply assuming that the
standards for being the same way in these respects fall short of perfect matching. That is, I am
assuming that for Post-Op’s mind or mental life to count as having the same qualitative form
as mine, or for Post-Op to have the same mental profile as me, it is not required that Post-Op’s
mind has exactly the same qualitative form asmine, or that it has exactly the samemental profile
as I would have had. Two things may count as having the same shape without having exactly the
same shape. There are therefore two things to keep in mind when I write about the claims of
sameness between Post-Op and me in these respects: first, that it is sameness between Post-Op
and me as I would have been had I not been subjected to the procedure; and second, that this
sameness requires only significant overlap, not matching in every respect.

Back in §2.1, I askedwhywe should think thatmymind has gone somewhere in the key cases.
Given the nature of these cases, this amounts to asking why we should think that Post-Op has
my mind in them. Now, any reason for attributing this to Post-Op is obviously going to have
to be grounded in the claim that Post-Op has (some portion of) my mental profile, or (some
portion) of what my mental profile would have been had I not been subjected to the procedure.
But one aspect of this original question has now come out. For even if we were to grant that
it is as if Post-Op has my mental profile in either of the cases, why should we think that it is
not merely as if Post-Op has my mental profile? Why should our judgment’s about Post-Op’s
mental situation be in line with our judgments about my mental situation when I persist day to
day, rather than in line with our judgments about the mental situation of an intrinsic physical
duplicate of mine?

Faced with this question, it becomes clear that those working with mentally loaded cases of
the kind identified in §3.1 have been assuming that there is a good, and perhaps obvious, answer
to this question. That is, they have in effect assumed that in cases like Removal and Transplant,
it is uncontroversial to assume not only that Post-Op will have a mind with the same qualitative
form as mine, but moreover that Post-Op will have (a good deal of) my mental profile. But what
is the reason for this? What justifies these assumptions?

I am sure an answer to this question immediately begins to suggest itself. For there is a clear
difference between Post-Op’s relation to me, and a Swampman-style intrinsic physical duplic-
ate’s relation to me, namely the existence of a causal connection. Here, however, I am simply
identifying the question. And before considering the reasons for answering this question one
way or another, I want to consider an objection to my pressing these questions in this kind of
way, according to which I am demanding more than is strictly required in order to establish that
cases like Removal and Transplant provide the materials for generating a witness for (3), that is,
the claim that this animal need not go where my mind goes. It is to this objection that I now

110



3.3 an objection?

turn.

3.3 An Objection?

In §2.1, I asked why we should take the key cases, Removal and Transplantation, to be cases in
which my mind goes somewhere. This is to ask why we should take them to be cases that suffice,
in some sense, for my mind to go somewhere. (In §1.4.4, I suggested that the relevant sense of
‘suffice’ is ‘normally counterfactually suffice’.) And in the previous section, I in effect identified
three prior questions that bear on this one. Why should we take these to be cases in which Post-
Op has any mental properties? Why should we take these to be cases in which it is as if Post-Op
has (some portion of) my mental profile? And why should we take these to be cases in which
Post-Op does have (some portion of) my mental profile?

I then suggested that, in making use of mentally loaded cases, philosophers have assumed
that there are good answers to these questions, and that Removal and Transplant suffice for Post-
Op to have some portion of my mental profile. But one might object to this claim as follows. In
making use of the mentally loaded cases, all that is being assumed is that such cases are possible.
This requires that the non-mental facts stipulated in them permit the mental facts to be the way
they are stipulated to be. But it does not require that the non-mental facts stipulated in them
suffice for the mental facts to be the way they are stipulated to be, in any sense of ‘suffice’. And
yet I am demanding a reason to believe the latter, when all that should be required is a reason to
believe the former.

Here is another way to put the objection. For the key cases to count as ones in which Post-
Op has most of my mental profile, all (normal, modally local) instances of these cases must be
ones in which the being in Post-Op’s position has most of my mental profile. But in order for
there to be a plausible witness for the claim that this animal need not go where my mind goes,
and in order for the use of mentally loaded cases to be in good order, all that is required is that
a single instance of one of the key cases is such that the being in Post-Op’s position has most of
my mental profile. This is because any such an instance of Removal or Transplantation will ipso
facto be an instance of a mentally loaded case. And as long as a mentally loaded case is possible,
then we can in principle make use of it to establish that there is a witness for (3). In the terms of
§2.1: as long as the mentally loaded cases satisfy (◊), then we can in principle attempt to reason
about them in order to establish that they satisfy (mi) and (~a), and thereby reveal that they
witness (3).

Stepping back a little, then, while it is clearly true that if Removal and Transplantation are
possible cases in which my mind goes somewhere, then the mentally loaded cases are possible,
it is not clearly true that if the mentally loaded cases are possible, then Removal and Transplant-
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ation are possible cases in which my mind goes somewhere. But by demanding reasons for
thinking that Removal and Transplantation are cases in which Post-Op has my mind, or at least
inherits some of my mental profile, I am implicitly and inappropriately treating this stronger
claim as a requirement for the mentally loaded version of the cases to be possible. Or so the
objection goes.

There is something right in this objection. All that is really required for any of the purposes
relevant to the debate on which this chapter focuses is that the mentally loaded cases are pos-
sible.23 Why, then, am I, in effect, demanding reasons for thinking that the non-mental facts
of the mentally loaded cases suffice for the mental facts typically stipulated in them? Why not
simply demand reasons for thinking that the non-mental facts of the cases permit the mental
facts to be the ways they are typically stipulated to be? Or, what amounts to the same thing, why
not simply demand reasons to think that a mentally loaded version of the case is possible?

The basic answer to this question is that the mentally loaded versions of the cases are held
to be possible precisely because the non-mental facts given in them are taken to suffice for the
mental facts to be the way they are stipulated to be. This is manifestly true in the case of those
such as Olson, who stipulate only the non-mental facts and state that the relevant mental facts
follow from them. But it is also true for those such as Shoemaker and Parfit, who stipulate the
mental facts alongside the non-mental facts.2⁴ And in fact, in the key cases, the claim that the
non-mental facts permit the preservation of most most my mental profile and the claim that the
non-mental facts suffice (in the relevant sense) for the preservation of most of my mental profile
stand or fall together. Allow me to explain.

The first thing to say here, I think, is that we do not in general think that themental facts float
free of the non-mental facts. Insofar as we are not a certain kind of dualist, we think that there
are non-mental conditions that must be met in order for the mental facts to be some way, and
that these conditions are not immediately manifest to us. The nature of mind outstrips what is
revealed to it simply through first-personal reflection. It is for this reason that a materialistically

23In fact, I think this might not be quite all that is required. The connection required between the non-mental
facts and the mental facts may not be that the former metaphysically permit the latter, but rather that the case con-
sisting of just the non-mental facts normally could be one in which the mental facts are the relevant way. (‘Nor-
mally could’ counterfactuals correspond to ‘normally would’ counterfactuals as ‘could’ counterfactuals correspond
to ‘would’ counterfactuals. Note that Lewis (1973), for example, uses ‘might’ here instead of ‘could’.) This is because
many mentally loaded cases could in principle be consistently elaborated in such a way as to sever the naturally as-
sumed connection between the non-mental facts and the mental facts. (See §1.4.4.) But if this is the only way in
which the non-mental facts permit the mental facts to be the way they are stipulated to be, then judgments about the
case which implicitly rely on the assumed connection would be undermined. The importance of this qualification
for any given mentally loaded case will turn, in part, on exactly what the non-mental and mental facts of it are. At
any rate, it is a complication that does not affect then nature of my response, so I ignore it in the text.

2⁴It is not, of course, true of those who accepted any kind of Cartesian substance dualism, including, somewhat
hesitantly, Locke himself. The non-mental facts in Locke’s case of the prince and the cobbler case are in no way taken
to suffice for the mental facts to be the way they are stipulated to be in the case.
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acceptable version of Locke’s original prince and cobbler case was required in the first place.
Without some sort ofmaterial or causal exchange, wewould not bewilling to grant the possibility
of amental profilemaking a transition of the sort Locke envisioned. Butmore than this: we tend
to think that the mental facts are in one way or another fixed by (or are realised by, or supervene
on) the non-mental facts. So if the mentally loaded cases are possible, then there must be (in
principle) a way of elaborating the non-mental facts in them such that they do suffice for the
mental facts previously stipulated. That is, there must be a richer case, but one still specified
only in terms of non-mental facts, which would count as a case in which the relevant mental
facts hold. But then, we might well ask, what is this elaboration? What is the richer case? If the
non-mental facts already given do not secure this result, what else is required?2⁵ What is the
non-mental fact, as yet unmentioned, and not settled by the non-mental facts already given, on
which the preservation of my mental profile in Removal and Transplant will be contingent? On
the assumption that the non-mental facts given do not secure the relevant result, I cannot see
these questions receiving a plausible or satisfactory answer.

Moreover, if we were to ask why cases such as Removal and Transplantation are taken to be
ones in which it is possible for Post-Op to have my mental profile, I suspect that what would
be alluded to are facts about my cerebrum, and claims concerning the role that it plays in my
mental life. But such facts will support the judgment that the cases described suffice for Post-Op
to have my mental profile to precisely the same extent that they support the judgment that the
cases permit it. If one thinks that my cerebrum is in principle capable of carrying my mental
profile with it, in the absence of the rest of my body, then all the relevant conditions for it to do
so seem to be satisfied in Removal and Transplantation. And indeed, it was precisely because
the non-mental facts of such cases were taken to secure the relevant mental facts that the cases
in question were selected for discussion in the first place.

All of this is more or less to say that the key cases are fit for purpose, in the sense of §1.4.4:
each case is either one in which my mind goes somewhere, or one in which my mind does not
go somewhere. That is to say: either they are cases that (normally counterfactually) suffice for
the preservation of my mental profile, or they are cases that (normally counterfactually) suffice
for my mental profile not to be preserved. The objection, however, requires that they are not fit
for purpose. And this requires that they leave non-mental facts which are crucial to the question
of whether my mental profile is largely preserved unstipulated. But it is unclear what these are
supposed to be.

It is possible, however, that the objector might reply to all of this as follows. For any given
possibility claim, in the absence of a reason to doubt, or in the absence of evident contradiction,

2⁵If there are any such non-mental facts that come to mind, I would be happy to insert them into the case descrip-
tions. I suspect that the points made in the following section would still stand.
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there is a presumption in favour of possibility. Chalmers (1996, p. 96), for example, suggests
that the judgment that there could be a mile-high unicycle “just seems obvious”, and that if
someone objects, “there is little we can say, except to repeat the description and assert its obvious
coherence”. More generally, he suggests that in the absence of outright contradiction, “there is
a natural assumption in favor of logical possibility” (where ‘logical possibility’, for Chalmers, is
more or less equivalent to metaphysical possibility as it is being construed here; see p. 66.)2⁶ But
there is no outright contradiction in the mentally loaded cases. And to many, it does ‘just seem
obvious’ that instances of Removal and Transplant could be such that the being in Post-Op’s
position has much of my mental profile. Doesn’t this mean we should just accept the possibility
of thementally loaded cases, and focus our discussion onwhether themental facts in those cases
suffice for identity of mind and identity of subject?

I think not. There are three responses I want to make to this objection. First, the claim that
there should be a presumption in favour of possibility is not obviously a good principle. Both
accepting and denying a possibility involves taking a stand. In the absence of a reason to do
either, then, surely one ought to suspend judgment?2⁷ (Cf. Maudlin 2007, pp. 190–191.)

Second, if presented in terms of absence of contradiction, the principle seems to admit of

2⁶In part, his justification for this kind of claim turns on his wider conception of the varieties of possibility, and his
commitment to certain particular theses concerning the semantics of modal discourse and modal thought that forge
a close connection between conceptual possibility and metaphysical possibility. To go into such issues now would
take us too far afield. But it is easy enough to see a thought here that does not depend on these relatively idiosyncratic
theses for its articulation or motivation.

2⁷Does this not leave us with little to say in favour of the possibility of a mile-high unicycle? No. Here, I think,
Chalmers is simply wrong. It is easy to produce cases that speak in favour of the claim that a mile-high unicycle is
possible. And yet he claims that any attempt to support the claim of possibility will be at best ‘indirect’, writing as
follows:

Onemight spin a fantasy about an ordinary person riding a unicycle, when suddenly the whole system expands
a thousandfold. Or one might describe a series of unicycles, each bigger than the last. In a sense, these are
all appeals to intuition, and an opponent who wishes to deny the possibility can in each case assert that our
intuitions have misled us, but the very obviousness of what we are describing works in our favor, and helps shift
the burden of proof further onto the other side.

But what exactly is going on here? What is saying ‘our intuitions have misled us’ supposed to amount to? Consider a
more straightforward and plausible way to support the possibility judgment. This would be to describe another case
that does not explicitly mention mile-high unicycles, but in which it is plausible that there is a mile high unicycle.
Here is one such case: I take an ordinary unicycle and cut its frame in half, thereby separating the saddle and the
wheel. I then securely connect these two halves to opposite ends of a mile long metal pole. If one judges that this
case is possible, and if one judges that it is a case in which there is a mile-high unicycle, then one is committed to
the claim that it is possible for there to be a mile-high unicycle. If one wants to reject the possibility, one must reject
at least one of these judgments about this case. But which one? There are, presumably, grounds, however implicit,
for both of these judgments, grounds which could be offered if pressed. So one must then reject these grounds, in
turn. In other words, one cannot simply say ‘our intuitions have mislead us’ and leave it at that. Chalmers, then, is
wrong to think that obviousness stands alone, as it were. The (apparent) obviousness of a possibility is due to the
(apparent) obviousness of what it would take to realise that possibility. If one cannot produce such support for a
claimed possibility in this kind of way, then that should surely call into question one’s certainty in the possibility of
the original case. As it must, in that case, not be so obvious after all.
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counterexamples. One apparent counterexample arises from consideration of Chalmers’ own
example of a mile-high unicycle. Presumably, if there is no contradiction between predicating
‘mile-high’ and ‘unicycle’ of a single object, then there is no contradiction in predicating ‘one-
trillion-parsecs-high’ and ‘unicycle’ of a single object. But something one trillion parsecs high
would be over ten times the size of the observable universe. Is there really a presumption in
favour of possibility here? Are we at all inclined to presume this is possible, rather than to
suspend judgment, or even doubt it?

Perhaps a better counterexample arises if we consider two elaborated versions of Transplant-
ation. In the first, the sentence ‘The resulting entity has (most of) mymental profile’ is appended
to the description of the case. In the second, the sentence ‘The resulting entity is merely as if it
has most of my mental profile’ is appended.2⁸ Is there a presumption in favour of the possibility
of both of these elaborated cases? Neither involves an outright contradiction. And yet it does
not seem that we can accept that both are possible. It is plausible to think that if such a proced-
ure, when performed on me, results in a being with a mind that has (most of) the qualitative
form of my mind, then either it must, in virtue of this, have most of my mental profile, or it
must lack it.2⁹

Third, and most importantly, if the principle is framed in terms of absence of a reason to
doubt, then it simply does not apply in the present case. (1) and (2) are plausible, and entail (3).
This is a reason to doubt the conjunction of (◊) and (↛) for the mentally loaded cases. That is,
this is a reason to doubt that the mentally loaded cases are both possible and are cases in which
this animal does not go where my mind goes. To the extent that the details of the case make (↛)
plausible, then, (1) and (2) provide a reason to doubt (◊). So the presumption simply lapses.

I conclude that the objection fails. The claim that mentally loaded versions of the key cases
would be possible itself rests on the assumption that the (non-mentally-loaded) versions of the
cases are ones in which certain mental facts nevertheless hold. So our question stands: why
think that mental facts of the kind required to support the judgment that my mind has gone
somewhere hold in Removal and Transplant?

2⁸With slight alterations in the ensuing discussion, we could equally well have chosen ‘For the resulting entity, it
is not even as if it has most of my mental profile’, or ‘The resulting entity has no mental properties’, or ‘The resulting
entity has a completely new mental profile entirely unlike mine’.

2⁹It might be suggested that Chalmers himself would disagree, given his particular attitude to the relationship
between the mental and the physical. I think that this fails to take into account the fact that we are here concerned
with possibilities for me and my mind. Chalmers’ views concern the possibilities for mentality per se, and none of
his arguments should be taken to carry over to claims about the possibilities for any actual particulars. This is often,
I think, overlooked. But it is revealed by his claim that he is concerned only with what we might call ‘qualitative
possibilities’: hypothetical situations or cases construed in purely qualitative terms, and so considered in abstraction
from the identities of any particular objects involved. (Chalmers 1996, p. 66, n.30, pp. 366—367) Our concern,
however, is with the possibilities for certain particulars: me, my mind, and this animal. Even he, then, might deny
the appropriateness of invoking any presumption of possibility for such cases.
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At last, we are in a position to ask why we should accept that my mind has gone somewhere in
the key cases, Removal and Transplantation. While it may not be clear exactly what is required
in order for this to hold, we may assume that the following are required in order for the mental
facts to be such as to support this judgment:

⋅ Post-Op has some mental properties.

⋅ It is as if Post-Op has most of my mental profile.

⋅ Post-Op has most of my mental profile.

The three judgments are listed above in order of increasing strength. So it might be that there is
a reason to accept the first that does not extend to the other two; or a reason to accept the first
two that does not extend to the third. But if there is a reason to accept either the second or the
third, this will ipso facto be a reason to accept the prior judgments.

I said that we may assume that these claims are required in order to support the judgment
that my mind has gone somewhere in Removal and/or Transplantation. This is not to say that
each of these claims corresponds to a necessary condition onmymind remaining in existence in
these cases. Something having mental properties clearly does. But something being such that it
is as if it has most of my mental profile plausibly does not; and the same then obviously holds for
something being such that it does havemost ofmymental profile.1 In the absence of these claims,
though, it is unclear what could underwrite the judgment that my mind goes somewhere in the
cases—which, given the nature of the cases, is simply the judgment that Post-Op has my mind.
So for present purposes, we may presume that all three of the judgments above need to hold in

1A final reminder of two qualifications made above. First, Post-Op having most of my mental profile is to be
understood as Post-Op having most of the mental profile I would have had, had I not undergone the operation and
survived to the time in question. Second, the ‘most of ’ restriction is intended to allow the judgment to be true, even if
a number of themental properties I would have had are absent fromPost-Op’smental profile (the particular occurrent
states and episodes I would have had, if any; mental states that presuppose identity in the sense that memories are
typically taken to; and so on.)
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the key cases if they are to be plausible witnesses for (3). (This is not to say that these claims do
adequately support the judgment that Post-Op has my mind. That step will be discussed briefly
below.)

So what are the reasons to accept these claims in the key cases? In fact, there are very few
arguments in the literature, certainly in the personal identity literature, explicitly designed to
argue directly for these claims in Removal and Transplant. This is perhaps unsurprising, given
that the claim that Post-Op has most of my mental profile is typically more or less stipulated
(only the aspects of my mental profile which have been thought to problematically presuppose
identity being consistently left out of the stipulations.) In what follows, I will consider a range
of different lines of thought that might be taken to provide reasons to affirm these claims in the
cases. I do not take my coverage of such lines of thought to be comprehensive. But I do take
it to be representative of the central forms of justification that might be offered by those who
make use of mentally loaded cases, were they to be pressed. These lines of thought are rather
different in the two cases, and so I will be considering each case in turn. Before that, however,
I will identify a key assumption concerning the mental facts in Transplantation that I will be
granting to those who take it to witness (3).

4.1 An Assumption Granted

The key assumption about the cases that I am going to grant is that, in Transplantation, it is as
if Post-Op has most of my mental profile. That is, in Transplantation, Post-Op has a mind with
something close to the same qualitative form as mine. And, moreover, I will grant that this is so
primarily because of the state of my cerebrum being what it is at that point in the case. (In what
follows, I speak of these as a single assumption.)

