Personal Identity and the Possibility of Autonomy
I. Introduction

It would certainly be unwelcome if one’s preferred metaphysics of the person often makes acting autonomously impossible. We contend that this is the fate of all the major materialist theories that understand human persons to be essentially thinking beings that physically overlap human animals. It doesn’t matter whether persons are construed as persisting in virtue of psychological connections and continuity (Parfit 1984, Shoemaker 1984), or are understood as essentially self-conscious beings that are constituted by animal bodies (Baker 2000), or are conceived as just thinking, brain-size spatial parts of animals (McMahan 2002, Parfit 2012), or are theorized as four-dimensional temporal parts of human animals (Lewis 1983, Noonan 2003, Hudson 2001;
 Sider 2001, Hawley 2001). The source of the problem is that these accounts posit that there exist more than one entity possessing the same brain – the person and the animal. 
 If the former can use the brain to think, so can the other. As a result, such theories are afflicted by The Problem of Too Many Thinkers.

Our focus is on an overlooked moral version of the Problem of Too Many Thinkers. If there is more than one overlapping thinker then there will arise the problem that each cannot exercise his autonomy in a way that respects the exercise of the other’s autonomy. The trouble comes about because the overlapping thinkers can’t simultaneously think and act on their interests and govern their lives in accordance with their values. And their interests and values will diverge due to their having different persistence conditions. We will show that there could be many occasions where only the person will give her autonomous consent. The human animal overlapping the person will not autonomously consent to the same intention or action because he will either wrongly think that that he is the person or will just be considering what is in the person’s interests. Autonomy is not possible if one either has been wrongly led to think that one is someone else, say Barack Obama, or doesn’t think about one’s own values and interests but only Obama’s when forming intentions to act upon. Although there is no deliberate brainwashing involved when thinking entities overlap, the effects will be similar enough to impugn the autonomy of one of them, most likely that of the human animal.
 

Our contention is that the only prominent materialist account to avoid such problems is the animalist theory that identifies the human person and the human animal and adopts a sparse ontology (Van Inwagen (1990); Olson (1997, 2007); and Merricks (2003).
 We reach this conclusion in part because we accept a methodology in which ethical considerations and action-theoretic claims can weigh against certain metaphysical accounts of the person. Such an approach is not new even if it is not currently favorable. Locke thought forensic considerations favored the view that we were persons rather than souls or animals. And Butler criticized Locke’s account of personal identity on the grounds that it couldn’t explain why we should care about our future given that Locke posited that only psychological ties and not the same soul were required for the persistence of a person. Furthermore, most theists argue that the rewards and punishments of the afterlife require an immaterial person since the body is in the grave. So there is a long history of practical considerations contributing to answering the question of personal identity. We are not forced by methodological principles to claim that certain metaphysical conceptions of the person show that there is no autonomy; rather, we can plausibly claim that practical considerations strongly suggest that those metaphysical approaches to personal identity are false. 

One reason why we believe practical considerations should be included in the weighing of reasons in favor and against a metaphysical theory is that if there are moral truths then they must be consistent with metaphysical truths. If one adopts a certain metaphysics in which thinking beings overlap then one must reject certain seemingly obvious moral truths like we ought to respect the autonomy and bodily integrity of beings like ourselves. We find it plausible that such considerations should tilt the scales against that metaphysics rather than show such core moral principles to be false or unrealizable. But even if one is an anti-realist about ethics and thus under no pressure to make metaphysical truths cohere with moral truths for there are not any of the latter, there are still true action-theoretic claims about autonomous behavior that we think a metaphysic should accommodate. For instance, if a metaphysic makes it impossible for everyone intelligent enough to understand these sentences to also autonomously endorse and freely act upon their interests and values, then that too provides a reason to doubt the metaphysics rather than accept the impossibility of such creatures being autonomous. These considerations give the ethicist a reason to endorse animalism. 
II. Autonomy, The First-Person Pronoun and The Problem of Too Many Thinkers 
We believe that greater success in resolving The Problem of Too Many Thinkers is the closest there is to a criterion to choose between competing metaphysical theories of the person. If a theory implies that there exists more than one thinker under your clothes, then that is a major strike against the theory. This reason may not be strong enough on its own to warrant rejecting the theory outright, but it will greatly weigh against it, tilting the scales further in the direction of a view that avoids the problem. 

Let’s assume that persons are essentially thinking beings that are spatially coincident but numerically distinct from animals. The problem which arises is that if the person can think, then it would seem that the animal should also be able to think since it shares the same brain (Olson 1997, 2007). Accounts that deny thought to human animals (Shoemaker 1999) or give animals different cognitive capacities than persons (Baker, 2000), render the production of our thought rather mysterious. If materialism is true and people think in virtue of their brains, then we don’t see any good explanation of why the human animal can’t do what the human person can. Typically, psychological differences between two entities are explained by a difference in their cognitive hardware or their environments. But the human animal and the human person have the exact same brain and are even related in the same way to the same environment.
 So the psychological differences are unexplained or brute. The person has capacities the animal doesn’t just because he is a person. We should be suspicious of such brute differences in psychology between similarly situated and physically indistinguishable entities.


Olson discusses three specific problems that arise from there being more than one thinker where the reader is located.
 First, there is The Duplication Problem: the thinking animal would seem to meet all of the cognitive requirements for being a person in the Lockean sense of being a reasoning self-conscious being able to think of itself as a being with a past and future etc. Second, there is The Trivialization Problem: if we deny personhood to the thinking animal that possesses the same cognitive capacities as the person only on the grounds that they differ in their persistence conditions, then we render personhood something insignificant. Third, there is The Epistemic Problem: if both the person and the animal can think, then you have no reason to think you are the person rather than the animal. Either you or your co-located thinker will be wrong when you both claim, say, to be the person. How can you be so sure that you are not the deluded animal making the erroneous self-ascription?
Olson and most others stress the epistemic problem of too many thinkers. We contend the major problem is an ethical one and that will remain even if Olson’s epistemic problem is dealt with perhaps by a theory like that of Harold Noonan (2003).
 Noonan attempts to avoid the epistemic problem by endorsing what has become known as Pronoun Revisionism. Noonan suggests that to have thoughts about one’s thoughts is not enough to make an entity a person, rather an individual must have the appropriate psychological persistence conditions. That is, the person goes out of existence if he loses certain psychological capabilities. So the thinking animal is never a referent of the personal pronoun “I” for the term doesn’t pick out any entity thinking or uttering the word “I”, rather it just refers to the person. “I,” after all, is a personal pronoun. That it refers to a person is analytic, i.e., a truth given by the meaning of the word. Yet it remains open to object that “person” is a phase sortal and is applied to beings that are not essentially persons who could cease to instantiate personhood without ceasing to exist, just as a student can cease to be a student without ceasing to exist. This is the view of animalists who maintain that the typical human animal is not always a person, not being one when mentally immature or cognitively impaired. They hold that the animal is identical to the person, but only contingently instantiates the property of personhood. Their rivals, the defenders of various psychological approaches to personal identity, believe the person is an entity numerically distinct from the animal it overlaps. Noonan thinks that the latter are right and that philosophical arguments, perhaps ones relying heavily upon thought experiments, will indicate that we persons have essentially psychological persistence conditions and thus are distinct from animals. 