Removal and Transplantation are related in the following way: the situation that my
cerebrum is in in Removal matches the situation it is in in Transplantation mid-transplant.
(‘Mid-transplant’ here meaning: after my cerebrum has been removed and my body has been
destroyed, but before my cerebrum has been placed in a new body.) So this assumption implies
that, in Removal, my cerebrum has the following property: being such that, if it were success-
fully transplanted into a human body that lacks a cerebrum, it would be as if the resulting subject
had most of my mental profile, and this would be so because of the state of my cerebrum after
transplantation.

The claim that it is as if Post-Op has my mental profile in Transplantation is a necessary
condition on it being the case that Post-Op has my mental profile in Transplantation. To grant
this assumption is therefore to grant something that those who want to take this case to be a
witness for (3) require. The additional aspect of the assumption being granted, namely that this
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‘as if ’ attribution holds in the case primarily due to the state ofmy cerebrum, isworded somewhat
vaguely. But the intention is to rule out the following potential concern. One might suspect that
in order to effect a successful transplantation, the recipient cerebrum-less body would have to be
something close to a physical duplicate of my own cerebrum complement. Or, while granting
that a successful transplant may not require this, one may suspect that it would be required
in order for a successful transplant to result in the ‘as if ’ attribution holding. (Cf. ch. 3, n. 5
above; and see the Shoemaker (2004a,c) and Wiggins (2004a,b)) exchange referenced therein.)
Either way, this would threaten the idea that the ‘as if ’ attribution holds primarily because of
what is preserved. But in order for the judgment that Post-Op has my mind to be supported
by the claim that it is as if Post-Op has my mental profile, the latter must hold primarily in
virtue of what is preserved. Otherwise, there are no grounds on which to hold that my mind
was preserved along with it. After all, if one were to take any part of my body and successfully
transplant it into a physical duplicate of the rest of my body, then it would be as if the resulting
entity hasmymind. But this does not incline us to judge that it would havemymind. Bymaking
this assumption, then, we discount the suspicion that anything close to physical duplication of
the rest of my body would be required in order for the ‘as if ’ claim to hold. This is, in essence,
to assume that in a relatively wide range of nearby, normal instances of Transplantation the
cerebrum-less bodies into which my cerebrum is successfully transplanted diverge from mine
in their physical properties, and yet it is nevertheless true that the entity in Post-Op’s position
will, in each instance, have a mental life with (roughly) the same qualitative form as mine.

What is being granted here falls short of what is required to demonstrate that Post-Op has
my mental profile in Transplantation. For, given that the assumption has been granted in Trans-
plantation, it would equally have to be granted for a case in which a physical duplicate of my
cerebrum was successfully transplanted into a human body lacking a cerebrum, even if that
cerebrum duplicate had no causal connection to my cerebrum. Yet the resulting entity in such
a case would lack my mental profile, just as Swampman lacked Davidson’s mental profile.

Nevertheless, what is being granted here does constitute a significant empirical assumption.
It commits to a certain view about the role that my cerebrum plays in determining the form of
my mind and mental life. The view is that the qualitative form of the mental life of a human
being at a time is largely determined by that state of its cerebrum at that time. Unsurprisingly,
the assumption would not be granted by everyone. In particular, it is likely to be rejected by
those who write in the embodied cognition and enactivist traditions, as well as those who en-
dorse the extended mind hypothesis.2 According to such views, the processes constituting the

2Such views are endorsed, in a variety of forms, by, for example, Clark (2008), Clark and Chalmers (1998), Cos-
melli and Thompson (2010), Di Paolo and Thompson (2014), Hanna and Maiese (2009), Haugeland (1995), Hurley
(2003, 2010), Maiese (2015), Noë (2005), Noë and Thompson (2004), Parvizi and Damasio (2001), Shapiro (2004,
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instantiation of a mind with a certain qualitative form extend beyond the cerebrum or brain, in
such a way that what is going on in the cerebrum or brain of an animal will not suffice for the
instantiation of a mind with that qualitative form.3

Now, even if it concerns all mental properties, such a claim will not in and of itself entail
that the assumption being made here is false. It is consistent to hold that processes beyond the
bounds of the cerebrum and brain form part of the constitutive basis of the vehicles of cognition,
consciousness, and other aspects of one’s mental life, and yet to hold that the qualitative form of
the mental life thereby constituted is largely determined by what is going on in one’s cerebrum.
But those who endorse these views of the mind tend to hold that what is going on beyond the
bounds of the cerebrum or brain plays a significant role in shaping the mental life in which it
plays a constitutive role. And this would appear to entail the rejection of the assumption.

If the assumption is rejected, then there is clearly no scope for an argument for the claim that
Post-Op has my mind in either Transplantation or Removal that relies on Post-Op having my
mental profile. Defending such a view of the mind would therefore provide one way of arguing
against the claim that my mind goes somewhere in the key cases. But this is not an option I am
going to explore.⁴ In part, this is because many of the arguments in this literature appear to me
to be inconclusive, on both sides. (Or rather, I find myself convinced by claims on both sides to
have shown that the arguments of those on the opposite side are inconclusive.) But primarily, it
is because I want to explore an alternative kind of response. So, with the assumption granted, it
is to consideration of the cases that I now turn.

4.2 Removal

In removal, there is not much more to Post-Op than my cerebrum. And whatever it is that
ensures that it keeps functioning is stipulated to fall short of providing Post-Op with any means
of interacting with the world. The central question here, I believe, is why we should think that

ch. 7), Stewart, Gapenne and Di Paolo (2010), Thompson (2007), Thompson and Cosmelli (2011), Ward (2012, forth-
coming), and Wilson (2004a). Critical responses are given by Adams and Aizawa (2001, 2008, 2009, 2010), Aizawa
(2007), Block (2005), Hohwy (2016), and Wright (2008). See also the various papers in Menary (2010) and Shapiro
(2014).

3It is not always clear exactly which mental properties such theses are supposed to cover. In the embodied cog-
nition and enactivist literature, the focus is often on consciousness. In the extended mind literature, it is typically
on standing or dispositional mental properties, rather than occurrent episodes. (Clark (2009), for example, argues
that while material beyond the brain plays a constitutive role in the instantiation of a variety of mental properties, in
accordance with the extended mind hypothesis he co-defends in Clark and Chalmers (1998), no such material plays
a constitutive role in conscious episodes.)

⁴If one were to attempt to construct alternative cases that serve as plausible witnesses for (3) in light of such a
view, one would need to identify a situation in which sufficient material to ensure the truth of an ‘as if ’ judgment has
been taken from its setting within this animal (perhaps placed in whatever new context, if this is required), but in
which the material preserved does not plausibly constitute the preservation of this animal.
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the first of our three claims is met. That is, the central question is why we should think that
Post-Op has any mental properties at all.⁵

I will briefly consider two lines of thought that are often in play when thinking about
cases like Removal, but which can be relatively easily dismissed here, before moving on to
what I take to be the coremotivation for the claim that Post-Op hasmental properties in the case.

4.2.1 Arguing from Transplantation

The first motivation for attributing mentality to Post-Op in Removal appeals to Transplanta-
tion, and involves arguing back from judgments about what holds in that case to judgments
about what holds in Removal. For Transplantation, until the moment at which my cerebrum
is inserted in to a new body, is just like Removal. So suppose that Post-Op in Transplantation
has my mind, or has most of my mental profile, and that this is so because it has my cerebrum.
Then my mind must have remained in existence, and that portion of my mental profile (or its
antecedents) must have been continuously realised, throughout the procedure. But immedi-
ately prior to the transplant, my cerebrum was in just the same situation as it is in Removal. So
Post-Op in Removal, too, must have my mind, and have most of my mental profile.

Now, this argument actually isn’t entirely straightforward. For it is unclear that the relevant
judgments about Transplantation do require that my cerebrum sustained the existence of my
mind, or realised any aspects of my mental profile, throughout the procedure.⁶ Even assuming
that such an argument be made out, however, it is clearly going to be dependent on the claim
that Post-Op in Transplant has my mind, or has the relevant portion of my mental profile. For
the moment, then, we can set the argument aside: there is no direct argument for the relevant
verdicts concerning Removal here.

I think it is important, however, not to underestimate the role that arguing back typically
plays in justifying thoughts about the mental facts in Removal. The case appealed to does

⁵We have just granted, in the previous section, an assumption which implies that, in Removal, my cerebrum has
the following property: being such that, if it were successfully transplanted into a human body that lacks a cerebrum,
it would be as if the resulting subject had most of my mental profile, and this would be so because of the state of my
cerebrum after transplantation. Is this not amental property? And if so, does this not answer our question? Well, it is
a property that is partly defined in terms of mentality (due to the ‘as if ’ claim, which, according to the understanding
developed in §3.2, attributes a mental property.) But this does not suffice for being a mental property. In the sense
that will serve present purposes, a property φ is mental only if its instantiation at a time implies that what instantiates
it has a mind or mental life at that time. Of course, it might be that the instantiation of this property at a time can
be shown to imply that something instantiates mental properties at that time. But that is just the kind of argument
considered below.

⁶Though the assumption that continuous existence or continuous realisation is a condition on the existence of
my mind at some later time is certainly plausible. See, for example, Unger 1990 on the importance of continuous
realisation.
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not need to be Transplantation. The above is just one instance of a more general strategy,
the basic idea of which is to argue that we can see that the mental facts must be some way
in Removal by reflecting on what would happen if my cerebrum were to be given a means
of interacting with the world. To see the importance of this line of thought, just think about
what one would be faced with if faced with if one were looking at Post-Op in Removal. What
one would be faced with is simply a piece of disembodied flesh—hooked up to some kind
of machine that sustains it, but a piece of flesh nevertheless. Going only by appearances,
would there be any temptation at all to take there to be mentality here? I cannot see any.
This obviously does nothing to preclude the judgment that the thing we are faced with has
mental properties. But it does suggest that we need to look beyond what is stipulated to
be present in the case to find a reason to attribute mentality to anything in it. And I think
it is fair to say that, often, what sustains the judgment that there is a mental life present in
cases like Removal is precisely thoughts about what would hold if that piece of flesh were
to be built up in such a way that we would recognise the presence of something that has
a means of interacting with the world. (This is why Parfit, in the case he called Surviving
Cerebrum, quoted in §3.1 above, provides the cerebrum with a means of communication.)
But then the capacity of this kind of argument to support the kinds of judgment we are after
in Removal will be entirely parasitic on the truth of these kinds of judgments for cases like
Transplantation. And consideration of such claims about Transplantation is the business of §4.3.

4.2.2 Imaginative Projection

But perhaps this is too quick. For while one faced with Post-Op is simply faced with a piece
of flesh, one might suppose that Post-Op itself is not. So simply imagine the situation from its
position. Things will be dark. It may be worrying about where it is, hoping whatever is happen-
ing will be over soon, and so on. Or perhaps it knows what happened. This imaginative project
may involve imagining beingme before the procedure, and ending up in Post-Op’s position. But
however exactly it is imagined, the thought is that one can imaginatively take up Post-Op’s per-
spective, and it is the mental life revealed to one in imagining things from that perspective that
one can take to be present in Removal.

However exactly it is imagined, though, underlying this line of thought is the idea that the
functioning cerebrum sustains not only a mind or a mental profile in Removal, but that it sus-
tains consciousness. This is more than is required for the judgment that it has some mental
properties; but it is obviously enough. The problem with appealing to this kind of imaginative
projection, though, is that it simply assumes what is to be shown. What is at issue is precisely
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whether such projection is legitimate, in the sense of corresponding to a real possibility. Is there
a conscious perspective (or indeed any mentality at all) in Removal? If not, then there is no
perspective to imaginatively project into. To rely on such imaginative projection in this context
is simply to beg the question.

The relationship between the first-personal and third-personal aspects of imaginative pro-
jects, including the potential for certain kinds of disconnect to emerge between these aspects, is
explored incisively by Shoemaker (1994). But it is enough for the present point about begging
the question to stand to point out that the first-personal imaginative projection of a course of ex-
perience into a non-mentally characterised hypothetical case is not in general taken to provide
evidence that a possible instance of that case could contain anything corresponding to that ima-
gined course of experience. Take the following case, for example. A person is obliterated in an
explosion. A half second later, on the other side of the world, a person wakes up from a coma.
I can, of course, imagine, from the inside, being obliterated in an explosion and more or less
immediately waking up on the other side of the world, thereby projecting a course of experience
into the case just described. But without a reason to think that there could actually be such a
course of experience, there is no guarantee that there is any genuine possibility corresponding
to what has been imagined.

In the literature, a focus on imaginative projection tends to be present, not in discussions
concerning cases like Removal or Transplant, but rather in discussions concerning cases like Re-
placement. (See chapter 3 for the case.) For example, bothDainton (2008, pp. 1–3) and Plantinga
(2006, pp. 4–11) seem to claim that cases like Replacement would be ones in which there is con-
tinuous consciousness. However, the dynamic that plays out there is something like the dynamic
playing out here with respect to thementally loaded cases. For these writers tend to simply build
the claim of continuous consciousness into their descriptions of the cases, and then use the res-
ulting mentally loaded version of the case to argue that the subject undergoing the procedure
survives. If the claim of continuous consciousness is stipulated to hold in the case, then of course
one cannot object that imaginatively projecting oneself along a corresponding course of exper-
ience goes beyond what holds in the case. But it obviously does nothing to support the claim
that the case is possible. And it is precisely the lack of argument for the claim that the non-
mental facts permit continuous consciousness in such cases that allows van Inwagen (2007), for
example, to deny that such cases have the implication the writers claim them to have for our
nature.

But while, when made explicit, this kind of thought obviously has no suasive force, I think,
again, we should not underestimate the role it plays, not so much in justifying the judgment that
there is mentality in Removal, but in sustaining it, by discouraging one from taking a step back
and asking whether the attribution of mentality to Post-Op really is justified.
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4.2.3 Cerebral Realisation

The basic line of thought that speaks in favour of the conclusion that Post-Op has my mind in
Removal is obvious, and runs as follows. It is my cerebrum that is is responsible for or realises
my mind. Its functioning suffices for the existence of my mind. So as long as my cerebrum is
kept functioning, there will be a mind or mental life that it sustains. And it is relatively clear
how the sameness of the cerebrum, and the continuousness of its functioning, will build on this
claim to arrive at the claim that my mind remains in existence and my mental life continues in
the case.

The key claim, then, is that my cerebrum realises my mind or mental life. This fits naturally
with the assumption granted in §4.1. So let us grant this, too. Does this claim force on us the
claim that, in Removal, my cerebrum is realising a mind or mental life?

I do not think that it does. In order to show this, it will be useful to begin by briefly outlining
part of a framework for thinking about realisation.

The most detailed recent treatment of the nature of realisation of which I am aware is due
to Shoemaker (2000, 2003, 2013). According to his account, realisation is a relation between
property instances.⁷ So x’s being F can be said to realise y’s being G. But let us also use ‘becauser’
and ‘in virtue ofr the fact that’ in the following way: in a case in which, using Shoemaker’s way
of speaking, we might say that x’s being F realises y’s being G, we can also say x is G becauser/in
virtue ofr the fact that y is F. (The ‘r’ signifies realisation.)⁸

Shoemaker distinguishes between three different kinds of realisation: same subject realisa-
tion, other subject realisation, and micro-realisation.⁹ These can be given (very) rough but intu-

⁷His writing seems to be to be somewhat ambivalent about whether property instances are particulars or fact-
like entities. On the one hand, he suggests that property instances are special cases of states of affairs, and that “the
existence of a state of affairs simply consists in some proposition’s being true”, which would seem to treat them as
fact-like. (p. 33) On the other hand, he also speaks of property instances as constituting things, and as occurring,
which would seem to treat them as particulars. (pp. 31–32) (See Steward (1997) andHornsby (1997) on the distinction
between particulars and fact-like entities, its relevance to causal explanation, and the tendency to use ‘state’ talk in
that context a similarly ambivalent way.) How we are to think of them will obviously have a significant impact on
our understanding of the nature of realisation-based explanation. As far as I can see, however, what I will say below
does not depend on whether realisation is thought of as a relation between facts or a relation between particulars, as
what I am interested in is the presence or absence of reference to me in the specification of what realises my mind or
mental life, and this would have relevance whichever way we think of things. So I will set this worry aside.

⁸Shoemaker’s principal thesis concerning realisation requires thinking of the relationship between what realises
and what is realised in terms of causal powers. So the view assumes, antecedently, his picture of properties, according
to which they are to be individuated by the causal powers they bestow on things when they are instantiated. (See
Shoemaker 1980.) And the centrepiece of his view is, roughly, the claim that one property instance realises another
when the causal powers bestowed by the instantiation of the latter are a subset of the causal powers bestowed by the
instantiation of the former. (This subset view is also defended by Wilson (1999, 2009, 2011).) However, it is simply
the framework for discussion that is needed here. No particular account of what the realisation relation comes to
needs to be invoked. So I do not assume the truth of the subset view, nor the view of properties it presupposes.

⁹The first and last labels are Shoemaker’s; the second label is mine.
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itive characterisations as follows. There is same subject realisation when x is F becauser y is G
and x = y. There is other subject realisation when x is F becauser y is G and x ≠ y. And there is
microrealisation when x is F becauser microphysical entities y1 … yn are R.1⁰

Now, realisation is the notion of making real. It is important to notice, then, and to keep
in mind, that realisation is a sufficiency relation. What realises must suffice for what is realised.
It must ensure that what is realised holds or occurs. What realises must therefore entail the
existence of everything that is involved in what is realised, in order to entail that these things
are the relevant ways. (This is emphasised by Shoemaker, I think correctly, a number of times.
See, for example, pp. 4, 35.) If x is F becauser y is G, then y’s being G must ensure the existence
of x. How else could it count as making real the state of affairs of x being F? After all, part of the
reality of this state of affairs is x itself.

So, which of these categories does the claim the my cerebrum realises my mind or mental
life fall into? Well, my cerebrum is not a micro-physical entity. So we can rule out the third
category—it is not a claim of micro-realisation. It is then either a claim of same subject realisa-
tion or other subject realisation. So which is it?

To answer this question, we need to say what is being claimed to be realised, and what is
being claimed to realise it. The initial obstacle to answering this question, then, is that the real-
isation claim is being made about two particulars: my mind (or mental life) and my cerebrum.
Now the most natural way of construing the claim that one particular realises another would be
to understand it as the claim that the existence of one realises the existence of the other. But the
claim here cannot simply be that the existence of the one is realised by the existence of the other,
or that the one exists becauser the other exists, because the mere existence of my cerebrum does
not suffice for the existence of my mental life. (My cerebrum could exist in a damaged state,
supporting no mind at all; and presumably my cerebrum will still exist once I am dead—at least
for a while—in which case, once again, it would support no mind at all.) The claim is inten-
ded to mean something more like this: my mind or mental life is the way it is now because my
cerebrum is the way it is now. Moreover, it is gesturing towards a connection between my cur-
rent mental profile (that is, those mental properties I instantiate) and the non-mental properties
that my cerebrum instantiates.11

1⁰The grossest oversimplification concerns microrealisation, as ‘R’ masks a lot of complexity. Obviously, R will
be an n-place relation. But it will often be an extremely complex relation the holding of which will involve each of
y1 … yn having many non-relational properties, as well as a variety of positive and negative existential claims being
true. See Shoemaker 2013, ch. 3.

11One might worry that the focus here should be on the qualitative form of my mind, rather than on my mental
profile, on the basis that this is all that the physical properties cerebrum can plausibly be thought to realise, what
with aspects of my mental profile that go beyond its qualitative form depending on aspects of my history and the
environment. But this is a mistake: my cerebrum, too, has a certain history and is in a certain environment. So there
is no problem in allowing external elements to be factored in the non-mental characterisation of the way that my
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There are still, I think, multiple ways to interpret this claim. What I want to draw attention
to, though, is a certain ambiguity. The ambiguity I have in mind arises from the fact that the
claim to the effect that my F is G might be construed in either of two ways: as making a claim
about the thing that is my F, to the effect that it is G, or as making a claim about me, to the effect
that I have an F that is G.

Now, in the case of the claim concerning the way my mind is now, this ambiguity is not
problematic. My mind or mental life being the way it is now just is me having, or being the
subject of, the mind or mental life that is that way. That is to say, we understand a claim about
my mind or mental life now not simply as a claim about something that is externally related to
me, as a claim about my cat might be, but as a claim about something that is internally related
to me. So this will be equivalent to an appropriately formulated claim about a way I am now. To
claim that the thing that is my mind or mental life is the way it is now, then, is, in the relevant
sense, to claim no more nor less than that I have the mind that is that way now.

This is, essentially, giving voice once again to the thought that a mind or mental life is de-
pendent on its subject, that it is internal to the nature of my mind or mental life that it is mine.
So the thoughts being offered here rely on (2). But granted this necessary connection between
my mind and me, we can say that, necessarily, if something realises my mind’s having property
φ, then it realises my having the property of having a mind with property φ. Or, letting mi ri-
gidly designate the thing that is my mind, and letting φ be any property: necessarily, if mi has φ
becauser p then I have a mind that has φ becauser p.12

Which we speak of may affect whether we count as speaking of same subject realisation or
other subject realisation. But whenever we have an instance of one, we will have an instance of
the other. In what follows, I am going to assume that the claim being made is that I have a mind
that is a certain way, rather than that the thing that is my mind is that way. But the foregoing
establishes that, at least given (2), nothing of substance will turn on this assumption, and that
what follows could be relatively easily reworded if we chose to take the claim the other way. So
let M be the way that my mind is now. Then what is being claimed to be realised is my having a
mind that is M.

When it comes towhat is being claimed to realise this, however, this ambiguity ismuchmore
significant. For the claim that the thing that is my cerebrum is a certain way now is importantly

cerebrum is in virtue of which it realises my mind or mental life being the way it is. All that matters is that, given
the assumption identified in the last section, these external elements not include bodily factors in an inappropriate
way. (If this is mistaken, the argument in the text could be rephrased in terms of qualitative form without loss of
significance.)

12The implication only runs in one direction, because we have no assumed that I could not have multiple minds at
a time, or that I could not come to have a new and distinct mind. But there is a claim about me that would be strictly
equivalent to the claim about my mind, because the following is true: necessarily, mi has φ becauser p iff (I have mi
and mi has φ) becauser p.
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distinct from the claim that I have a cerebrum that is that way. The claim that the thing that is
my cerebrum is a certain way now is, on the face of it, a claim about something that is (or at
least may well be) externally related to me.13 It is easy to overlook this distinction, because both
claims imply or presuppose that there is a cerebrum in question that is in fact mine. But in some
contexts, and crucially in contexts concerning claims of realisation, they have quite different
implications, as I will now show.

Let bi rigidly designate my cerebrum. And let B be the way that bi is now that is taken to be
involved in the realisation of my mind or mental life. Then the two interpretations of the claim
that my cerebrum is B, then, are, first, the claim that bi is B, and, second, the claim that I have a
cerebrum that is B. These will then generate two distinct readings of the claim that my cerebrum
realises my mind or mental life:

⋅ I have a mind that is M becauser bi is B

⋅ I have a mind that is M becauser I have a cerebrum that is B.

This is, essentially, a simple scope distinction. The readings correspond to taking ‘my cerebrum’
(‘the cerebrum that is mine’), as it occurs in the claim that I have a mind that is M becauser
my cerebrum is B, to have wide scope and narrow scope, respectively. But the two readings
generated concern different kinds of realisation. The first is a claim of other subject realisation.
The second is a claim of same subject realisation. What is the significance of this difference?

Well, one significant aspect of this difference is a difference in immediate plausibility. Recall
that in order for something to realise x’s being F, it must suffice for the existence of x. So if
something realises my having a mind that is M, then it must suffice for my existence. Now, it is
trivial that my having a cerebrum that is B suffices for my existence, because my being any way
at a time suffices for my existence at that time.1⁴ Indeed, any claim of same subject realisation
will meet this existence-sufficing condition in a trivial and unsurprising way, for it cannot be
surprising that x’s being F suffices for x’s existence. After all, x could hardly be F if x didn’t
exist. Moreover, we have no problem with the thought that my having a property, including a
mental property, can depend on my having a particular part that is a particular way. So while
the detail of the same subject realisation claim may not be immediately plausible in detail to the
non-specialist, it has a general form that is not at all surprising, and that fits with our view of
ourselves and our place in the world.

However, it is far from trivial that my cerebrum having Β suffices for my existence, because
we have no guarantee that my cerebrum’s being any old way at a time suffices for my existence at

13At least, its status as mine is (or may well be) external to its nature. I may still not be completely external to its
nature, if its existence is thought to depend on having originated as my cerebrum.

1⁴Perhaps with some exceptions, such as intentional/relational predicates like ‘is fondly remembered’.
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that time. In fact, it seems to be false. So the claim thatmy cerebrum, a certain small-ish piece of
flesh, being a particular way can suffice for my existence may well strike one as a substantive and
surprising assumption. It maywell be taken to imply that I could exist even if there were nothing
more to me than a cerebrum—and indeed that is the reason for its relevance in the present
context. But if one pictures what this involves, as was suggested in §4.2.3, it may be extremely
surprising to think that I could take on that kind of tiny, mutilated form.1⁵ The other subject
realisation claim cannot, therefore, be credited with the same kind of immediate plausibility
with which we can credit the same subject realisation claim.

The real significance of the difference in the present context, however, lies in the different
implications the two realisation claims have for Removal. Whereas the first claim has more or
less immediate implications for the case, the second claim does not. Allow me to explain.

First, let us suppose that bi being B now doesn’t constitutively involve any of the rest of my
body being the way it is at this moment. This is, I take it, part of what is intended to be conveyed
by the claim that my cerebrum realises my mind or mental life. The idea is that there is a way
my cerebrum is right now that has a unique and exclusive role to play in an account of the shape
my mind or mental life is taking right now. If the relevant way was (in part) being part of a body
(or animal) in such-and-such a state, the initial realisation claim would be at best misleading. (It
would be rather like giving voice to the thought that a certain wall’s being attached to three other
walls and a roof realises a house by claiming that the wall realises the house.)

Now, if the first kind of realisation claim is correct, thenwemay generalise. B is a property of
a kind such that, (a) a subject’s having a cerebrum with a property of this kind realises a subject’s
having amind, and (b) a cerebrumhaving a property of this kind at a time does not constitutively
involve any non-cerebral parts of a body at that time. Call this kind of property a β-property.1⁶
A rough generalisation of the first kind of realisation claim, then, would be something like the
following: a cerebrum’s having a β-property will realise a subject’s having amind.1⁷ So whenever
there is a cerebrum with a β-property, there will be a subject with a mind. But then, given the
inessentiality of a bodily environment to the possession of that kind of property by a cerebrum,
we ought to conclude that a β-property is possessed by bi in Removal. It then follows that there
is a subject that has a mind in Removal. Post-Op has some mental properties.

However, no such result follows immediately from the second realisation claim alone. For
while we may, once again, generalise, the generalisation in this case is crucially different. This

1⁵Of course, if it is granted bi having B realisesmentality, then therewill be no remaining implausibility to the claim
that my cerebrum’s being a certain way can suffice for my existence, as mentality requires a subject, and presumably
I am the subject of the mind realised by bi now. But this has not yet been shown.

1⁶The assumption of the previous section can then be thought of as implying (at least) the claim that the the β-
properties instantiated by a subject’s cerebrum determine the qualitative form of that subject’s mind.

1⁷For present purposes, we do not need to mention the particular mental properties realised by the β-properties.
They have no bearing on the points that will be made in the text.
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time, it will instead be something like this: something’s having a cerebrumwith a β-property will
realise that thing’s having a mind. So whenever something has a cerebrum with a β-property,
that thing will have a mind. Of course, as above, we once again ought to allow that a β-property
is possessed by bi in Removal. But this does not itself amount to allowing that something has
bi in Removal, and so does not amount to granting that something has a cerebrum with a β-
property in Removal. In order to use the generalisation to derive anything about the case, then,
we also need a reason for thinking that there is something that has bi in Removal. Without such
a reason, then for all that this realisation claim says, Post-Op may have no mental properties.

Now, if we are not careful, this second generalisation may be taken to be false by many neo-
Lockeans. For they would accept that this animal has bi, but they would deny that it has a mind.
So we need to distinguish here different senses of ‘having’. First, there is hass, or subject having.
This is the relation that holds between a subject of a mind and a cerebrum that realises that
mind, in virtue of which it is the cerebrum of that subject. Second, there is hasa, or animal
having. This is the relation that holds between any animal and its cerebrum, in virtue of which it
is the cerebrum of that animal.1⁸ Third, though this will only be mentioned briefly below, there
is hasp, or part having. This is the relation that holds between any thing and any part of that
thing, in virtue of which it is a part of that thing.

Clearly, I am not attempting to give definitions here. Nor am I attempting to give any kind
of account of these kinds of having. Nor am I intending to provide any kind of exhaustive list
of senses of ‘having’. I am not even intending to suggest that instances of these kinds of having
may not hold in importantly different ways.1⁹ Moreover, characterising these senses of ‘having’
in this way is not intended to imply that they are exclusive. Nor is it intended to entail that the
relations corresponding to these senses must be distinct. An animalist may well want to hold
that havings and havinga are the same relation. That is permitted but not implied by the above.

We can now reformulate the second kind of realisation claim in terms of subject having. So
the second realisation claim about me becomes the claim that I have a mind that is M becauser
I haves a cerebrum that is B.2⁰ And the generalised claim is that something’s havings a cerebrum

1⁸These are partial characterisations, for reasons offered below. It is unclear how the terms should be used to
described the scenarios envisioned by extremely unorthodox views, such as the one articulated by Madden (2011),
mentioned in §2.3.2, which endorses the remote thought hypothesis. Presumably, a case of remote thought would
either involve a single animal havings a cerebrum while failing to havea that cerebrum, or it would be a case in which
a single animal is the subject of a mind realised by a cerebrum despite failing to haves it. But I do not think that the
difficulty we encounter in knowing how these terms ought to be applied in light of such a view highlights a problem
with our grasp on the terms, rather than a problem with our grasp on the (implications of) the view. So I do not
think that this shows that the characterisations above are inadequate for present purposes.

1⁹This may be especially clear when it comes to part having: there may be may different ways in which one thing
can be a part of another. If so, then the relation in virtue of which one thing is a part of another will be disjunctive
in nature.

2⁰Note that I am not subscripting ‘have’ in ‘I have a mind that is M’. It would serve no purpose to do so, as I will
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with a β-property will realise that thing’s having a mind. A neo-Lockean should then have no
objection to these claims, at least not on the kind of grounds just mentioned. For they will deny
that any animal hass a cerebrum. At best, it will merely havea a cerebrum.

So how are these two realisation claims related? Well, the first is the claim that I have a
mind that is M becauser bi is B, and the second is that I have a mind that is M becauser I haves
a cerebrum that is B. And these are related in the following way: the first implies the second,
but the second does not, in and of itself, imply the first. To see that the first implies the second,
suppose that x hass a cerebrum with a β-property. Then there is a cerebrum with a β-property.
So by the first realisation claim, a subject’s having a mind is realised by that cerebrum. But then,
given the characterisation of havings, it follows that x is the subject of that mind. So x’s havings a
cerebrum with a β-property realises x’s having a mind, which just is the second realisation claim.
And we have already seen how the second claim fails to imply the first. For a claim about what
something’s having a cerebrumwith a β-property realises does not, without further assumptions,
imply anything about what a cerebrum’s having a β-property realises.

Given this, we have three options: reject both realisation claims, reject the first and accept
the second, or accept both. For the purposes of assessing the case for mentality in Removal, let
us grant the second realisation claim. So we can grant that, right now, I have a mind becauser I
haves a cerebrum that is B; and that, in general, something havings a cerebrumwith a β-property
must realise that thing’s having a mind.

There are then two ways in which thoughts about realisation might generate a conclusion
about Removal, to the effect that Post-Op has some mental properties in the case. Either there
must be a reason to think that there is something that hass bi in Removal, so that the realisation
claim we have already granted delivers a verdict, or there must be a reason to think that the
first realisation claim is also true, so that we get a verdict directly from the claim that bi has a
β-property.

Is there a good reason to think that the first realisation claim is true—to think that whenever
there is a cerebrum with a β-property, there is a subject with a mind? Well, if there is mentality
in Removal, then we might argue that, given the second realisation claim, the first realisation
claim must also be true. For in Removal, there really is nothing more than a cerebrum with a β-
property, namely bi being B. If there is also something that hass bi, then it must simply be, or be
constituted by, bi. But then, by the second realisation claim, this subject’s having bi together with
bi having B will entail that this subject has a mind. So bi’s having B will realise a subject’s having
a mind. But we need not spend any time on this line of thought, for it requires assuming that
there is mentality in Removal. So even if it does motivate the first realisation claim, attempting
to then use this claim tomotivate the view that Post-Op hasmental properties in Removal would

only speak of subjects having minds, not of both subjects and animals having minds.
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be flatly circular.
Are there other reasons to think that a cerebrum’s having a β-property will realise a sub-

ject’s having a mind? Well, I am sceptical of the thought that there might be empirical reasons
to accept the first realisation claim that we would fail to do justice to by accepting the second
realisation claim alone. Cognitive science identifies certain processes and states of the cerebrum
and brain which it theorises play a constitutive role in our mental lives, a role that is quite unlike
the role played by any of the states or processes of other parts of the body in ourmental lives. (Or
so we more or less assumed, in §4.1.) But the second realisation claim would accommodate all
of this. And I am sceptical that non-philosophical work consistently and sharply distinguishes
the two realisation claims, let alone identifies some genuine shortcoming in the conception that
the second, if taken alone, affords us of the role that the cerebrum and brain play in mentality,
but which would be overcome by granting the first.21 Or to put it another way, I am sceptical
that our knowledge of the mind and its relation to the cerebrum and brain contains elements
that simply cannot be accounted for by the second realisation claim in the absence of the first.
I suspect, then, that the central reason why it has typically been assumed that the first must be
true, given the second, is that there has been a failure to see how the second realisation claim
could be true without the first.22 I will attempt spell out some of the thoughts that might under-
lie this failure before explaining how these fail to point to any reason to think that the second
realisation must be taken to entail the first.

Suppose the first realisation claim is false, and that a cerebrum’s having a β-property doesn’t
realise a subject’s having a mind. Then something else, beyond the cerebrum’s having this prop-
erty, must be required. Havings a cerebrum must then be a substantial relation, such that there
are extra-cerebral bodily requirements that must be met in order for it to be instantiated. But
if this something else is required for the presence of mentality, doesn’t this undermine the as-
sumption of §4.1?23 For won’t the way in which these extra-cerebral requirements are met have
an effect on the qualitative form of the mind that is realised? Or, alternatively, wouldn’t this un-
dermine the assumption that the instantiation of a β-property at a time does not constitutively
involve any non-cerebral parts of a body at that time? If the answer to these questions is ‘no’,
then aren’t we really being anti-naturalistic, and thinking of mentality as something somehow
magical? That is, aren’t we left thinking of it as something that occurs or is present in a cerebrum
in virtue of that cerebrum having a β-property, but which somehow only gets ‘switched on’ when

21Though it is obvious that a lot of those engaged in such work are nevertheless committed, or at least write as if
they are committed, to the truth of the first kind of claim.

22It might, of course, be entirely due to a failure to adequately distinguish the claims. But we have already seen
that they are importantly distinct. So I will simply assume that it is, rather, for the reason given in the text.

23That assumption, recall, was that it is, in Transplantation, as if Post-Op has most of my mental profile, and that
this is so primarily because Post-Op has my cerebrum.
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that cerebrum is placed in the right bodily context? And doesn’t this in turn undermine the idea
that at least part of mentality, say consciousness, is intrinsic?

I think the answer to all of these questions is ‘no’. To see why, I will sketch a way of think-
ing about what someone who accepted the second realisation claim without the first might be
committed to, and show how it answers each question in turn.

I want to begin with an analogy. Suppose p1 and q jointly imply r and … and pn and q jointly
imply r. Or, equivalently, suppose ((p1 ∧ q) ∨… ∨ (pn ∧ q)) implies r. There may be very many
pi’s. In combination with any one of them, q implies r. But q itself does not imply r. If q holds,
but none of p1–pn holds, r is not entailed. And none of the p1–pn, nor any combination of them,
implies r without q.

Now we can, if we want, think of (p1 ∨… ∨ pn) as a single condition, and say that q only
requires that one further condition to be met in order to imply r. There would be nothing objec-
tionable in this. But it would not alter the fact that the relationship between q and r is importantly
different to the relationship between any of the pi’s and r.

The suggestion, then, is that the way in whichmy cerebrumplays a part in realisingmymind
or mental life might have something like this abstract structure. q corresponds to a cerebrum’s
having a β-property. r corresponds to a subject having a mind. p1–pn correspond to a series of
property instantiations, each of which realises a subject’s havings a cerebrum, and at least one of
which must hold in order for a subject to haves a cerebrum. And so at least one of them must
hold in order for a subject’s having a cerebrum with a β-property to realise that subject’s having
a mind. We can think of the single condition, (p1 ∨… ∨ pn), as corresponding to a subject’s
havings a cerebrum, and its conjunction with q, (p1∨… ∨pn)∧q, as corresponding to a subject’s
having a cerebrum with a β-property.

But it will be clearer to see how to answer the questions above if we make this more specific,
and see how the general structure might apply to a particular case, one in which a mind’s being
a particular way is realised. So take the case where I have a mind that is M becauser I haves
a cerebrum that is B. The situation with regards to the realisation of my mind or mental life
might then be something like this. This time, q corresponds to bi’s having B. r corresponds to
my having amind that isM. p1–pn correspond to the extra-cerebral requirements, each of which
realises my havings bi, and at least one of which must be met in order for my havings bi to be
realised. And so at least one of these must hold (in the circumstances) in order for my having a
cerebrum that is B to realise my having a mind that is M.2⁴ We can think of the single condition,
(p1 ∨… ∨ pn), as corresponding to my having bi, and we can think of its conjunction with q,

2⁴‘In the circumstances’ is required because of the difference betweenmy having bi while it is Β, which is bi specific,
and my having a cerebrum that is B, which is not bi specific. For ease of expression, I am more or less ignoring the
difference here. It does not affect the point in the text, or the cogency of the position. But a more careful statement
would take care to avoid this.
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(p1 ∨… ∨pn)∧q as corresponding to my having a cerebrum that is B. (Or, strictly speaking, my
having the cerebrum bi while it is B.)

We can already see how such a view would license answering ‘no’ to the first couple of ques-
tions above.2⁵ Which of p1–pn holds has no effect on the nature of r; this one thing is true
whichever of them holds (given q.) Similarly, whichever extra-cerebral condition holds, it is
M that my mind instantiates (given that bi is B.) So this does not violate the assumption of the
previous section by granting these extra-cerebral requirements a role in determining the qual-
itative form of my mind. Moreover, q may be true without any of p1–pn being true. So bi can
instantiate B, the relevant β-property, without any extra-cerebral requirements having to be met.
It follows that its instantiation must not constitutively involve any non-cerebral parts of a body
at the time of instantiation. So the assumption that β-properties can be instantiated in this way
is not violated.

But does this imply that the extra cerebral conditions that are met should count as somehow
mental, in the same sense in which the processes in the cerebrum are mental? In other words,
won’t this inevitably be to endorse some form of embodied cognition thesis? So doesn’t this
undermine the idea that β-properties play a special role in the realisation of the mind? Won’t
the role be played instead by the combination of a β-property being instantiated and whatever
property the instantiation of which constituted the extra-cerebral conditions being met?