Readers may object that Noonan’s account doesn’t at all resemble how they learned to use the first person pronoun or what they teach their young children. We suspect they are naively assuming a semantics based on a background assumption of there being just one thinker where we each are located. It strikes us as quite plausible that language learning children know nothing of the difference in the nature and persistence conditions of animals and persons when they start to use ‘I’. However, children are trying to use the word in the same way that others do in their linguistic community. And those adults know that the referent of “I” is the person for it is a personal pronoun. The adult members of the linguistic community recognize that ‘I’ refers to whatever it is that the person turns out to be – soul, animal, brain, etc. Furthermore, there could be a semantic externalist division of labor where philosophical experts determine that the person is not the animal, so the personal pronoun refers to the human person and not the co-located animal. Since children are implicitly trying to use the words “I” and “my” to refer to the same kind of entities that adults do, they can be said to be referring by such terms to the person.
So distinct, physically overlapping thinkers could all be using the first person pronoun to refer to the same person. Hence, Noonan claims that there isn’t the epistemic problem of a thinking animal or person wondering “Am I the person?” or “Could I be the animal?” This wouldn’t occur since both thinkers recognize that the referent of the first person pronoun is the person. 
However, even if Noonan is right about the animal’s use of the personal pronoun, this will not be enough to mitigate the ethical problems. In the next section, we will draw mostly upon bioethical examples of autonomy, or what is known as informed consent, but readers can easily extend such examples to other domains to create problems there for self-determination. If there are non-persons such as human animals that can’t refer to themselves with the first-person pronoun, then how can they be said to autonomously agree to any immediate treatment or make provisions for their future with say a living will? While we don’t have a favored theory of autonomy to expound, it would seem safe to say that one couldn’t be autonomous if unable to reflect upon one’s interests, desires, values, intentions as one’s own, and then act on the basis of the reasons they provide. If we assume pronoun revisionism, a problem is that the animal is thinking about the person’s interests as the person does, for the animal refers to the person when it uses first person pronouns to entertain thoughts of the following types: “I would prefer such and such a course of treatment for it increases my well-being” or “I would prefer to forgo all treatments so I can lead the remainder of my life in accordance with my values.” Our worry is that the animal might have interests and values that are not the same as those of the person because of their different persistent conditions. Thus the animal’s choosing to act on the basis of what the person has reason to do cannot be understood to be an autonomous action of the animal who didn’t reflect upon the action qua animal, i.e., did not think of himself as an animal engaged in that action.
 A similar lesson can be drawn in the absence of pronoun revisionism if the animal uses the first person pronoun to self-refer but is ignorant of his kind membership, wrongly thinking he is the person. He will be choosing actions on the basis of the person’s interests and values and so the action cannot be said to emerge from him in a way characteristic of autonomy. 
III. The Moral Problem of Too Many Thinkers – No Autonomy

Neo-Lockeanism


We’ll provide examples below in which overlapping thinkers won’t be self-governing on any of the leading theories of autonomy. On psychological accounts like those of Noonan, Shoemaker, Parfit, Baker and Hudson, persons go out of existence with the loss of certain sophisticated psychological capacities while human animals can survive the loss of such capacities, existing in impaired mental states. We contend that the animal might have an interest in continuing to exist in a childlike state after the rational, self-conscious person has ceased to exist as a result of injury or stroke. Conversely, persons might have interests that are not strictly those of our animals. A conflict can be generated if there is an experimental drug that may prevent the further decline into Alzheimer’s disease, but will far more likely kill its user. The person, who inevitably goes out of existence with the loss of self-consciousness, might think she has nothing to lose since either the disease or the drug’s unwanted side effect will end her existence. However, it may be in the interest of the human animal not to take the drug since it could survive with the minimal sentience of late stage Alzheimer’s disease.


The Alzheimer’s drug isn’t the only scenario where autonomy cannot be exercised by overlapping thinkers. A related problem is that any advanced directive made by the person will dictate the treatment of a distinct individual that exists when the person has been extinguished by disease or injury causing the irreversible loss of self-consciousness. Brock and Buchanan discuss this in what they call The Slavery Argument (1990: 158). DeGrazia less dramatically labels it The Someone Else Problem. DeGrazia thinks this is only a problem if a merely sentient but unreflective post-person pops into existence with the extinction of the person due to the loss of the capacity for self-consciousness. DeGrazia doesn’t believe there is a Someone Else Problem if animals are spatially coincident with persons. He writes: 

For on the two substances hypothesis, the human animal, who eventually becomes the demented patient (after the person is extinguished), was there along. Since he and the person share the hand that writes, the human animal also signed the advance directive, just as the human animal, who shares a functioning brain with a person, was competent to give voluntary, informed consent. (169-70)
But DeGrazia is wrong to assert the last sentence. The co-located animal, either due to pronoun revisionism or an error about its kind membership, doesn’t think of itself as the animal and thus doesn’t consider its animal interests. It should be seen as offering an endorsement of the person’s intentions rather than as competent to give voluntary, informed consent in such a scenario. It isn’t a bona fide endorsement for the animal isn’t thinking of itself as an animal. The animal would need to knowingly refer to himself and endorse the action qua animal as being compatible with, say, the second-order desires or values of the animal. (We leave it to readers to fill  in their favorite theory of autonomy which would provide a standard that we contend would not be met by both the animal and the person.) 

So DeGrazia, Brock and Buchanan have not fully grasped the personal identity problem associated with advanced directives. The real threat isn’t that when the person goes out of existence a new post-person pops into existence and the new being’s fate is decided by another who no longer exists. We don’t even know of any theorists who defend the existence of such post-persons. The real problem is that the animal survives the extinction of the person but that animal, qua animal, never autonomously consented to the advance directive describing its treatment when incompetent. Conflicts between the person and the animal could prevent them from both autonomously endorsing the same advanced directive. For instance, the person may not want its resources to be spent on sustaining an organism with dementia with whom it is not identical. That person would have written a very different advanced directive if he had thought he was the animal. Or the person might leave directions to try an extremely dangerous experimental treatment if his Alzheimer’s Disease progresses to a certain state. But the treatment would be contrary to the animal’s interests. So the advanced directive written by the animal and the person while the animal thought it was the person or only considered the latter’s interests will not do justice to the animal’s autonomy. 
Moreover, we don’t envy medical personnel or lawyers that have to go through such “double consents” each time they discuss future plans with patients or clients. We would be surprised if this consistently led to genuine instances of autonomous consent by all the individuals involved. We expect sincere errors to occur here just as they would in cases of substitute judgment when the biases of proxies distort their honest interpretations of patient or trustee interests. If the animal for years had thought he was the person, he might overlook his own interests even when trying to determine them.
 But what really troubles us is that the autonomously recognized commitments of the human person and animal will conflict and can’t both be fulfilled. And that is why autonomous consent for a course of treatment may on certain occasions actually be impossible, not just unlikely. This problem, unlike the case of the typical medical scenario where the patient’s autonomous consent is lacking can’t be remedied by more information, increased understanding, less manipulation, greater imagination, further respect, deeper consideration and so on. This can be seen in the previous Alzheimer’s drug example and in the below cases.
Embodied Minds, Transhumanism, and the Extended Self


Our discussion has so far focused on Neo-Lockean persons who are essentially self-conscious and have different persistence conditions from their animal bodies. But it shouldn’t be thought that there will only be conflicts between animals and persons if the latter are essentially self-conscious beings and don’t survive when a brain is damaged and only able to support minimal (unreflective) consciousness. It might be maintained that if McMahan (2002) and Unger (1990) are right and that persons are just contingently self-conscious and could survive as merely sentient beings unable to reflect on an inner life, then their interests would never diverge from those of their animals. The reason for this alleged lack of conflict would be that the animal would never be conscious without the co-located person being conscious as well. But there still will be conflicts even if the person remained in existence as long as it coincides with a conscious animal. This is evident if we consider a versions of the most famous thought experiment in the personal identity literature: a hypothetical cerebrum transplant from an irreparably sick or injured body into the cerebrumless skull of a physically healthy clone. We don’t see why it would be true that it is in an animal’s interest for its person to acquire a new body. While the person might embrace the opportunity to survive with a new body, the animal “seconding” that treatment is thus endorsing the end of its mental life in the transplant scenario. The animal would lose out on months of mental life that it could have otherwise experienced. So the inorganic part replacements or transplants would not be autonomously chosen by the animal if those procedures receive reflection and second-order endorsements while the animal thought he was the person or just referring to the person by the first person pronoun. 

Transhumanist accounts of personal identity suffer the same problem. The transhumanist vision of Bostrom and Sevulescu (2008) is really just neo-Lockeanism taken to a high-tech extreme. Instead of transplanting a brain from a damaged body, such transhumanists imagine the organic parts of the body being replaced with inorganic parts. What is crucial is that the inorganic cerebrum will functionally indistinguishable unchanged from organic cerebrum. Since brains are turning over their organic matter with normal metabolism and identity is preserved because of the psychological continuity, inorganic parts should serve as well. As before, we don’t see why it would be true that it is in an animal’s interest for its person to acquire a new body. While the person might embrace the opportunity to survive with a new inorganic body, the animal “seconding” that treatment is thus endorsing the end of its mental life in the transplant scenario in the inorganic part replacement case.
 This critique could also be applied to the Chalmers/Clark (1998) account of the extended self that includes inorganic parts. We assume the organic parts could be all replaced and the person could become fully inorganic.