Not necessarily. In part, this turns on delicate questions concerning how exactly this role is
being construed, and what it is supposed to take for a process to count as ‘cognitive’ or ‘mental’.
For example, it might be that β-properties are to be thought of partly in terms of sub-personal
information processing. And it may be that the extra-cerebral requirements that must be met
are to be thought of in entirely different terms. Such differences may provide the material for a
principled distinction between the role that the cerebrum and the extra-cerebralmaterial should
be taken to play in realising the mind, and it may be that only those processes that fall on one
side of this divide are those which are to be granted the labels above.2⁶

Further to this, however, I want to highlight two different possibilities which might be
thought to have different implications in this regard. Let us briefly return to the analogy. Con-
sider p1–pn. Suppose that a number of them can be true at once. Then there are two possibilities.

2⁵These questions, recall, asked, first, whether accepting the second realisation claimwhile rejecting the first would
undermine the assumption of §4.1 by allowing the extra cerebral conditions to determine the qualitative form of my
mind, and, second, whether this might instead undermine the assumption that the instantiation of a β-property at a
time does not constitutively involve any non-cerebral parts of a body at that time.

2⁶Of course, if the bare claim that more than the cerebrum is required in order for a mind to be realised counts
as an ‘embodied cognition thesis’, then endorsing the second realisation claim and rejecting the first is ipso facto to
endorse such a thesis. I do not think that this is all that is meant by the term, however. I take the metaphor of
the extra-cerebral body constitutively shaping the mind, rather than merely constitutively enabling the mind, to be
essential to such theses. Lessmetaphorically, I take them to require the falsity of the claim that the state of a cerebrum
at a time settles the mental properties that will be instantiated by a subject that hass that cerebrum at that time, if any.
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Either whenever a number of them are true, one of the true pi’s will always be implied by each
of the others true pi’s. Or it might be that it is possible for a number of them to be true, and for
two (or more) of the true pi’s to be such that neither implies the other.

These correspond to different ways in which we might picture the extra-cerebral conditions
required for the realisation of a mind. The first possibility just mentioned corresponds to the
thought that there will always be a minimal realiser of a mind: roughly, the thought that, when
a mind is realised by a cerebrum plus some extra-cerebral conditions, there will be a ‘smallest’
extra-cerebral condition that suffices for the realisation, one that is included within or implied
by every other extra-cerebral condition that suffices for the realisation. Although I have already
suggested that nothing would immediately follow concerning embodied cognition theses, this
may be thought to provide the materials for a defence of such a claim, and so may be thought to
undermine the assumptions that we are currently granting.

The second possibility just mentioned, however, is different in this regard. This would cor-
respond to the thought that there need not be a unique minimal realiser of a mind: roughly,
the thought that, when a mind is realised by a cerebrum plus some extra-cerebral conditions,
there may be a number of distinct conditions that are met, where these are such that there is
no ‘smallest’ extra-cerebral condition that is included in all of the others and which, together
with the cerebrum, suffices for the realisation.2⁷ The thought here is that there may be a num-
ber of different and mutually independent conditions that are met in virtue of which I count as
havings bi. So there will bemultiple, independentminimal realisers. But the role that each of the
extra cerebral conditions plays in realising my mind will then be quite different to the role that
my cerebrum’s being B plays. In the circumstances, had my cerebrum not been B, I would not
have had a mind that is M. But in the circumstances, had one of these extra-cerebral conditions
not been met, I may very well have still had a mind that is M. It is, I think, much easier to see
that this would not so easily provide the materials for an argument to the effect that cognitive
or mental processes extend beyond the cerebrum. Of course, there will still be the disjunctive
single condition, corresponding to (p1 ∨… ∨ pn), namely, my havings bi, which must be met
in order to suffice for the realisation. But there is no need to assume that this—as opposed to
what corresponds to each of p1–pn, namely, the individual extra-cerebral conditions—will cor-
respond to a bodily process or state of a kind that would be able generate an argument of the
kind just mentioned.

Now it isworth noting that thiswould not imply that there are reallymultipleminds here, one

2⁷This does not require thinking of the extra-cerebral conditions as non-overlapping. It just requires thinking of
their intersection as not itself (in combination with the cerebrum) a sufficient condition. If they were all overlapping,
however, then this would suggest that the extra-cerebral material they have in common is essential to the realisation
ofmy having amindwithM, and so thismight providematerials for the same kind of argument as the onementioned
in the previous paragraph.
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corresponding to each minimal realiser. After all, suppose q holds, p1 …pm(m ≤ n) all hold, and
none of p1–pm implies any of the others. Then r, obviously, holds, for m sufficient conditions for
r’s truth aremet. Each of p1–pm individually, together with q, would have been enough for r. Still,
r is only true once. Similarly, each minimal realiser realises exactly the same thing: my havings
a cerebrum that is B, and so my having a mind that is M. My having a mind that is M is only real
once, even if it is resiliently real. A useful analogy to drawhere is with the account of constitution
carefully articulated and persuasively defended by Jones (2015). The view is billed, in part, as a
solution to Unger’s (1980) ‘problem of the many’, which purports to find, where there should
be a single object, many distinct (but massively overlapping) collections of particles which have
equally good, and good enough, claims to constitute that object. The basic idea behind Jones’s
solution is simple: the constitution relation is many-one. This ‘multiple constitution’ view holds
that for a typical macro-object at a given time, a multitude of distinct collections of particles
will each count, individually, as constituting that very object. The idea here is somewhat similar.
One and the same thing, my havings a cerebrum that is B, will be realised by a number of things:
bi’s having B while extra-cerebral condition α1 is met; bi’s having B while distinct extra-cerebral
condition α2 is met; and so on.2⁸

This is all, admittedly, rather abstract. At this point, however, I am not endorsing the view,
but just attempting to make room for it. So I will refrain from attempting to spell out exactly
what a view with this structure might look like. (And I presume that there are in principle many
different ways of filling it out.) But for the sake of illustration, it is worth suggesting one less
abstract way in which one might attempt to begin filling out the picture. The way in question
would be to take the extra-cerebral conditions that play a role in realising my mind now to
be precisely those that play a role in realising this animal’s havinga bi, in the sense of ‘havinga’
characterised above. This would be to take my havings bi right now to involve precisely the
same extra-cerebral conditions as are involved in this animal’s havinga bi right now. So right
now, anything that realises this animal’s havinga a cerebrum that is B also realises my having a
mind that is M, and nothing right now that falls short of this animal’s havinga a cerebrum that
is B realises my having a mind that is M. But this is not primarily a claim about what realises my
having a mind; it is rather a claim about what realises, at this moment, my havings a cerebrum
with a β-property, namely, all and only those things that realise this animal’s havinga a cerebrum
with a β property.2⁹

2⁸Even at the relatively superficial level of detail at which I am drawing the analogy, there may be a difference
between the views. I am suggesting that the overlap between the realisers of my havings bi will, on the view being
articulated, not itself be a realiser of my havings bi. But it might be the case that, on a plausible development of the
multiple constitution view, the intersection of all of the collections of particles that constitute a given cat will itself
constitute a cat. This has no bearing on the analogical point I am using the view to make, however.

2⁹There is something that it is worth pointing out, and here seems as good a place as any. One sometimes comes
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Note that this would not require committing to the claim that I am this animal, or that
havings is havinga. Nor would it require committing to the claim that an animal havinga a
cerebrum is a necessary condition on the realisation of a mind. It would just be to allow our
understanding of the role that a cerebrum plays in the life of an animal, in virtue of which an
animal counts as havinga a cerebrum, to inform our understanding of some of the conditions
that can play a constitutive role in a subject’s having a mind. And, on the assumption that a
cerebrum alone cannot realise an animal’s havinga a cerebrum, this would explain, to some ex-
tent, why the first realisation claim is false.3⁰ For now, however, I will set any attempt to develop
the view in this kind of way aside.

I want now to address the other questions that were raised concerning the commitments
that might be involved in accepting the second realisation claim while denying the first. Re-
call that this was to accept that whenever a subject hass a cerebrum with a β-property, then that
subject has amind, while denying that whenever a cerebrumhas a β-property, then there is a sub-
ject with a mind. The questions concerned whether there would be something anti-naturalistic
about this kind of view, and whether it threatens the view that (certain aspects of) the mind are
intrinsic.

The idea that there might be something anti-naturalistic about thinking that mentality re-
quires something beyond a cerebrum (or, more commonly, brain), and the employment of this
claim in the service of substantiating the claim that my mind goes somewhere in cases like Re-
moval and Transplantation, can be found in a couple of places in the literature. For example,
Johnston writes:

[W]henever we have reason to say that a single mind has continued on, we have reason to
say that a single person has continued on. But if we now adopt a properly naturalistic view
of our mental functioning, i.e., see our mental functioning as the characteristic functioning
of our brains, then it will be difficult, albeit not impossible, to resist the idea that one’s mind
would continue on if only one’s brain were kept alive and functioning. Given the conceptual
connection between people and minds, this amounts to the conclusion that one would go
where one’s brain goes and that one could survive as a mere brain. And now we have not
just a brute intuition but an argument for the predominant reaction to Shoemaker’s case
from a principle that must hold if experiential memory is to be reconstructed as a faculty
that could deliver knowledge about personal (as opposed to merely mental) identity.

(Johnston 1987, p. 78)

across lines of reasoning that seem to rely on something like the following claim: x’s being F cannot realise or suffice
for y’s existence (and so cannot suffice for y’s being G) unless x’s being F suffices for the existence of every part of
y. (Such lines of reasoning seem to play a role in the thinking of some of those who attribute mentality primarily
or non-derivatively only to some small parts of animals.) What I want to point out about this is that it is false. As
long as p is a contingent part of x, then it is perfectly possible for y’s being F to suffice for x’s being G, and so for x’s
existence, without it sufficing for x’s having p.

3⁰If this assumption is not granted, then there may be mentality in Removal; but there would then be no scope for
taking it to witness (3), as it would, presumably, not be a case in which this animal fails to go anywhere.
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And quoting Johnston’s claims about naturalism and characteristic functioning above, Carter
writes:

Causal arguments advanced by Armstrong and Lewis suggest that mental states (tokens,
not types) are identical with brain states. Johnston seems to agree, proposing adoption of
’a properly naturalistic view of our mental functioning’ according to which mental activity
is identified with ’the characteristic function of our brains.’ If this is right, as I think it is,
I doubt that there is good reason to deny that our minds are our brains. Since brains are
substantial things, minds turn out to be substantial things. […]
[B]rain-transfer cases are properly described not as cases in which one person coexists with
different human organisms but rather as cases in which different people (organisms) have
at different times the same mind. The attraction of this […] way of viewing the matter lies,
in large part, with the fact that it allows us to endorse a naturalistic conception of the mind.

(Carter 1989, pp. 8, 10)

Now, it is notoriously difficult to say exactly what ‘naturalism’ is supposed to be, and, ac-
cordingly, why we ought to adopt only naturalistic views concerning the mind. So it is unclear
exactly what force these remarks should be taken to have. Moreover, neither of these writers go
far beyond the rather vague appeals quoted above. But given what has been said, and relying on
an intuitive grasp of what it would take for an account of the mind to be naturalistic, I think it
should be clear that there is nothing inherently anti-naturalistic in denying the first realisation
claimwhile accepting the second. For this to be anti-naturalistic, the resulting account of what it
is to haves a cerebrum would have to be anti-naturalistic. But I see no reason at all to accept that
it would be. Suppose one were to endorse something like the connection between my havings
bi and this animal’s havinga bi that was sketched above as a possible way of fleshing out why the
first realisation claim is false. There will presumably be nothing ‘anti-naturalistic’ about what it
takes for an animal to havea cerebrum, unless the biological sciences are anti-naturalistic. But
if this provides the materials on which we base our account of what it takes (at at least can take)
for a subject to haves a cerebrum, then there should be nothing anti-naturalistic about the latter.
Given that the account of what is involved in the realisation of our minds would appeal only to
this plusmaterials that are taken to be naturalistically acceptable by those pressing the objection,
namely cerebra having β-properties, it is unclear why the position should fail to be naturalistic.
And it would not require abandoning the idea that supporting our mental functioning is a char-
acteristic function of our cerebra or brains. It is just that this characteristic function will not
then be something like: realising the mental life of the subject that hass it. Rather, it will be
something like: playing the cerebral role in the realisation of the mental life of the subject that
hass it.31 And either way, we could partially identify the relevant characteristic function of our
brains in another way that would be common to both pictures, namely: instantiating β proper-

31For more on the connection between natural function and our relationship to those parts of us that play a role
in realising our mental lives, see Madden (forthcoming[c], §§3.2–3.3).
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ties. But then any centrality to our account of the mind that might be granted to this last way of
characterising things will not, in and of itself, decide between these views.32,33

However, itmight be that what is really underlying these charges of potential anti-naturalism
is the sense that the view would force on us something like the objectionable picture gestured at
in the final question raised above, and the associated charge that this renders certain aspects of
mind inappropriately extrinsic. This picture, which it was suggested might arise from accepting
the second realisation claim without the first, involves thinking of the cerebrum or brain as
somehow ‘switched on’ once placed in the right bodily context.

Now, I think that what is doing the work here in making the picture seem objectionable is
primarily a thought about consciousness. What is being pictured as being ‘switched on’, I take it,
is what we might call the light of awareness. Thus far, I have in general spoken just of a mind
or mental life in general, rather than of conscious aspects of a mind or mental life. But I think
that what is wrong with the way of thinking underlying these objections can be brought out
without shifting our focus to consciousness in particular. And both worries, I think, arise from
a common problem. Namely, they arise from an antecedent commitment to the kind of view for
which we are currently looking for support.

To see this, consider what would be required in order for the view articulated above to render
(an aspect of) one’s mental life problematically extrinsic. Suppose we take, once again, my mind
or mental life right now. In denying the first realisation claim, we are granting that bi being B
does not realise my havings a cerebrum that is B, and so does not realise my having a mind that

32To be completely fair to Johnston, and as we saw above, he merely claims that it would be ‘difficult, albeit not
impossible’ to combine naturalism with something like the denial of the first realisation claim. But it is unclear why
the fact that it might be difficult should provide us with anything other than a pragmatic reason not to do so. If the
thought is that this combination would not merely be difficult to articulate, but objectionable once articulated, then
Johnston needs to say what would be objectionable about it. But note that this objectionability would then have to
be due to something other than the view’s failure to be adequately naturalistic.

33It is worth briefly commenting on two aspects of Carter’s claims. The first is the simple talk of ‘brain states’, talk
which is common in twentieth century philosophy of mind. I think such talk encourages a failure to distinguish
between the two realisation claims, for it obscures the difference between talk of a person’s cerebral/brain states and
processes, on the one hand, and talk of cerebral/brain states and processes simpliciter, on the other. The first are had
or undergone by persons, and include states of the kind: having a cerebrum (or brain) in state S. The second are had
or undergone by cerebra or brains, and include states of the kind: being (a cerebrum (or brain)) in state S. This is
hardly a difference that has gone unremarked on. But it is reasonable to suppose that the shift from the first way of
talking to the second, and theorising exclusively in terms that elide any reference to the subject, generates a certain
kind of myopia, where there seems to be no way of making sense of the idea that a cerebrum or brain alone might
fail to sustain a mental life.

The second aspect to comment on is his professed doubt that there is good reason to deny that our minds are our
brains. Now, it seems to me that this would be an unhappy thing to say even in the event that our mental lives turn
out to constitutively depend on nothing bodily beyond our brains at any given time. But at any rate, the claim being
made at this point in the text is not so much that there is a good reason to deny that our minds are (constitutively
dependent on nothing but) our brains. The claim is just that there is no good reason to affirm it. It goes beyond what
we can reasonably take ourselves to know. But it must be affirmed in order to justify the claim that my mind goes
somewhere in Removal, and so if it is going to justify a commitment to (3).
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is M. The claim is that certain aspects of my having a mind that is M are rendered inappropri-
ately extrinsic. But I am the thing that instantiates having a mind that is M. So the claim that
aspects of its instantiation are inappropriately extrinsic is the claim that aspects of its instanti-
ation are inappropriately extrinsic to me. But the further conditions required in order to realise
my having a cerebrum that is B, beyond bi being B, have been said to be extra-cerebral bodily
conditions. So the objection requires that the meeting of these extra-cerebral bodily conditions
should regarded as extrinsic to me. But this seems to require that the bodily parts involved in
these extra-cerebral conditions beingmet should not be regarded as parts ofme. It is not enough
that they be regarded as contingent parts of me, as I may be some way intrinsically in virtue of
having a contingent part that is a certain way. However, nothing that has been said forces on
one who adopts this view the claim that the extra-cerebral material involved in the realisation
of my having a mind that is M is itself external to me. Put another way, the objection seems to
require that bi’s being B must realise my existence, despite failing to realise my havings bi, and
failing to realise my havings a cerebrum that is B. But no reason has been given to think that
someone who accepts the second realisation claim while rejecting the first must accept that a
cerebrum alone can realise the existence of a subject.

Of course, one who accepts the first realisation claim will accept that bi’s being B realises my
having a mind that is M, and so realises my existence. But if one accepts that bi’s being B realises
my existence only on this basis, that it cannot play a role in an objection to a view that rejects
the first realisation claim. To press the objection above on this kind of basis would be to beg the
question.

The same holds, I think, for the worry about the mind, or consciousness, being ‘switched on’.
What underlies the puzzlement that is being expressed in this way, I believe, is the thought that
what is really mentally endowed, or conscious, is something that is in some sense confined to the
cerebrum, or, at least, something the existence of which can be realised by the cerebrum alone.
Or, perhaps, itmight be the closely related thought that what is really doing the ‘work’ in realising
my mind is bi’s being Β. But it should be clear that these are simply ways of articulating the very
thought that is rejected by those who would endorse the second realisation claim without the
first. If this is so, then what it is that enjoys a mental life that is M once the extra-cerebral
conditions are met is something which itself extends beyond the boundaries of the cerebrum.
If one wants to use the metaphor of something being ‘switched on’, it is this larger thing—the
subject; in the present case, me—that is switched on.3⁴

Both worries, then, are ones that are likely to come from those in thrall to a conception of
the intrinsic aspects of our mental lives which sees them as grounded entirely by and in our

3⁴Of course, it does follow that the intra-cerebral states and processes which are involved in bi’s having B are only
extrinsically mentality-realising. But what is objectionable about that? Cf. McDowell 1994, esp. pp. 200–201.
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cerebra. I think at this point it would not be untoward to remark again, as I did in §4.2.2, on
the role that imaginative projection into cases such a Removal may play in sustaining such a
conception. It may seem impossible to deny the first realisation claim if, when thinking of cases
like Removal, one cannot help but imagine being Post-Op, or what it’s like to be Post-Op. But
the legitimacy of such projection—whether there is a perspective to adopt in the case—depends
precisely (although not entirely) on what is in question, namely on the presence of mentality in
the case. And it this this that we have yet to find a reason to accept.

I have been attempting to explain what one would have to say if one were to accept the
second realisation claim (that I have a mind that is M becauser I haves a cerebrum that is B)
while rejecting the first (that I have a mind that is M becauser bi is B). This was done because it
seemed likely that those who accepted the first realisation claim did so because it was unclear
how the second claim could be true without the first, given our assumptions. I hope to have
shown how this could be. The first realisation claim is therefore not forced on us simply by the
truth of the second. To the extent that the second is an acceptable articulation of the claim the
my cerebrum realises my mental life, then, it is not forced on us by the truth of this realisation
claim. And so we are not forced, simply in virtue of this realisation claim, plus what has already
been granted about Removal, to accept that Post-Op has mental properties in the case.