We can generate similar conflicts even in the present without appealing to futuristic thought experiments. Assume the person and the animal both support donating organs at their deaths but not before. Let’s add that they even believe they are morally obligated to engage in directed donation and bestow organs upon an ailing friend or relative after they die. However, the possibility of the animal and person’s deaths occurring at different times could prevent the full realization of their seemingly shared value. The person is essentially a thinking being and the animal is essentially a living being and so the criteria for their deaths would diverge. The problem is that when the animal dies after its respiration and circulation have irreversibly ceased, less of its organs may be viable for transplant than if organs were taken when just consciousness was lost irreversibly with the onset of a persistent vegetative state. And in the case of directed donation, the person might not be able to donate upon her death because the organism is still alive and doesn’t pass away until long after the needy friend or relative dies. McMahan, who denies the identity of the person and the animal, insists that organs can only be taken for donation with the person’s consent. On his view, the person would die and go out of existence with the loss of the capacity for consciousness brought on by a persistent vegetative state. The animal, however, doesn’t die until later when irreversible circulatory/respiratory cessation has occurred. McMahan believes that the person’s interests can be violated posthumously, even though the person doesn’t exist then, and a fortiori, has no conscious states. Yet McMahan claims that the mindless animal can’t be harmed and that “there would be no moral objection to killing the unoccupied organism in order to use its organs to save others (2006: 48).” We find it very peculiar that a person could have a non-experiential interest in whether its organs are transplanted after it no longer exists, but the human animal that has become a mindless organism does not have such an interest even though it still exists. 


A similar problem will arise if the human animal and person’s religious beliefs or conception of dignity demand some immediate posthumous treatment such as next day burial (Judaism). Satisfying the person’s wish for a speedy burial would come at the expense of the animal’s interest for its speedy burial not to occur until after its own death. There is no recourse here to a “conscience clause” that some state governments (New York and New Jersey) have implemented allowing citizens to choose different criteria of death to apply to themselves (brain death or circulatory/respiratory).  Such conscience clauses only help a single individual that doesn’t overlap another to choose between different criteria for death. They are no help in furthering one’s control over one’s body when a single body is shared by two entities that can die or go out of existence at different times. The “remains” of the person who “died” due to the onset of a persistent vegetative state would be the living body of a mindless animal. 

Furthermore, the overlapping person and animal may want family members to begin typical death behavior such as grieving, inheriting and even remarrying to occur sometime soon after death. But the person may die much earlier than the animal. The upper brain criterion governing the person’s death but not the animal’s would mean the person alone is extinguished with the onset of a persistent vegetative state. It would seem that the person’s interests would be for his wealth to be transferred and his wife to be free to start dating at that time. But the still living though permanently unconscious human animal may have an interest in his spouse honoring her wedding vows until his death and that his wealth be used for his care until he dies according to the criteria appropriate for animals. So once again what initially seemed like the person and animal sharing the same interests and values turns out not to be so due to their different persistence conditions. 

The problem isn’t just that the organism and the brain-size person of the embodied mind theory go out of existence at different times that leads to autonomy restricting conflicts. There are also spatial differences which can lead to conflicts. Take the medical/bioethical problem of whether a woman should have a mastectomy or a lumpectomy.  This classic dilemma might be intensified if one comes to believe persons are brains and one’s body is like a prosthetic, external to oneself. Maybe one’s attitudes don’t change right away since they were shaped by mistaken belief, but with time and reflection, one’s concern for one’s body will lesson or increase depending upon whether the breast is or is not a part of oneself. 


Similar problems will arise for the extended mind theorists who believe the person extends beyond the “skin bag.” Such a person may have attachments to parts that the organism lacks. Matters get even more complicated when the possibility is raised that persons extend into each other. Clark and Chalmers consider the case of the late John Wooden, famous UCLA basketball coach, who constantly relied upon his wife’s memory. They conjecture that the Woodens could literally be conceived as sharing physical parts. 
Four-Dimensionalism


Four-dimensionalists claim to avoid many of the puzzles of composition because they avoid the spatial coincidence of three dimensional entities by temporally extending persons and animals. The overlapping entities have different parts.  However it turns out that matters are even worse for the four-dimensionalists for they will have not only conflicts between persons and animals consisting of different temporal parts but they have conflicts between the person and her temporal stages that are person-like. Lewis maintains:

A person stage is a physical object, just as a person is. (If persons had a ghostly part as well, so would person-stages.) It does many of same things that a person does: it talks and walks and thinks, it has beliefs and desires, it has a size and shape and location. It even has a temporal duration. But only a brief one, for it does not last long…it begins to exist abruptly, and it abruptly ceases to exist soon after. Hence a stage cannot do everything that a person can do, for it cannot do those things that a person does over a longish interval.