However, above, I said that either there must be a reason to think that the first realisation
claim is true, so that we get a verdict directly from the claim that bi has a β-property, or that there
must be a reason to think that there is something that hass bi in Removal, so that the realisation
claim we have already granted delivers a verdict.3⁵ Are there reasons for holding that there is
something that hass bi in Removal?3⁶

The answer to this will depend on exactly what one takes to be required in order for a thing
of a kind that can haves a cerebrum to exist, and on exactly what one takes to be required in
order for one of these things, not only to exist, but to actually haves a cerebrum. One manner
in which the existence of a subject might be established without having to directly address the
first of these questions, however, is via an argument from Transplantation, as discussed above in
§4.2.1. If there is a good reason to take Post-Op in Transplantation to be me, then one may have
reason to think that Imust have existed throughout the transplantation procedure, and if so, then
one may have reason to think that I must exist in Removal, or that Post-Op in Removal is me.
I will be turning to consideration of Transplantation below. But for the moment, let us assume

3⁵And of course, it would, at the same time, deliver the first realisation claim, on the assumption that something
hass bi in Removal only if bi’s having a β-property realises that thing’s having bi. This renders the dialectic rather
delicate, as, in assessing whether the second realisation claim can find application in Removal and thereby deliver
the verdict that there is mentality, we do not want to assume that the first realisation claim is false, even for the sake
of argument.

3⁶Again, a reason to think that there is mentality in Removal would provide us with a reason to affirm this; again,
this would be circular given what the realisation claims are intended to establish.
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that no such argument from Transplantation can bemade out. Are there other, more immediate
grounds for thinking that a thing of a kind that can haves a cerebrum exists in Removal, and for
thinking that it does haves?

In order to make progress on these questions, one would need some account of the kinds of
things that can haves cerebra, and some account of what havings involves. Now, we are among
the kinds of things that can haves cerebra. So I want to remark on the position that different
accounts of our nature will be in with respect to this question.

First, consider neo-Lockean views, which seek to give a primarily or essentially mental ac-
count of our nature. On such views, very roughly put, to be a thing of a kind that can haves
a cerebrum is, fundamentally, and at least in part, to be a thing that has a mind or a mental
life. The mind and the thing that have it come together, as a ‘package deal’, their natures being
entirely interdependent. But no such view will be able to establish that there is mentality in Re-
moval, or support the judgment that there is, by establishing or arguing that there is a thing of a
kind that can haves a cerebrum. Nothing short of a demonstration that there is mentality in the
case could reveal this to be true.

We can come at this point in another way. On such a view of our nature, there is really going
to be nothing more to x havings cerebrum y than x being the subject of the mind realised by
y. (Of course, we may all want to grant that x being the subject of the mind realised by y is
sufficient for x to haves cerebrum y.) This will be a specification, in the most basic terms, of what
havings involves. y cannot be thought to play some other role in x’s life and thereby be hads by
x, because for x to exist just is for something to be playing this role in its life. So there will be
nothing more basic to the nature of x which can play a role in explaining its status as the subject
of the mind in question, this being the most fundamental aspect of its nature. But in order for
x’s havings cerebrum y to play a role in explaining x’s being the subject of the mind realised by y,
or in explaining how y’s having a β property realising a subject with a mind, it seems that there
would have to be something more to x’s havings y.

What such a view will need, then, if it is to establish that there is mentality in Removal in
a way that does not involve arguing back from cases like Transplant, is no less than an other
subject realisation claim—that is, a claim to the effect that a subject’s having a mind is realised
by x’s being φ, where neither x nor φ involves that subject. And this must be such that we are
in a position to judge knowledgably, or at least with a fair amount of confidence, that x is φ in
Removal. We saw above that we do not yet have reason to accept the other subject realisation
claim according to which a subject’s having a mind can be realised by a cerebrum’s having a β-
property, given the lack of reason to go beyond the same subject realisation claim according to
which a subject’s mind can be realised by that subject having a cerebrum that has a β-property.
In the absence of a reason to accept that first realisation claim, however, it is unclear what other
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subject realisation claim could replace it while satisfying the conditions above.3⁷
It is worth noting, at this point, that the basic commitment driving any mental account of

my nature is (2), the claim that I must go where my mind goes. But (2) is not a claim about
my nature; it is a claim about my possible persistence that has implications for an account of my
nature. The thought that no non-essentially-mental account ofmynature is ultimately defensible
does not follow from (2) alone, then, but rather from (2) plus the judgment that nothing with
a non-essentially-mental nature would satisfy a claim such as (2). And this last judgment is
supposed to be justified, in no small part, by the claim that I have survived in cases such as
Removal and Transplantation.3⁸ It is judged that there is a mind in such cases; that the mind in
question is the mind that existed prior to the procedure (i.e. my mind); and so that the subject
of that mind must be me. Prior to such judgments about such cases, there is simply no reason
to think that a non-essentially-mental account of my nature will be inadequate. Given this, we
must keep in mind that a fundamentally mental conception of our nature should not be allowed
to play any role, whether guiding or evidential, in the development of the conception of mind
by which a positive judgment concerning the mental facts in Removal is to be justified. (Some
of the implications of this will be brought out in §5.)

Alternatively, then, consider views that do not take our fundamental nature to be essentially
or exclusively mental. Such views may be able to provide a substantial account of the nature(s)
of the things that haves cerebra, or of what havings involves or comes to, and in principle these
may be able to find application in Removal in advance of a verdict about whether or not there
is mentality in the case. So in principle these might be able to contribute to a case for the claim
that there is mentality in the case in a useful way. But I want to make two comments about this
kind of route to the judgment.

First, we must consider what such an account of our nature is going to look like. And what
I want to suggest is that it is difficult to see what an account of our nature of this kind is going
to draw on if not our understanding of this animal and its nature. This is not yet to say that
animalism would be the only option for such a view. And there may be reasons entirely distinct
from the concerns of this chapter to deny animalism; cf. §1.4.3.) But whatever the view is, it
seems plausible that it will take the things that are capable of havings cerebra, to depend for their
existence on the existence of animals, and to take instances of havings to depend on instances of
havinga, perhaps in something like the manner sketched above.

But second, then, recall the context inwhichwe are thinking about Removal. We are looking,
ultimately, for a reason to take the case to witness (3), and so for a reason to think that my mind

3⁷It is alsoworth reiterating that, even granted the existence of somemental properties in Removal, more argument
will be needed to get to the claim that my mind has gone somewhere in the case, rather than that there is a new mind.
For an argument for this claim, see Johnston 2007. For a response, see Madden forthcoming(c), §§4.2–4.3.

3⁸The latter of which we are yet to address, of course—so to that extent these remarks are premature.
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has gone somewhere in the case and this animal has not. But if we do come to think of the
things that haves cerebra in terms of, or as dependent on, animals, and if we think of instances
of havings as dependent on instances of havinga, then in order to arrive at the judgment that my
mind is present in Removal via the same subject realisation claim, we would need to establish
(among other things) there is an animal that hasa my cerebrum in the case. But not only is it
reasonable to be sceptical that this could be motivated—and certainly that it could be motivated
in the absence of an antecedent verdict that there is mentality in the case, as it would need to
be—it would be bound to threaten the judgment that this animal is does not exist in the case.
Because while the claim that some animal exists in the case as hasa my cerebrum falls short of
the claim that it is this animal, it is precisely the thought that no animal could consist simply of
a cerebrum that leads many to think that the case witnesses (3). As a route to establishing that
the case does witness (3), then, this kind of view would, unsurprisingly, likely be of little use.

(Before ending this section, it is worth briefly mentioning one other way in which havings
is sometimes thought about. Above, when introducing different senses of ‘having’, I identified
havingp, or part having. (Along with the proviso that one term might cover a variety of im-
portantly different relations.) On this other way if thinking about havings, it is primarily to be
understood in terms of havingp. At its simplest, it would simply claim that x hass cerebrum y just
in case x hasp cerebrum y. However, one way for x to have y as a part, as it is commonly pictured,
it simply for y to be contained within x’s boundaries.3⁹ (Or, slightly more demandingly, for the
matter out of which y is composed to be part of the matter out of which x is composed. For the
point of this paragraph it doesn’t matter.) And on this way of thinking about havings, it would
be uncontroversial that there is something that hass bi in the case, namely bi itself; for bi is a part
of itself, albeit an improper part, and so bi hasp bi. But I mention this way of thinking only to
set it aside. I do so for three closely related reasons.

First, it is naturally associated with a metaphysical picture that is at odds with the basic
metaphysical framework approach that I am assuming in this thesis. (See §§1.1–1.2.) Second,
it is thinking of havings in this kind of way which generates the worry that there might be a
multiplicity of thinkers in my immediate vicinity, for there are (it is supposed, on the picture)
many distinct entities in my vicinity that contain my cerebrum within their boundaries: my
brain, my head, my upper half, my left foot complement, and so on.⁴⁰ And third, it is unclear
what could motivate the adoption of such a conception of havings.

Too see this third point, consider how an inquiry into the nature of havings arises. It does
so in the following kind of way. I have a mental life. I find out that this mental life depends in a

3⁹In the terms of n. 31 in §2.3.1, this is for y’s extension to under-occupy x’s extension, or for x’s extension to over-
occupy y’s extension.

⁴⁰See Madden (forthcoming[c]) for a good discussion of this so-called ‘thinking parts’ problem. See also Kovacs
(2010), Merricks (2001, 2003), Olson (2007) and Sider (2003).
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special way on my cerebrum. (As we are assuming here, the instantiation of β-properties by my
cerebrum settles the form ofmymental life.) Call the way in which I am related tomy cerebrum,
in virtue of which it plays this role in my mental life, ‘havings’. Then what is the nature of this
relation? Now, it is clear that I do contain my cerebrum within my boundaries, and so havep my
cerebrum. And it is perfectly plausible that a correct account of havings will reveal it to entail
havingp. But the idea that this is all that there is to my havings my cerebrum, or that havings my
cerebrum will consist in havingp my cerebrum plus some other minimal conditions being met,
has nothing at all to recommend it, as far as I can see.⁴1 Only if one thought, antecedently, that
the answer to this question must in principle take this kind of form would one attempt to build
up to an account of havings in this way. Showing such antecedent metaphysical assumption to
be false, however, is beyond the scope of this chapter.⁴2)

This concludes the discussion of Removal. I have argued that, absent an argument back from
Transplantation, we have no good reason to accept that Post-Op has any mental properties in
the case, and so no good reason to think that Post-Op has my mind in the case. As I have
noted above, even if we could show that Post-Op has some mental properties, more would be
needed in order to show that it has my mind. But I want now to move onto consideration of
Transplantation, to see whether the verdict that it has my mind can be secured. If it can, then it
might be that we would then be forced to accept that a cerebrum being a certain way can in and
of itself realise my mental life. But I will argue that it cannot. Some more general lessons from
both discussions will then be drawn in the final section, §5.

4.3 Transplantation

In Transplantation, the situation is quite unlike Removal. Post-Op is a manifestly animate thing;
to all appearances, a living, breathing, walking, talking human being. There is no plausibility to
the claim that Post-Op has no mental properties. And besides, we have already granted, in §4.1,
that it is as if Post-Op has my mental profile in the case, and that this is so primarily because
Post-Op has my cerebrum.⁴3 The central question concerning Transplantation, then, is whether

⁴1If this is not obvious, consider havinga. The same kind of questions arise concerning the relationship between
this animal and my cerebrum. For we notice that it plays an important role in determining the course and form of
this animals life. Call the relation that this animal bears to this cerebrum in virtue of which it plays this role ‘havinga’.
Why think that all there is to be said about the nature of this relationship between this animal and my cerebrum
is that it involves the former containing the latter? Or that it involves the former containing the latter while also
meeting some easily specifiable and minimal conditions?

⁴2For an identification of and criticism of the way of thinking that may lead to the assumption that an answermust
take this form, see Madden 2015.

⁴3I will henceforth drop the subscripts for ‘having’ introduced in the previous section, and allow context to de-
termine the relevant sense. Those distinctions play no important role in the present section.
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Post-Op does have my mental profile.
Recall that for Post-Op to have (some portion of) my mental profile, he must instantiate

(some portion of) the mental properties that I would have instantiated at the relevant time had
I not undergone the procedure. For it to be as if Post-Op has (some portion of) my mental
profile, all that is required is that Post-Op’s mind or mental life possesses (some portion of) the
qualitative form of the mind or mental life that I would have had at the relevant time had I
not undergone the procedure. The question, then, is essentially why we should think that Post-
Op’s mind or mental life shares some of its non-qualitative aspects with the mind or mental life
I would have had. There is, of course, still a distinction to be drawn between the claim that
Post-Op has any of my mental profile, and the claim that Post-Op has my mind or mental life.
The first claim involves an overlap in (partly non-qualitative) properties. The second involves
a particular identity. But, in the debate over (1)–(3), it is claims of the former sort that have
traditionally provided the grounds for claims of the the latter sort. Whatever the cogency of the
argument from the one to the other, then, it is reasonable to focus here on the former.

4.3.1 Arguing from Removal

In §4.2.1, I considered the possibility of arguing back from a verdict about the mental facts in
Transplantation to a verdict about the mental facts in Removal. Alternatively, then, one might
instead attempt to argue forward, from a verdict about the mental facts in Removal to a verdict
about themental facts in Transplantation. For suppose onewere to have shown that, in Removal,
Post-Op has my mind or my mental profile. Then, the line of thought might run, the simple
preservation of my functioning cerebrum must be enough to sustain both my mind and my
mental profile. But in Transplantation, too, my cerebrum is preserved and continues to function;
it is simply placed in a richer bodily environment. So Post-Op in Transplantation must also
have my mind and my mental profile. What sense could we make of the claim that while my
mind exists when my functioning cerebrum is in my original body, and is preserved when my
cerebrum is isolated but functioning mid-procedure, it ceases to exist when this cerebrum, still
functioning, is rehoused?

As before, however, there is, in the present context, no need to spend any time determining
whether a convincing argument can bemade out here. We saw in the previous section that there
appear to be no conclusive reasons, independent of an argument back from Transplantation, to
the conclusion that Post-Op in Removal hasmental properties, and so no good argument for the
claim that it has my mind. Even if an argument from a positive verdict in Removal to a positive
verdict in Transplantation can be constructed, then, it would be no help in settling the questions
facing us concerning the mental facts in Transplantation.
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Again, I think it is important not to underestimate the role that this line of thought plays
in sustaining judgments about Transplantation, although perhaps in tandem with judgments
or assumptions about Transplantation. For example, one might suppose that, given the verdict
about Transplantation that we granted as an assumption in §4.1, it must be the case that my
functioning cerebrum alone (bi, as we called it in §4.2.3) sustains or realises my mind or mental
life, and so it must be the case that my mind still exists in Transplantation. But this just is, in
essence, to rely on a verdict about (cases like) Removal, a verdict of the kind that we saw to lack
adequate support in §4.2.3.

More generally, then, judgments about Transplantation are often sustained in part by com-
plementary judgments about Removal, and judgments about Removal are often sustained in part
by complementary judgments about Transplantation. At points, I have suggested that, while it
is very plausible that there are connections between the mental facts in these cases, actually
constructing an argument which demonstrates that the cases are connected in this way is not a
straightforward task. But the central point being made here, and which it is important to keep
in mind, is that, even if such an argument can be made out, if one wants to establish that Post-
Op has my mind in either case, then one must provide, for at least one of the cases, a relatively
autonomous argument for the conclusion that Post-Op has my mind in that case. Now, when I
say that the argument for the conclusion in one of the cases must be relatively autonomous, this
is no to say that it is entirely independent of the verdict in the other case. After all, if it has been
shown that the verdicts about the cases are tied together in this way, then a reason to deny the
verdict in one of the cases will be a reason to deny the verdict in the other. As is often said, one
person’s modus ponens is another’s modus tollens, and one person’s proof is another’s reductio.
But it may be autonomous in the sense that one’s grounds for the verdict in one case do not
themselves appeal to or presuppose the verdict in the other case. And the need for an autonom-
ous argument in one of the cases is important, as, otherwise, all that will have been established is
that certain claims about the mental facts in the two cases stand or fall together. No reason will
have been given to accept a positive verdict about both cases over a negative verdict about both
cases. And although I will not attempt to substantiate this claim here, it is plausible that when
reasoning about either a Removal-style case or a Transplantation-style case on its own, there is
often implicit reliance on what amounts to a verdict about the mental facts in a case of the other
sort. To the extent that this is so, the support that any such argument provides for a positive
verdict about the mental facts in the case on which it focuses will be at best provisional.

It is, at any rate, this kind of autonomous argument for which we are looking in this chapter.
But we have already seen that there appears to be no conclusive and autonomous argument for a
positive verdict about Removal. Is there one for Transplantation, given what has been granted?
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4.3.2 Psychological Continuity and Causal Dependence

Any good argument for thinking that Post-Op’s mind shares more than its qualitative form with
my own is inevitably going to appeal to the way in which the qualitative form of Post-Op’s mind
after the procedure depends on the make up of my mind before the procedure. But we must be
careful about appealing to this. For certain lines of thought thatmight seem to invoke something
like this in fact appeal to more than is appropriate, given the comments of §4.3.1. Here, it is
worth saying something substantial about the views that I have in mind, namely those found in
Shoemaker’s and Parfit’s discussions of psychological continuity and quasi-memory.

Consider, first, Shoemaker’s contemporary, functionalist account of what psychological con-
tinuity consists in. He has defended and developed this account in many places over the years
(e.g. in his 1984, 1997, 1999 and 2008), but here is a typical statement:

When mental states play their functional roles they generate successor states in the same
subject, which in playing their functional roles produce what are successor states for them,
and so on. This generates a series of mental states and accompanying behaviors that is
characterized by the fact that it consists in the playing out of the functional roles of the states
involved in it. This will include the generation of memories, with the result that the series
exhibits memory continuity. It will include the preservation of beliefs, desires, preferences,
character traits, etc., it being part of the functional role of such states that ceteris paribus
they are self-perpetuating. And it will include the changes in beliefs and other attitudes
that result from reasoning and experience. In short, the series will exhibit all of the sorts
of psychological connectedness and continuity that have been thought to constitute the
persistence ofmental subjects. So I suggest that this psychological continuity is best thought
of as the playing out over time of the functional roles of the various mental states persons
are subject to. (Shoemaker 2008, p. 316)

One might have thought that an autonomous case could be made for saying that the kind of
dependence exhibited by Post-Op’s mind on my own is captured by Shoemaker’s talk of the
‘playing out of the functional roles’ of my mental states and episodes from before the procedure.
But this is not so. For unless we have already granted that, mid-transplant, there is mentality,
then my mental states and episodes prior to removal simply fail to have any appropriate—i.e.,
mental—successor states, just as surely as theywould fail to have any appropriate successor states
if my cerebrum were destroyed.⁴⁴ There are, to be sure, states that my cerebrum is in, and these

⁴⁴Shoemaker does consider, elsewhere, the possibility that a lone cerebrum might not suffice for mentality, and
the possibility that (as I would put it) (2) can be reconciled with (1). (See his 1999, pp. 305–306.) But in doing
so, he fundamentally misrepresents what this would require. For he suggests that this would require discovering
something about the nature of this animal, such that its existence requires psychological continuity of the kind he is
here characterising. All it would actually require, however, is discovering something about the nature of psychological
continuity, such that its existence requires the continued existence of this animal. And this latter does not imply that
this animal has a fundamentally or essentially mental nature. (Cf. Madden’s (forthcoming, pp. 21–22) comments on
Parfit.) So he is wrong to claim that an inclination to accept (something like) (2) “reflects important facts about the
concept of a person”, rather than that it reflects important facts about the concept of mind.
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can, perhaps, be thought of as the result of these earlier mental states or their realisers. But
unless some of these cerebral states are mental, or at least realise mental states, my earlier states
cannot be credited with having played out their functional role. So if one were to attempt to
appeal this kind of characterisation in order to support a judgment about Transplantation, one
would not be advancing an autonomous argument for that result. Rather, one would be arguing
from Removal.⁴⁵ In other words, psychological continuity in this sense requires continuous
psychology. And the claim that there is continuous psychology in Transplantation requires a
reason to attribute mentality in Removal.⁴⁶

So consider, instead, these remarks of Parfit’s:

I have an accurate quasi‐memory of a past experience if

(1) I seem to remember having an experience,
(2) someone did have this experience,

and

(3) my apparent memory is causally dependent, in the right kind of way, on that past
experience.

On this definition, ordinary memories are a sub‐class of quasi‐memories. They are
quasi‐memories of our own past experiences. […]
My mental life consists of a series of very varied experiences. These include countless
quasi‐memories of earlier experiences. The connections between these quasi‐memories
and these earlier experiences overlap like the strands in a rope. There is strong connected-
ness of quasi‐memory if, over each day, the number of direct quasi‐memory connections is
at least half the number in most actual lives. Overlapping strands of strong connectedness
provide continuity of quasi‐memory. Revising Locke, we claim that the unity of each per-
son’s life is in part created by this continuity. We are not now appealing to a concept that
presupposes personal identity. Since the continuity of quasi‐memory does not presuppose
personal identity, it may be part of what constitutes personal identity. It may be part of
what makes me now and myself at other times one and the same person. (I say ‘part’ be-
cause our criterion also appeals to the other kinds of psychological continuity.)

(Parfit 1987, pp. 220, 222)

Here, we find Parfit offering a (partial) characterisation of a notion of quasi-memory, one in-
spired by the original account provided by Shoemaker (1970). He uses this characterisation
of quasi-memory to characterise a notion of connectedness, and this in turn to characterise a

⁴⁵Of course, granted that Post-Ophas amind of the same qualitative form asmine, itmay be just as if the functional
role of my mental states and episodes had played itself out. But the view licenses no conclusion from that claim.

⁴⁶For other, independent (and, tomymind, convincing) criticisms of Shoemaker’s attempt to leverage conclusions
about personal identity from his functionalist account of the mind, see Árnadóttir 2010; Olson 2002. Shoemaker’s
replies to Olson in his 2004b.
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notion of continuity.⁴⁷ Ultimately, as he gestures at above, his intention is to provide a more
general notion of psychological continuity that will involve ‘quasi-’ versions of other aspects of
our mental lives besides memory, and which can then be plugged into an account of the per-
sistence conditions of persons which appeals to psychological continuity.⁴⁸ So suppose that we
grant that ‘accurate quasi-memory’ is here adequately characterised, and that having an accur-
ate quasi-memory constitutes having awareness of past events and experiences comparable to
the awareness that is characteristic of ordinary episodic memory.⁴⁹ Could then we arrive at the
conclusion that Post-Op has some non-qualitative aspects of my mental profile by establishing
that he meets the conditions Parfit has sets out? The answer to this question is ‘no’, for reasons
I will now explain.

The claim that one ‘seems to remember having an experience’ allows a reading of this con-
dition according to which it can be met even if there is no actual experience which one counts
as seeming to remember. In principle, then, we might have hoped to construe it in such a way
that it can be satisfied if it is merely as if something remembers having an experience of a cer-
tain type, without there having to be any particular past experience that thereby counts as being
seemingly remembered, a condition which could then obviously be met by Post-Op in Trans-
plantation. However, the occurrence of ‘this experience’ and ‘that past experience’ in Parfit’s (2)
and (3) force a wide scope or de re reading of ‘an experience’ as it occurs in Parfit’s (1). So in
order for it to be true that something meets the first condition, there must be some particular
past experience that it counts as seeming to remember. In other words, we must read Parfit’s
partial characterisation of quasi-memory in the following way:

x has an accurate quasi-memory of a past experience if there is a past experience e
such that

⁴⁷There are grounds for taking his terminology to bemisleading, in two relatedways. First, given how loosely Parfit
is willing to construe ‘in the right kind of way’ (see below), it is not clear that connections of quasi-memory should
really be regarded as psychological connections. The connectionmay be between psychological items, but it is not itself
obviously psychological in any interesting sense. Second, naming the ancestral of this kind of connectedness a form
of ‘continuity’ seems entirely inapt. For nothing in the definition obviously guarantees the present of continuous
psychology. And indeed, Parfit himself takes ‘psychological continuity’ in his sense to be present in cases such as
Replication, in which there is uncontroversially an absence of continuous psychology. It is no mere gripe to point
out that these labels are likely to distort our thinking, by inviting us to inappropriately read both psychology and
continuity into aspects of situations which happen to satisfy (or seem to satisfy) Parfit’s definitions.

⁴⁸See pp. 260–261 for the generalisation, and pp. 204–209 for the account into which it is to be plugged.
⁴⁹Though I am granting these here so as to make the point in the text quickly, I do not think they should be

granted. The most insightful critical discussion of quasi-memory in this connection is Wiggins’s (2001, pp. 212–
225). It seems to me that he is more or less right on all points, and the material in this section is deeply indebted to
his discussion—particularly the first of his three questions for those who want to make use of the notion of quasi-
memory. (pp. 213–214) For other critical discussion, see, e.g., Burge (2003), Campbell (1994), Cassam (1997), Evans
(1982), McDowell (1997), Wiggins (1992) and Wollheim (1984). For responses, see, e.g., Buford (2009), Giberman
(2009), Noonan (2003), Parfit (1999), Roache (2006), Rovane (1990) and Shoemaker (2009).
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(1∗) x seems to remember having e,
(2∗) someone did have e,

and

(3∗) x’s apparent memory is causally dependent, in the right kind of way, on e.

Of course, this renders (2) superfluous, as any past experience will be one that someone had.
But set that aside.⁵⁰ The question is, what does it take for someone to meet this first condition,
given some value for e?

There are two possibilities. Either seeming to remember some particular past experience e
requires representing e, or it does not. Suppose it does. In that case, its being the case that x
seems to remember having e goes beyond its being the case that it is as if x remembers having e,
and it is not an aspect of the qualitative form of a mind or mental life. Demonstrating that these
three conditions are met would not, then, get us from a claim about the qualitative aspects of
Post-Op’s mental life to a conclusion about its non-qualitative aspects, but rather would get us
from a conclusion about some of its non-qualitative aspects to a conclusion about some other of
its non-qualitative aspects. It cannot, therefore, be used to establish that Post-Op is in a position
to enjoy states or episodes that represent particular past events from my life in the first place.
Moreover, Parfit has done nothing to show that the first condition is or can be met in cases such
as Transplantation, for he says nothing about what it takes to meet the condition.⁵1 Read in
this way, then, the job of the third condition is to spell out the difference between states that are
of e and count as quasi-memories and states that are of e and fail to count as quasi-memories.
But unless we have already granted that there is a state or episode that represents or is of e, and
which is to that extent non-qualitative, there is no basis on which to take the conditions to have
application.⁵2

So suppose instead that seeming to remember some particular past experience e does not
require representing e, that particular past experience. In that case, the state or episode counts as
a seeming memory of e in virtue of its qualitative nature, and might equally count as a seeming

⁵⁰This is, however, indicative of a certain confusion on Parfit’s part. As follows immediately from what was said
above, the only way for (2) not to be superfluous is for ‘an experience’ in (1) to be given a narrow scope reading; but
that would result in ‘this experience’ and ‘that past experience’ in (2) and (3) begin incomprehensible, given their
status as anaphoric demonstratives.

⁵1Wiggins (2001, pp. 224–225) reads the first condition in this way, and points out that Parfit has therefore done
nothing to show that meeting the first condition will not itself presuppose identity.

⁵2We might also wonder whether, on this reading, (3∗), too, is superfluous. For granted that a state of seeming
memory that can be credited with representing some particular past event, as being a seeming memory of that event,
why think that any further requirement must be met in order to the state to count as awareness of the past such as
memory and quasi-memory are supposed to be? Itmight well be that a causal connection of a certain kind is required
for such a representational connection; but that is just to say that something very much like (3∗) is implied by (1∗),
and this just is to say that it is superfluous.
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memory of e1, where e ≠ e1, as long as e and e1 are suitably similar. If so, then there is no
objection to taking (1∗) to be more or less equivalent to the claim that it is as if x remembers
e, and so no objection the claim that this condition is satisfied by Post-Op in transplantation.
However, this increases the burden on (3∗). The kind of causal dependence alluded to in (3∗) is
not merely constitute an extra condition that some state that represents e must meet in order to
count as a quasi-memory, but rather must constitute a condition that some state must meet in
order to represent e at all. ‘The right kind of way’ must be the kind of way required for singular
representation or reference, not merely the kind of way required for something that already
involves singular representation or reference to count as a quasi-memory. But nothing is said
aboutwhat the conditions are on the possession of such referential or semantic properties, and so
nothing is said about whether these conditions really are met in cases such as Transplantation.⁵3

Either way, then, in order to deliver the verdict that someone can be credited with quasi-
memories of past events, some account would be needed of the kind of causal connection re-
quired in order for a current state or episode to represent or be of some particular past event,
and it would need to be shown that this connection is present. The two readings simply differ
over whether this must be established in order for the first condition to be met or in order for
the third condition to bemet. But whether such a connection is present in Transplantation is, es-
sentially, precisely what is at issue. And Parfit simply does not address the question of what kind
of causal connection is required in order to secure the instantiation of such representational or
semantic properties. So we cannot draw from his discussion anything that speaks to our present
concerns. Given only what has been so far granted, it simply fails to provide enough to deliver
any kind of verdict about Post-Op in the case.

So let us now consider some earlier remarks of Shoemaker’s. I will quote three passages:

But what can we offer as evidence that Brownson is Brown? Clearly the mere corres-
pondence of Brownson’s ostensible memories to Brown’s past history, and the similarity of

⁵3It is notable that Parfit seems to take a very relaxed attitude towards the kinds of causal connection that might
generate a state that depends in ‘the right kind of way’ on some earlier experience. (On, e.g., pp. 208 and 215, Parfit
can be read as committing to the claim that any causal connection at all will do.) One couldmake sense of this relaxed
attitude on the former reading, in which (1∗) alone implies reference, for granted a seemingmemory that is genuinely
of some particular past event, what more could be required of it in order for it to constitute a kind of awareness of
that past event? But on the current reading, the idea that a current state may count as being causally dependent in
the right kind of way in virtue of any causal connection whatsoever seems to make the notion of a quasi-memory,
construed as a form of awareness of particular past events, incoherent. For there could clearly be a current state or
episode that counts both as a seeming memory of e and as a seeming memory of e1, where e ≠ e1, and, let us suppose,
e and e1 occurred on different days and involved different particulars as objects of the experiences. But such a current
state could well be causally related to both e and e1 in ‘the right kind of way’ if all this requires is that some causal
connection or other hold between them. (Perhaps e1 occurred partly as a consequence of e occurring.) But then this
would seem to entail that the seeming memory is at once a quasi-memory of both e and e1. Whatever it would mean
to say this, it does not seem to make sense to then add that it is the quasi-memory constituted awareness of or can
provide for knowledge of both e and e1.
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Brownson’s personality to Brown’s, is far from being sufficient evidence. And it is equally
clear that the notion of the retention of knowledge and traits is of no use here. To be sure,
once we take ourselves to have established that Brownson is Brown we can say that Brown-
son retains knowledge, and also personality traits, acquired by Brownson in the past. But
the latter assertion presupposes the identity of Brownson and Brown, and cannot without
circularity be offered as evidence for it.
We do not, however, beg the question about identity if we take Brownson’s possession
of what used to be Brown’s brain, together with the empirical facts about the role played
by the brain in memory, as establishing that Brown’s ostensible memories are directly M-
connected with Brown’s past actions and experiences, i.e., are causally related to them in
essentially the same ways as people’s memories are generally connected with their own past
experiences and actions. This in turn establishes that Brownson quasic-remembers […]
Brown’s past experiences and actions. (Shoemaker 1970, p. 282)

[C]onsider again the brain transfer example described earlier. If Brownson does indeed
manifest apparent memories of Brown’s past life, the fact that he has Brown’s brain would
seem to provide sufficient reason for thinking that these memories are ‘caused in an appro-
priate way’ by Brown’s past actions and experiences, and thus that Brownson really does
remember those actions and experiences, which in turn can serve as a basis for saying that
Brownson is Brown. (Shoemaker 1984, p. 84)

Brownson does notmerely have the same personality traits as Brown did; he has those traits
because Brown’s life was such as to lead him to acquire such traits. The fact that Brown-
son has Brown’s brain gives us reason to suppose that there is a relationship of causal or
counterfactual dependence between Brownson’s traits subsequent to the brain transfer and
Brown’s traits prior to it—we have reason to think that if Brown’s traits had been different,
Brownson’s traits would have been different in corresponding ways. It is precisely when
the circumstances are such that evidence of similarity is evidence of a causal or counter-
factual dependence that evidence of similarity is evidence of identity. Indeed, it is for the
same reason that the nature of Brownson’s memories is evidence that he is Brown; we have
reason to think that if Brown’s life had been different, Brownson’s memories would have
been correspondingly different, and thus that Brownson’s memories are causally and coun-
terfactually dependent on Brown’s past life. (Shoemaker 1984, pp. 89–90)

In these passages, we find three distinct but closely related reasons being offered for thinking
that Brownson can be credited with awareness of particular events in Brown’s past, and so which
might be appealed to in order to support the verdict that that Post-Op has some of the non-
qualitative aspects of my mental profile. All three reasons appeal to the fact that Brownson has
Brown’s brain, but they make slightly different claims about what this ensures. The claims are
roughly as follows.

The first passage asserts that this ensures that Brownson’s ‘ostensiblememories’ and events in
Brown’s past are causally related in ‘essentially the same ways’ as a person’s memories and events
in that person’s past are generally connected. The claim is that, so far as connections between
(stages of) mental lives go, there is no important or relevant difference between the way in which
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Brownson and Brown’s mental lives are causally related and the ways in which the various states
of an ordinary mental life are generally related. In particular, then, this implies these causal
relations are the same in all respects relevant to the determination of the representational or
semantic properties of the later states or episodes.

The second passage asserts Brownson having Brown’s brain ensures that Brownson’s ‘appar-
ent memories’ are caused ‘in an appropriate way’ by events in Brown’s past, where this simply
means that they are causally related in a way that renders those apparent memories knowledge
(of a certain form) of those past events. This is somewhat weaker than the claim of the first
passage, for while it is plausible that the claim that the causal relations are essentially the same
in this case as in the ordinary run of things may imply that the causal relations are appropriate,
the reverse implication does not obviously hold. But it implies that whether or not the causal
relations should really be credited with being ‘essentially the same’, they should be credited with
being capable of determining the representational or semantic properties of the later states or
episodes.

The third passage asserts that Brown’s having Brownson’s brain ensures that there is a kind of
systematic causal dependence betweenBrownson’s variousmental states and episodes, including
his apparent memories, and Brown’s earlier mental states or episodes, such that had there been a
difference in Brown’s earlier mental profile, there would have been a corresponding difference in
Brownson’s.⁵⁴ This is, I think, weaker than the previous two claims. But the kind of systematic
dependence identified here is clearly an aspect of the kind of causal connection that holds in
the ordinary run of things, as well as plausibly being an aspect of any causal connection that
is going to count as ‘appropriate’. One other noteworthy difference is that while the first two
passages purport to provide grounds for the conclusion that Brownson’s ‘ostensible’ or ‘apparent’
memories really are of the events of Brown’s life, the third purports to provide grounds for the
conclusion that Brownson is Brown. However, while not explicitly stated in what is quoted, we
may reasonably take the systematic dependence to provide support for this identity claim byway
of providing support for (among other things) the claim that Brownson’s apparent memories are
of the events of Brown’s past.

Now, Shoemaker’s appeal to the playing out of mental states’ functional roles, which we con-
sidered above, is, I think, intended to provide an account what it is for some mental states at
one time to be ‘caused in an appropriate way’ by some mental states at an earlier time, and so
to provide an account of the kind of causal relation which is taken by Shoemaker to sustain or
enable awareness of particular past events. But as was noted, filled out in that way, no autonom-

⁵⁴The passage is somewhat hard to parse due to the mixing of the evidential role that consideration of such a case
can play in our theorising and the evidential role that an instance of the case could play for an observer, if indeed the
relevant instance of the case was the way we are imagining the case to be. But I shall skirt over this worry.
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ous case for a verdict in Transplantation is generated, because the claim that the causal relations
between Post-Op and I are characterised by the relevant kind of functional continuity requires
a prior verdict about Removal. However, the motivation presented in these passages for a pos-
itive verdict about the mental facts in transplantation cases does not itself depend upon that
functionalist conception of psychological continuity. Moreover, it is not unreasonable to read
Shoemaker as attempting to address part of what really is at issue here, in a way that he seems
to leave behind in later discussions. For he speaks here only of ‘apparent’ or ‘ostensible’ memor-
ies, and it is their representational, semantic and epistemic connection to the past at all that is
treated as being in question, not merely whether they ought to be granted the status of proper
memories or mere quasi-memories. It would not be unreasonable, then, to compare the posses-
sion of such ‘apparent memories’ to a situation that I would characterise as one in which it is as
if someone remembers. And Shoemaker is clearly purporting to provide grounds on which an
‘apparent memory’ may be taken to be of a particular past event.

That said, the grounds offered are, in a sense, rather minimal. For the sake of the present
discussion, let us transpose Shoemaker’s claims concerning the brain to parallel claims concern-
ing the cerebrum. And let us transpose his claims concerning ostensible or apparent memories
to parallel ‘as if ’ claims. Then the three claims concerning the causal connection between Post-
Op’s mental life and my mental life before the procedure are: it is essentially the same as the
connection that generally holds between stages of a mental life; that it is appropriate for sustain-
ing reference or knowledge; and that is involves a systematic dependence of aspects of Post-Op’s
mental life on earlier aspects of my mental life. What I want to suggest is that it is only the first
motivation, the one that appeals to the causal connection being essentially the same as in the
ordinary run of things, that can really be thought to provide any grounds for the claim that Post-
Op has any of the non-qualitative aspects of my mental profile. But even that, without further
support, cannot adequately motivate a positive verdict.

First, recall what we had already granted in §4.1, namely that it will be as if Post-Op has
my mental profile (or the mental profile I would have had), and that this will be so primarily
because Post-Op has my cerebrum. So a certain kind of causal dependence has already been
granted. Shoemaker is, of course, saying that this is a kind of causal connection that will also
suffice for Post-Op to have knowledge or awareness of events of my past, and so have such non-
qualitative aspects ofmymental profile. But given that we are recognising that there is a question
here, one a positive answer to which requires some kind of reason or motivation, we need to be
providedwith something that goes beyond themere assertion that this kind of causal connection
does suffice for such a result. However, the claim that the causal connection in transplant is
‘appropriate’ is simply the claim that the kind of causal connection involved can ensure that the
resulting mental states and episodes have the relevant semantic or representational properties.
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Without some independent characterisation ofwhatmakes for an appropriate causal connection,
one which can be shown to be satisfied by the connection in Transplantation, the claim that the
causal connection is appropriate is just the claim that Post-Op has the relevant non-qualitative
aspects of my mental profile in virtue of what has occurred. That is, it is just as assertion of
what it is we are currently looking for a reason to accept. Similar remarks apply to the claim
of systematic causal dependence. The assumption granted already implies that there will be
systematic causal dependence of the way that Post-Op’s mind is after the procedure on the way
my mind was before the procedure. Had I had experience e1 instead of experience e2 prior to
the procedure, it would likely be as if Post-Op remembers e1 rather than it being as if Post-Op
remembers e2. The claim that such dependence suffices for it to be true that (say) Post-Op does
remember events from my past may appear plausible, but this is, again, the kind of claim that
we are currently asking for a reason to accept.

In principle, however, the claim that the causal relations involved in Transplantation are ‘es-
sentially the same’ as those involved in the course of an ordinary mental life offers us something
more. It is not to just to claim that the circumstances in Transplantation are such as to license
the judgment that Post-Op has some portion of my mental profile, but to claim that we ought to
think this because the circumstances are in certain respects essentially the same as in the ordin-
ary run of things, and because we know that the causal relations between stages of an ordinary
mental life are such as to ensure that the later stages include (say) knowledge (of a certain form)
of events from the earlier stages.

But on what basis is it to be held that the causal relations are essentially the same? After
all, there are manifest and rather significant differences between what occurs in the normal
run of things and what occurs in Transplantation. Here, I think, we can identify the crux of
Shoemaker’s case. His view must be that a correct and complete account could be given of, for
example, one’s knowledge (of a certain form) of a particular past event that would appeal only
to: a certain cerebrum playing a certain kind of role in a mental life in which a certain event was
undergone/observed; that same cerebrum playing that same kind of role in a mental life such
that it is as if the subject of that mental life remembers that past event; and, between these time,
the kind of transitions that occurred within that cerebrum, or the kind of internal changes it was
subjected to. Put more simply, he takes the causal connections between experiences and later
recollections that explain those recollections having the representational or semantic properties
they do to be ‘purely cerebral’.⁵⁵ If this is so, then we might well be inclined to accept that, in

⁵⁵Or, more weakly, the explanatory connection may be of a more general kind, but one such that the presence
of the relevant purely cerebral connections would suffice for the presence of a connection of this more general kind.
(Indeed, onemight hold that the kind of systematic dependencementioned above is themore general kind.) However,
given that such an account will inevitably be developed first and foremost to account for non-qualitativemental states
and episodes in human beings, it would likely have to be arrived at via an account of the kind mentioned in the text,
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Transplantation, we ought to grant that Post-Op’s mental states and episodes have such proper-
ties, and so grant that Post-Op has some non-qualitative aspects of my mental profile. For just
those kinds of relations which are taken by the account above to explain my now being able to
remember certain events from my past will then be present in Transplantation.

But this only pushes the question back. For on what grounds should we accept that this is
the shape that the account of reference to or knowledge of past events in our own lives will take?
The point here is not that we cannot imagine the correct account taking this shape, or that it is
incoherent. The point is simply that the account must be provided and defended if it is to play
the role Shoemaker wants it to play in generating a positive verdict about Transplantation. If
it remains perfectly coherent or plausible that the account will take a different shape, and if no
motivation for taking it to have the shape outlined above is provided, then there is simply no
case for taking Post-Op to have any of the non-qualitative aspects of my mental profile. Does it
remain coherent or plausible that the account might take a different shape?

I think the answer to this question is clearly ‘yes’. And in fact, it is easy to see multiple ways
in which the correct account of the possession of referential or semantic properties by states
or episodes of the relevant form might turn out to be such that it fails to deliver an immedi-
ate or autonomous verdict in Transplantation. One way would be if the correct account turns
out to require that certain mental properties be continuously realised. If, for example, Shoe-
maker’s functionalist account of psychological continuity above is accepted, it might be that the
the instantiation of kind of representational or semantic properties had by ordinary episodic
memories depends on the continuous playing out of the functional roles of the various states
and episodes that make up the mental life in which the event remembered was undergone or
observed. But another way would simply be if the possession of such properties turns out to
depend on the subject of the present state or episode being identical with the subject of the past
experience on whose occurrence the instantiation of the relevant semantic or representational
properties is to be grounded. And indeed, there are general (if inconclusive) reasons to think
that something like this is might well be the case, reasons which I will now briefly sketch.

There is an natural distinction to be drawn between what we might call cognitive achieve-
ments and cognitive conditions. Consider the following difference between knowledge and
mere belief. Suppose John knows Jane, but does not know that Jane is the prime minister, even
though Jane is the prime minister. A bump on the head could, we might suppose, bring it about
that John believes that Jane is the prime minister. But we would not suppose that a bump on the
head could lead to John knowing that Jane is the prime minister. For John to know this, there
must be a connection of the appropriate sort between John’s purported knowledge and Jane’s
being the prime minister. The thought is that, granted the capacity to think about Jane (and, of

and so I set it aside.
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course, a variety of other mental capacities), there is nothing further that needs to be achieved
in order to come to believe that Jane is the prime minister; something simply needs to happen.
But something further does need to be achieved in order to come to know that John is the prime
minister. With respect to what is believed or known, believing is a mere cognitive condition,
but knowledge is a cognitive achievement.

That said, belief is not entirely achievement free. For possessing the capacity to think about
Jane is itself a cognitive achievement, and is a precondition on being able to have any beliefs
about Jane in particular. Suppose John doesn’t know Jane. Then, a bump on the head could not
lead John even to believe that Jane is the prime minister. He might be caused to be in a mental
condition such that he utters a certain form of words, say ‘Jane is the prime minister’. That is,
it might be just as if John believes that Jane is the prime minister. But there are no grounds on
which to take these words, or the condition they give voice to, to concern Jane. Granted that
John is not in a position to think about Jane, that particular person, he cannot be granted the
capacity to think about her other than by coming to stand in some appropriate kind of relation
to her. So while mere beliefs about particulars are not themselves cognitive achievements, they
do presuppose certain cognitive achievements, as they presuppose the possession of capacities
to think about the particulars involved.

What this brings out, through the rather picturesque use of imaginary knocks to the head, is
that whereas we think of cognitive conditions (granted an appropriate background) as capable
of being brought about in any old fashion, we recognise restrictions on how something can come
to be credited with a cognitive achievement. And the relevance of this to what is currently at
issue derives from the fact that the non-qualitative parts of my mental profile that we are inter-
ested in either are or presuppose cognitive achievements. Or, to put it another way, for a state,
episode or capacity to have the kind of semantic or representational properties spoken of above
qualifies any such state, episode or capacity as a cognitive achievement. This includes not only
knowledge (of a form comparable to episodic memory) of particular past events undergone or
observed, but also factual knowledge about particulars encountered in such events, capacities
to think and have beliefs about those particulars, capacities to recognise the more familiar ones
among them, the capacity to speak English (that particular language), and so on. So the question
that presently faces us, if we want to establish that Post-Op has certain non-qualitative aspects
of my mental profile prior to any identity judgment, so that we can use this as the basis for such
a judgment, is whether we should accept that my cognitive achievements can be somehow trans-
ferred to another entity. If the entity in question is a new one that has been brought into being
partly through a material exchange, the question is whether we should accept the possibility of
something coming into being with cognitive achievements such as these ‘built in’, or whether
we should instead accept that something can only come into being with, at best, capacities to ar-
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rive at particular cognitive achievements. If the entity in question is a pre-existing one that has
merely been endowed with some new aspects via a material exchange, the question is whether
we should accept the possibility of cognitive achievements such as these being passed along like
a baton in a relay, or whether we should instead accept that any material ‘exchange’ falling short
of the preservation and relocation of a subject will preclude the preservation or transference of
cognitive achievements.⁵⁶ If, in each case, we affirm the latter and deny the former, then we are
thinking of the process or event that ultimately grounds the existence of the cognitive achieve-
ment as having to be an event or process in the life of the subject that we are crediting with that
cognitive achievement.

Now, it is not entirely clear how to settle these questions conclusively. We can of course
imagine, say, an entity coming into being with capacities to think about particulars already in
place, or one entity coming to know what a distinct entity knew through a material exchange of
parts. But then we can also imagine a prince waking up in the body of a cobbler, without any
material exchange having occurred. Given that the latter is taken to tell us very little about the
possible courses a mental life can take, the former should be taken to tell us very little about the
way in which cognitive achievements can be perpetuated. At any rate, it seems reasonable to ac-
knowledge that we ordinarily suppose that particular-involving cognitive achievements require,
on the part of the achiever, past interaction of some sort (broadly construed) with the relevant
particular, and so it seems reasonable to acknowledge that this is part of our conception of such
cognitive achievements. This presents a prima facie reason to think that, in order for Post-Op
to be credited with the relevant non-qualitative portions of my mental profile, he would have to
be me.

This manifestly falls far short of establishing that the preservation of such cognitive achieve-
ments, in this kind of case, requires identity. But the thought that it might can be made a little
more plausible by considering what it would allow us to explain. And there is one thing in par-
ticular that I think this kind of view can make better sense of than has heretofore been made.

Recall that our central aim in this section was to identify putative reasons for thinking that
Post-Op has my mind in Transplantation. But it was pointed out that the claim that Post-Op
has my mind (and so the claim that Post-Op is me) is typically based on the claim that Post-Op
has some portion of my non-qualitative mental profile—specifically, that Post-Op has various of
my mental aspects that either are or presuppose particular-involving cognitive achievements.⁵⁷

⁵⁶And if the entity in question is a newone generatedwithout anymaterial exchange, as inReplication, the question
is whether we should accept that cognitive achievements can be copied or replicated, or whether we should accept
that such cognitive achievements can only be granted to things that have actually achieved them.

⁵⁷If we think back to the mentally loaded cases of §3.1, the kinds of mental attributions which made this plausible
included: claiming to be the pre-procedure subject; exhibiting knowledge of the life of the pre-procedure subject;
dictating the rest of the pre-procedure subject’s book; and, in general, having the pre-procedure subject’s “memories,
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The claim I want to make is that it is only if the perpetuation of these aspects of my mind is
identity presupposing that we can adequately explain the sense of obligation we feel tomake this
judgment. For if the perpetuation of this range of cognitive achievements did not presuppose or
require identity, why should we regard their perpetuation in a Transplantation case (supposing
we were to grant that Post-Op does have a relevant portion of my mental profile) as entailing
my mind’s continuation, or my persistence, rather than as a way of generating a new entity with
the relevant non-qualitative portions of my mental profile, or with a copy of my mind? That we
are inclined to do so is manifest. But on the assumption that the perpetuation of these aspects
of my mental profile is not identity presupposing, it is unclear why this should be regarded as
anything but a prejudice. Recall that the question facing us is metaphysical, not epistemological.
The challenge is not to explain why, upon being faced with an entity with the relevant portion
of my mental profile, we would be inclined to accept the judgment that the entity in question is
me or has my mind.⁵⁸ It might well be that similarity of a certain kind constitutes evidence for
identity of mind or identity of subject. The challenge is rather to explain why, from the theorist’s
point of view, a material exchange that results in a certain kind of similarity should be regarded
as constituting identity of mind or identity of subject. And I am suggesting that it is only if we
take the perpetuation of these aspects of my mental profile to require identity of subject that an
adequate explanation is forthcoming.⁵⁹

It is worth outlining briefly what impact this kind of view would have on a neo-Lockean
position. Now, neo-Lockeans would typically hold that Post-Op is me. Their position does not,
therefore, even on this view, preclude Post-Op from having the relevant non-qualitative aspects
of my mental profile, as the requirement of identity would be met. However, their grounds
for taking Post-Op to be me are precisely that Post-Op has some non-qualitative portion my
mental profile (or the mental profile I would have had.) And in fact, an essential part of the
neo-Lockean case for accepting the claim that Post-Op has this portion of my mental profile

beliefs, and other mental contents and capacities”. (Olson 2007, p. 41) All of these are or presuppose particular-
involving cognitive achievements of the kinds just discussed.

⁵⁸This would, presumably, be adequately explained by a parallel explanation of why, upon being faced with an
entity such that it is merely as if that entity has my mental profile, we would be inclined to accept the judgment that
the entity in question is me or has my mind. But then it is clear that no such explanation could be an explanation of
why we should take such an entity to be me or to have my mind.

⁵⁹We can also answer something of a puzzle concerning the position arising from the standard animalist argument
of §2.2. This position held that Post-Op had my mind, but that Post-Op was nevertheless not me, and so rejected (2),
the claim that I must go where my mind goes. The puzzle is simply why these writers (specifically Olson, Snowdon
and Carter) hold that Post-Op has my mind, rather than my mental profile, or a copy of my mind. And the answer
may simply be that, in granting Post-Op my cognitive achievements, they grant Post-Op those aspects of my mind
which are not capable of being simply copied, and so it becomes natural for them to say that there is an identity here.
And it is just that, given their other commitments (namely, to (1), the claim that I am this animal, and to the relevant
instance of (~a), the claim that this animal doesn’t go anywhere in the case), they are forced to grant the mind an
identity of its own that is not dependent on the identity of its subject.

159



chapter 4. what are the mental facts in the cases?

is precisely the claim that its perpetuation does not require identity. This is an essential part
of their case because, if this were not so, they would have no grounds for choosing between
the claim that Post-Op both is me and has that portion of my mental profile, on the one hand,
and the claim that Post-Op both isn’t me and lacks that portion of my mental profile, on the
other.⁶⁰ The problem is that in order to motivate the claim that, as I would put it, a range of
particular involving cognitive achievements, or states/episodes that presuppose particular in-
volving cognitive achievements, do not presuppose identity, both Shoemaker and Parfit appeal
to Fission-style cases. (See Shoemaker ((1970, pp. 280–283),(1984, pp. 84–86),1987, pp. 260–261.)
Because both take such cases to be ones in which the procedure results in two ‘offshoots’, each
of which can be credited with a range of what I have now identified as my particular-involving
cognitive achievements, both conclude that identity of subject cannot be a requirement on the
perpetuation of such states, episodes and capacities. (Perhaps we could say that according to
Shoemaker and Parfit, they can be not merely perpetuated by such surgical procedures, but also
propagated.) But the simple fact is that they provide no reason for accepting that the mental
facts would or could be this way in a Fission-style case.⁶1 Any reason to hold that an offshoot
in a Fission-style case has some non-qualitative portion of my mental profile would presumably
be a reason to hold that Post-Op in Transplantation has some non-qualitative portion of my
mental profile. And we have seen that they provide no such reason. Indeed, given the nature
of the cases, one would have thought that the case for the possibility of preserving some non-
qualitative portion of my mental profile in Transplantation would have to be made prior to the
case for the possibility of doing so in Fission. The idea of establishing that there is no obstacle to
thinking that this holds in Transplantation by establishing that it holds in Fission seems entirely
backwards. Moreover, if there is any potential obstacle to arriving at this verdict about Trans-
plantation, it will equally be an obstacle to arriving at it in a Fission-style case. So an appeal to
such a verdict about the latter kind of case surely cannot circumvent any such worry about the
former.

Here is another way to put the point of the previous paragraph. Certain non-qualitative
parts of my mental profile depend on certain cognitive achievements. These are the parts whose
presence in a case is taken to support the judgment that my mind has gone somewhere in that
case. Parfit and Shoemaker ostensibly reject the claim that the perpetuation of these cognitive
achievements requires my persistence by way of counterexample, Fission-style cases being the
counterexample of choice. But no reason is given for accepting that these are counterexamples.
And anyone who recognises as a genuine epistemic possibility the claim that a Transplantation-

⁶⁰Or rather, they would have no grounds that do not depend of a prior positive verdict in Removal.
⁶1If some motivation were provided for thinking that the mental facts are this way in Fission-style cases, then

this would constitute a reason to deny the claim that the perpetuation of cognitive achievements requires identity of
subject. That no such motivation is provided is telling.
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style procedure may fail to perpetuate these cognitive achievements, on the grounds of failing
to secure my persistence, will equally recognise as a genuine epistemic possibility the claim that
Fission-style casesmay fail to do so for precisely the same reasons. So, in the absence of any other
reason to think that the perpetuation of cognitive achievements does not require identity, the
neo-Lockean is left without anything to say to support the claim that Post-Op has the relevant
non-qualitative portions of my mental profile.⁶2

It is worth taking a step back for a moment, in order to identify what the difference between
those cognitive achievements which have traditionally been taken to be identity presupposing,
such as episodic memories, and those which have been taken not to be, such as capacities to
think about particulars, would come to on the present view. For many have held that there
is a distinction to be drawn here, and it might well seem like the present view would collapse
that distinction, rendering all cognitive achievements identity presupposing in the same way.
But this is not so. For despite holding the perpetuation of either kind of cognitive achievement
to require identity of subject, this view would still recognise an important distinction between
them. The distinction would reside in the fact that a given episodic memory will be a state or
episode whose fundamental kind is such that instances of that kind can only ever be enjoyed by a
single particular thing. For suppose that a certain episodicmemory is of a given past experience,
e. It is plausible that the best answer to a ‘What (kind of thing) is it?’ question directed at this
state or episode is going to be ‘an episodic memory of e’ (or something more specific still.) But it
is only the subject of e, say x, who can have the property of episodically remembering e. So, given
that e is necessarily an experience in the life of x if it exists at all, it follows that it is necessarily
the case that if some y episodically remembers e, then y = x. That is, the episode or state is of a
kind that can only ever be enjoyed by one possible subject.

In contrast, other cognitive achievements, or manifestations of cognitive achievements, will
often be of kinds that can be enjoyed by multiple subjects. Suppose John has the capacity to
think about Jane, that particular person. Then the best answer to the ‘What (kind of thing) is it?’
question directed at this capacity is ‘a capacity to think about Jane’ (or something more specific
still.) But any number of other peoplemight have the capacity to think about Jane, that particular
person. The same goes for knowledge of the fact that Jane is the prime minister, for the capacity
to recognise Jane, and so on. It is simply obvious that these kinds of cognitive achievement are
not tied to single subjects. So even if, given an instance of a cognitive achievement, another
instance of it cannot be generated simply by copying or via material exchange, there will still be
a distinction between the basic cognitive achievement kinds which in principle permit distinct
subjects to have states, episodes or capacities of those kinds, and the basic cognitive achievement

⁶2This is not to say that the denial of this claim is forced on them. It is just to say that they are left without any
reason for either rejecting or accepting it.
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kinds that in principle permit only one possible subject to have states, episodes or capacities of
those kinds.

In fact, the view that the perpetuation of cognitive achievements requires identity alsomakes
room for a straightforward explanation ofwhy episodicmemories (of undergoing particular past
experiences) are states or episodes of a kind that can only be enjoyed by a single subject. For
this is a form of knowledge of particular past events that can only be brought into being by
those events being consciously undergone.⁶3 Given that only one subject can undergo any given
experience, being in a position to episodically remember a particular experience e is a cognit-
ive achievement that must first arise in the subject that underwent e, if at all. But if cognitive
achievements in general cannot be transferred or copied, then it follows that no other subject
can come to enjoy this particular cognitive achievement. And so it follows that no other subject
could possibly enjoy an episodic memory of this basic kind.⁶⁴ Part of what this goes to show, I
take it, is that, absent some other explanation of why episodic memory should presuppose iden-
tity, the fact that we typically take it to do so is best understood as reflecting the fact that we
ordinarily think of cognitive achievements as requiring identity for their perpetuation. It there-
fore lends extra weight to the suggestion that the perpetuation of cognitive achievements does
require identity.

Let us now return to the main thread. I have claimed that there are various shapes that an
account of how it is that mental states and episodes come to have the singular representational
or semantic properties they do could take. And I have claimed that there are various ways in
which a coherent and plausible account of this may fail to deliver an immediate verdict about
Transplantation to the effect that Post-Op has my mental profile. But how should we determine

⁶3This claim is reflected in what Shoemaker (1970) calls the ‘previous awareness condition’ for episodic memory,
according to which some event e can be remembered only if someone underwent or observed e. But the point
in the text concerns only events undergone. It is unclear whether an episodic memory of an observed event will
be of a fundamental kind that permits multiple subjects to have states or episodes of that kind, or whether states or
episodes of that kindwill necessarily be of a single subject. For while only one subject can undergo a given experience,
multiple subjects can observe a given event. (It might even be that distinct subjects could, in various counterfactual
circumstances, have qualitatively identical experiences of a given event e.) On the other hand, itmight be that it is part
of the nature of any given episodic memory, even of as observed event, that it derives from a given past experience.
Cf. Martin 2001.

⁶⁴This in turn helps us to make sense of the fact that Shoemaker ultimately ends up denying that memory pre-
supposes identity. For if the ground for accepting that memory presupposes identity is the one given in the text,
according to which it is due to episodic memory’s status as a kind of cognitive achievement, then, given that Shoe-
maker is committed to a view according to which cognitive achievements can be duplicated or transferred, there
may be no good reason for holding that episodic memories in particular cannot be propagated in the way that other
cognitive achievements can. On this kind of view, it will begin to seem that, if there is any truth to the claim that
only the subject who underwent e can remember e in the relevant way, this must simply reflect a fact about our use of
‘remember’. For the cognitive achievement will surely be transferred or propagated in Transplantation and Fission-
style cases, along with the various other cognitive achievements. So the denial of the name ‘memory’ to the relevant
achievements of the resulting entity or entities in such cases will seem, at best, to reflect an arbitrary or superficial
linguistic restriction.
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what the correct account is?
Well, there are some who seem to have gestured towards accounts of a kind that may either

fail to deliver an immediate verdict in Transplantation, or which would deliver the verdict that
Post-Op lacks my mental profile. For example, Wiggins seems to come close to advocating
something like what is being suggested here when he writes:

If Shoemaker’s case preserves identity […], then it must seem to be the ne plus ultra of
identity and survival. In so far as further thought-experiments are to be taken seriously as
conceivable thought-experiments (viz. the transplanting of split brains, their carbon copy-
ing, their pantographic reproduction, the putative teletransportation of human beings…),
I claim that the creatures or artefacts that these further developments offer to our specula-
tions will need to be seen as analogous to clones, copies, reproductions, models – as all of a
piece with things that approximate to their originals, or simply behave as if they were their
originals. (Wiggins 2001, p. 211)

Wiggins will later refuse to grant that initial ‘if ’, and deny that Brownson is Brown, assimilating
Brownson to the class of entities that ‘simply behave as if they were their originals.’⁶⁵ This may
seem very close to the kind of view mooted above, phrased as it is in the same language. It is,
however, unclear whether Wiggins’s ‘as if ’ amounts to more than ours, and permits Brownson
immediate mental access to Brown’s past. For at many other points in the chapter, he seems to
write in away that suggests that Brownson should be creditedwith capacities the think about and
even know something of particular events and objects encountered in Brown’s past. Moreover,
it is unclear how exactly to read passages such as the following:

Whatever else one says, it is hard to deny that [] Brownson represents a repository of
memory traces or traces of memory traces relating to events that took place before either
of them existed. So be it. We can and maybe we must treat them as repositories. It is as if
they had each been there.⁶⁶ (Wiggins 2001, p. 228)

How we ought to construe ‘relating to’, here? Is it merely being caused by? Embodying inform-
ation from? Or actually representing (being about, referring to)? And what exactly is involved
in treating the result of a transplantation as a repository?

I do not propose to determine here Wiggins’s precise intentions or commitments.⁶⁷ What
I do want to do, however, is briefly consider whether his claim—essentially, the claim that the
entity that results from a cerebral transplantation can be treated as a repository of information
about the past life of the one from whom a cerebrum was transplanted—provides some reason

⁶⁵In fact, he will ultimately deny Brownson even that much, and so will reject the assumption granted in §4.1.
⁶⁶The square brackets elide theword ‘each’; the case about whichWiggins is here writing is not Shoemaker’s Brown-

Brownson case, but rather a Fission-style version of it, in which Brown’s brain is split and put into two distinct bodies,
the results being labelled ‘Brownson (1)’ and ‘Brownson (2)’. But Wiggins claims about the results in this case being
(at least) repositories of information apply with equal if not more force to and ordinary Transplantation-style case.

⁶⁷Though I do want to make clear, if it isn’t already, that Wiggins’s discussion in Chapter 7 of his (2001) has had a
great influence on my thinking in this section.
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to think that aspects of Post-Op’smind ormental lifemust be thought of as representing or being
of particulars encountered in my life pre-procedure in the same way that ordinary aspects of a
mind or mental life are thought to be. For Post-Op certainly can be treated as such a repository,
at least in the following sense. If one knows what has occurred (or, perhaps, even if one doesn’t),
onemay be able to come to know aboutmy past by posing questions to Post-Op. If it is as if Post-
Op has my mind, then it will be as if Post-Op is responding in a way I might have responded.
One will receive, in response to one’s questions, what is ostensibly testimony to the events of my
past. And one need not take this to be genuine testimony in order to learn from it information
about my past.

Now, these simple facts are not sufficient to credit aspects of Post-Op’s mind with the same
representational or semantic properties that aspects ofmymindwould have had. For it is equally
true in the Swampman case that one will receive, in response to questions, what is ostensibly
testimony about Davidson’s past. Nor does the fact that one can come to know about my past
by asking Post-Op about it, as long as one knows the circumstances of Post-Op’s coming into
being/being the way it is suffice for this. For as long as one knows that Swampmanwas a physical
duplicate of Davidson, one can come to know about Davidson’s past by posing questions to
Swampman and observing the response. That the duplication came about by chance makes no
difference here—as long as one knows the relevant facts about the circumstances. Nevertheless,
there is a clear sense in which Post-Op embodies information deriving from my past in a way in
which Swampman fails to embody information deriving from Davidson’s. To an observer, Post-
Op’s behaviour can be treated asmaking this informationmanifest; it would be amistake to treat
Swampman’s behaviour as making manifest information from Davidson’s past. (This is, in part,
the result of the systematic causal dependence discussed above.) The question is whether this
can be made sense of without aspects of Post-Op’s mind or mental life being granted the same
kind of semantic or representational properties as aspects of my mind or mental life would have
been granted had I not undergone the procedure.

In fact, I think that it can bemade sense of. Perhaps an (imperfect) analogy will help to bring
this out. Suppose there is a language that uses the English alphabet, the words of which are spelt
(from the point of view of one who speaks English) entirely phonetically, but which bears no
semantic relation to English, and which I do not speak. Now suppose that there were a message
written in this language by one who understands it, and I were to read this message out loud to
another who understands the language. The hearer may be able to glean from my utterance all
that theywould have been able to had I understoodwhat I was saying. Myutterancemay succeed
in conveying the information that the original scribe intended theirmessage to convey. Indeed, it
should be thought of as embodying this information. I have not just happened to make a series
of sounds which convey that message—given the circumstances, there is a systematic causal
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dependence of the sounds I make on the communicative intentions of the scribe.⁶⁸ But none
of this suggests that my utterance should be treated as expressive in the same way in which an
ordinary utterance of mine in a language I understand ought to be treated as expressive. But this
is just to say that carrying and manifesting information in a way that can be exploited by others
(or, in certain circumstances, even oneself) need not involve any aspects of mind instantiating
the same representational or semantic properties that we think of as being manifested in our
ordinarymeaningful behaviour. This is not, once again, to provide any reason to reject the claim
that Post-Op has the relevant non-qualitative aspects ofmymental profile; but it doesmake clear
that it might or might not, and we need some reason to decide between these verdicts.

Besides Wiggins, there are two others of whom I’m aware who gesture at the kind of view
being suggested as an alternative option here. The first is Hershenov (2006, pp. 227–231), who
in fact explicitly draws a comparison to Swampman, suggesting that the entity resulting from a
cerebral transplantation should be seen as in some ways analogous. However, the only explicit
analogy he draws is that the resulting entity will have the impression of having a past life of a
kind that it did not in fact lead. He fails to make clear what he thinks can be said about the mind
or mental life of the resulting entity, and simply does not specify whether the resulting entity
will be able to think about particulars from the past life of the cerebrum donor. He indicates
that the resulting entity may be precluded from having ‘memories’; but seems to indicate that
this may be due to falsity rather than to any kind of representational or semantic deficit. So it is
unclear what can be drawn from his discussion.

The second is van Inwagen (2007), who is somewhat more explicit. The relevant remark
occurs in an endnote to a discussion of Replacement-style arguments. Recall that in such cases,
each part of a living organism is replaced by a inorganic functional duplicate, in a relatively
short space of time. For reasons that need not concern us here, and which are not grounded in
theses about themetaphysics ofmind but in a broad picture of the nature of composite objects in
general, van Inwagen holds that the resulting entity cannot be identical with the entity subjected
to the procedure. In the case he considers, the replacement takes place almost instantaneously,
and immediately prior to its occurrence, the subject, namely van Inwagen himself, had begun
reading a comic strip. Here is what he claims about the case:

I will concede that if, as I began to read “Doonesbury,” I had been ignorant of the fact that
the series of replacements was about to commence, then, at the end of the twelve-second
interval there would exist someone who believed that he had just had the experience of
reading the four panels of a comic strip. […]
Actually, I’m wary of conceding even that much. I am inclined to think that—for “Kripke-

⁶⁸Granted, it was in some sense lucky that the note was read out by one who speaks English. But then it is equally
lucky that my cerebrum was put into an environment as hospitable as the cerebrum-less body into which it is placed
in Post-Op.
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Putnam” reasons—the newly created “someone” would not speak or understand English or
any other language. And I doubt whether it would be possible to believe that one had just
had the experience of reading the four panels of a comic strip without having a language.
But I’ll let that worry go, since it’s not relevant to our present concerns.

(van Inwagen 2007, pp. 197, 201, n. 19)

While this may not have been relevant to van Inwagen’s concerns, it is plainly relevant to ours.
What van Inwagen is referring to as “‘Kripke-Putnam” reasons’, and which might be more

appropriately called “‘Kripke-Putnam-Burge” reasons’, given the focus on mental content, were
mentioned above in §3.2. (Cf. Burge 1979; Kripke 1980; Putnam 1975)These are reasons to adopt
externalist theories of content, and they can be brought out by reflection on ‘Twin Earth’-style
cases. I will not rehearse the details of such cases here, but the rough lesson to be drawn from
them is simply that the semantic and representational properties of aspects of one’s mind can
depend on (one’s past interactions with) one’s environment. So presumably van Inwagen’s basic
thought here is that the new entity does not itself have a history, and so cannot possibly meet
the historical or environmental requirements for enjoying the particular-involvingmental states
and capacities he identifies, whatever exactly these requirements might turn out to be. It is un-
fortunate that he does not spell out how the reasons apply in this case, as this makes it difficult
to predict whether those reasons would apply in the same way in a Transplantation-style case.
After all, a cerebrum in a Transplantation-style case has a history of interaction with the world
in a way that the new parts in a Replacement-style case do not. But if he would take his reasons
to generalise to this case, then we might reasonably infer that he takes the possession such se-
mantic or representational properties by aspects of x’s mind or mental life to require x itself to
have interacted with the environment in the required ways. So we can, perhaps, take him to be
advocating something like the identity presupposing construal of cognitive achievements (or at
least these cognitive achievements) considered above. However, given that he merely indicates
his inclination towards this kind of view, and falls short of attempting to argue for it, we can-
not derive from his discussion anything that constitutes a reason for adopting an account of the
perpetuation of cognitive achievements that would deliver a negative verdict in the case.

So while it is clear that there are those who are, in on way or another, committed to an
account that would deliver differing verdicts concerning whether or not Post-Op has my mental
profile, little has been done to actually justify the acceptance of one of these accounts over the
other And I think it is fair to say that, at present, it is not completely clear exactly what can
be taken to permissibly discipline the development and selection of the correct account of the
semantic and representational properties of mind.

What has emerged in this section is a dialectical situation similar to that found in the discus-
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sion of cerebral realisation and Removal in §4.2.3. There, we saw that, even given the assumption
granted in §4.1, there was likely to be a perfectly plausible account of the role that my cerebrum
plays in the realisation of my mental life which would not immediately deliver the verdict that
Post-Op in Removal has mental properties. Here, the claim is that, even given the assumption
granted in §4.1, there is likely to be a perfectly plausible account of how my mental states and
episodes come to have the representational or semantic properties they do that would not deliver
the verdict that Post-Op in Transplantation has some non-qualitative portion of my mental pro-
file. And we are not yet at an appropriate point in our knowledge of the nature of mind to rule
out such accounts with any degree of confidence, or indeed to rule in any of their competitors.
It follows that the cases cannot be taken to satisfy (mi), the claim that my mind goes somewhere
in them. And it follows from this, in turn, that the cases cannot be taken to witness (3). They
therefore, in our present state of knowledge, provide no reason to abandon either (1) or (2), and
so provide no reason to doubt (1), or, more generally, to doubt animalism.

What would be needed, in order to deliver a positive verdict in Transplantation concern-
ing Post-Op’s possession of my mental profile is no less than an account of how it is that states,
episodes and capacities that concern particulars come to have the representational or semantic
properties they do. And in order to deliver an autonomous verdict, in a way that does not un-
dermine the case’s status as a witness for (3), this account would have to meet three conditions:
it must not require any kind of continuous mentality; it must not depend on the continued life
of an animal; and it must not require identity of subject. For if the first condition is not met,
then the case will not be autonomous, and a prior verdict about Removal will be required. And
if the second condition is not met, then the case will fail to satisfy (↛), and so will fail to witness
(3). And if the third condition is not met, then the case for taking Post-Op to have my mental
profile will be contingent on a case for taking Post-Op to be me. But the only case for taking
Post-Op to be me depends on taking Post-Op to have my mental profile.

Moreover, the account itself would have to be motivated in a way that is independent of any
verdict about the mental facts either in Transplantation or in Fission-style cases. For while es-
tablishing the claim that these cases involve the resulting entities enjoying some non-qualitative
portion of my mental profile might go some way to establishing the truth an account of the se-
mantic and representational properties of mind that meets the criteria above, it would obviously
be useless in the present context, in which it is precisely such an account that must be drawn
upon to establish this claim. That said, I have not, of course, demonstrated that no such account
can be articulated, nor that the correct account will not take this shape. But I do hope to have
shown that the claim that the correct account will take this shape is by no means obvious, and
that no real motivation has been offered for thinking that it would have to do so.
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Allow me to review the key points of the previous three chapters.
I began by identifying three inconsistent claims: (1) I am this animal; (2) I must go where

my mind goes; and (3) it is not the case that this animal must go where my mind goes. I allowed
that (1) could stand in for the basic commitment of animalism, and that (2) could stand in for
the basic commitment of mental accounts of our nature such as neo-Lockeanism. I suggested
that either could only provide a reason to reject the other in combination with (3), and that
a justification for (3) would have to appeal to cases that witness it. For a case c to witness it, it
would have to satisfy two claims: (◊) an instance of c is possible; and (↛) it is not the case that this
animal goes wheremymind goes in c. I chose to focus on two of themost plausible witnesses for
(3): Removal and Transplantation. I granted that these cases satisfy (◊), and suggested that they
would satisfy (↛) just in case they satisfied two other claims: (mi) my mind goes somewhere
in c; (~a) it is not the case that this animal goes somewhere in c. In the rest of the chapter,
while granting (for the sake of argument) the assumption that states and processes local to my
cerebrum at a time determine for the qualitative form ofmymental life at that time, I questioned
the grounds for holding that these cases do satisfy (mi).

With respect to Removal, I argued that the case for takingmymind to have gone somewhere
relied on there being mentality instantiated in the case; that the claim that there is mentality in
the case depends on thinking of my cerebrum alone as realising my mental life; and that the
assumption that it is responsible for the qualitative form of my mental life falls short of estab-
lishing that it does so. I articulated a way of conceiving of the role that it plays in the realisation
of my mental life according to which it would fail to do so, and argued that this conception of
cerebral realisation was neither incoherent, implausible, anti-naturalistic, nor inconsistent with
anything we know about the mind.

With respect to Transplantation, I argued that the case for taking my mind to have gone
somewhere relied on there being a certain range of my non-qualitative or particular-involving
mental properties present in the case; that the claim that these properties are present relied
on thinking that certain semantic or representational properties, possessed by mental states,
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episodes and capacities, depend solely on the (history of) the cerebrum; and that the assumption
thatmy cerebrum is responsible for the qualitative formofmymental life once again falls short of
establishing that this is so. I articulated a way of conceiving of mental items with these semantic
or representational properties according to which their perpetuation or propagation depends
on the identity of a subject, one which would therefore fail to issue a verdict about the mental
facts in Transplantation in the absence of a verdict about sameness of subject; and I suggested
once again that this conception was neither incoherent, nor implausible, nor inconsistent with
what we know about the mind.

I also argued that for at least one of the key cases, a reason to accept (mi) would be needed
that didn’t appeal to a verdict about the mental facts in the other. And, more importantly, I
claimed that a satisfactory reason for thinking about these aspects in mind (i.e., cerebral realisa-
tion and non-qualitative mental properties) in a way that would deliver a positive verdict about
the relevant mental facts in Removal or Transplantation would have to be shown not to rely
on any theses that themselves are motivated only by judgments about the mental facts in such
cases. In particular, then, this methodological restriction precludes such a case from drawing
on a conception of our nature according to which it is essentially mental or psychological, for
such cases play an ineliminable role in motivating such conceptions of our nature.

This much, I think, suffices to show that those who have taken cases such as Removal and
Transplantation to witness (3) have been at best premature, for they have failed to establish ac-
counts of the relevant aspects of mind that would deliver this verdict. This means that, as things
stand, accepting (1) provides no good reason to reject (2), and accepting (2) provides no good
reason to reject (1). These cases, then, provide no good reason to reject animalism.

Before ending, however, I want to briefly consider whether something more than this can
be said. Back in §2.2, I identified what I called the alternative animalist argument, which argued
from (1) and (2) to ~(3). Now suppose that one takes Removal and Transplantation to satisfy
(◊) and (~a). All together, these entail ~(mi) in these cases. I suggested that some accounts
of cerebral realisation and non-qualitative mental properties might imply (mi), but that these
accounts do not follow from what we currently know about the mind, and that there are other
accounts that do not have this implication. One way of building on this chapter, then, would
simply be to allow the alternative animalist argument to decide between these accounts. That is,
to reason that (1), (2), (◊) and (~a) entail ~(mi), and so entail that any account of these aspects
of mind that implies (mi) must be false. This would be to allow the animalist conception of
our nature reflected in (1), a conception which I suggested earlier constitutes a default view, to
inform our metaphysics of mind. But there is, I want to suggest, nothing to object to in that.
There is no reason to think that the metaphysics of mind ought to be prior to the metaphysics
of the human self in such a way that our conception of ourselves cannot legitimately be allowed
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influence, determine, or restrict our conception of these aspects of mind.
Indeed, we might go further. For an argument like this can be run independently of (1)

and (~a) specifically. Suppose we consider the key cases, while remaining sensitive to just how
much we do not know about the precise nature of mind and its dependence on the body, and
to how embryonic our state of knowledge is when it comes to the aspects of mind on which
the judgments about these cases have been shown to turn. Then we will recognise that we are
uncertain about what the mental facts in such cases are, in just the ways that have been brought
out in this chapter. But if we bracket those facts, and ask whether the cases strike us, on any other
grounds, as ones in which I remain in existence, the answer is likely to be negative. Indeed, if
we were to draw only on these other considerations, the cases will positively strike us as ones in
which I cease to exist. But this is to say that if we draw on our prior conception of my nature,
and were to attempt to arrive a judgment about identity in the cases based only on what we can
reasonably take ourselves to know about them, we would conclude that I do not survive.

And we cannot forget that we do have a prior conception of our nature. For it is precisely
our conception of ourselves, however inchoate or impartial, that is driving inquiry. It is what
we start with. Finding ourselves, in the world, to be creatures of a certain familiar form, with a
certain kind of body and a certain kind of mind, we come to ask questions about these aspects
of ourselves, about the relations between them, and about their relations to our parts and our
pasts.

So why should the neo-Lockean, or another who endorses some mental account of our
nature, resist the line of thought given above? They take the facts about my identity to be tied
to the mental facts in a way that is partly reflected in, and ultimately motivated by, (2). Given
that the mental facts are a certain way, they hold, I must still exist. But nothing in this claim
is threatened by using the above line of thought to conclude that the mental facts are not any
of those ways in the cases in question. Indeed, to have a good reason for resisting this line of
thought, in advance of a good argument for taking the mental facts to be those ways, one would
have to be sure that we will be able to develop our accounts of the relevant aspects of mind
without reasoning in anything like this way. Such a commitment, however, seems like a shot
in the dark. Moreover, once one holds that there is an intimate connection between the mental
facts in a case and the facts about my persistence in a case, one cannot preclude grounds for
a judgment about the latter from constituting grounds for a judgment about the former. That
our current grip on the latter appears to be firmer than our grip on the former only serves to
underline the legitimacy of proceeding in this fashion.

Of course, the idea that we might somehow leave parts of our initial conception of ourselves
behind is not impossible to make sense of. But until it is shown that there is no reasonable
way to avoid it—that doing so generates incoherence, or violates some fundamental part of our
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conception of the world and our place in it, or flatly contradicts what we know from our best
science—we ought not be too ready to do so.
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