Consider the case where a person must decide whether to undergo an excruciatingly painful treatment in order to recover from severe burns. It is usually seen as a morally permissible harm to inflict further pain on such a person in order to achieve long term gains in their health and well-being. But consider the temporal part of the person during the person’s treatment. It will not exist later when the long term gains are realized, it will have been succeeded by another temporal part of the person. The earlier temporal part is forced to undergo excruciating pain with no hope of long term compensation or improved health. Thus we cause the temporal parts of the person to undergo uncompensated pain for the benefit of another being (the person). But we don’t ask the person to undergo such uncompensated pain. Thus we are not doing to the person what are doing to the part. 


It won’t help to appeal to stage theory (Hawley 2001, Sider 2001) in which the ordinary continuants turn out to be momentary stages rather than temporally extended worms as they are in Hudson, Lewis and Noonan’s accounts. The human animal and the human person could be identical on the stage account. (We’re assuming that momentary person is not found under the skin of the momentary human animal.) The momentary person stage really has the property of being able to be transplanted to a cancer-free body in virtue of having temporal counterparts with a different body. However, the animal/person stage will have different temporal counterparts whose interests might not both be able to be satisfied. If the animal/person stage has signs of bodily cancer that hasn’t spread to the brain, a cerebrum transplant could benefit the person’s temporal counterparts whom would not be the animal’s temporal counterparts. The animal will have mindless temporal counterparts if the transplant takes place while it could have had more conscious temporal counterparts if the transplant didn’t occur and animal remained sentient throughout its cancer. 

IV. Clarifications: Autonomy and Interests

It is important to realize that these types of conflicts aren’t the standard conflicts of interests between autonomous parties where say a government health official doesn’t allow the person to have the experimental drug that he covets, or a court rules that a health insurance company needn’t provide payment for the expensive treatment that the patient is interested in, or a doctor refuses to undertake the risky procedure that the patient wants. Each of these individuals can autonomously formulate an intention and act upon it even if someone else later prevents their action from producing the desired results: the acquisition of the drug requested, the petitioned for payment, the provision of the sought after procedure. Rather, it is impossible for the overlapping animal and person to simultaneously autonomously endorse an intention that both then act upon. 

Nor do they each have autonomous control over a personal realm, their body. While you can choose to take a risky experimental drug that I can refuse to take, the spatially located person and animal cannot each make and act on their own choice. If one takes the drug, the other does so as well. Conflicts like these make it impossible to respect the bodily integrity of both. So we are not presenting just another instance of the typical problem where someone’s autonomously endorsed intentions and acts are foiled by the autonomous preferences and deeds of others in the society – and without any rights being violated. 
We also want to emphasize that we are not claiming the problem is just that individuals are not acting upon their interests. While that itself is a reason for concern and could bear on the choice of metaphysics, it need not undermine autonomy. Autonomy doesn’t involve always acting upon one’s best interests. If it did, then there would never be conflicts between one’s well-being and one’s autonomy. However, autonomous action must be under an individual’s control, it must emerge in the right way from the individual’s values, deliberations and choices. We are maintaining that an individual can’t govern himself and be responsible for his action if thinks he is someone else (the epistemic problem of too many thinkers) or doesn’t think his actions are his own actions (pronoun revisionism).


Readers may be wondering how we could know the interests of a human animal if the animal would not be reflecting upon its interests due to pronoun revisionism or the mistaken belief that he was the associated person? One possibility is that we could just speculate that given human nature, the human animal would benefit from and care about such and such. Perhaps the following alternative would be more helpful. The person (and the animal) could both think “If I were the animal, then I would like to be treated in such and such a way” and “If I were the person, then I would like to be treated in such and such a way.” This procedure should tease out at least the obvious differences of interests. If any creature can know what is in the interests of the animal, one would think it was the overlapping person and vice versa. It is not as if their psychologies could dramatically diverge and say one like only classical music and ballet while the other care most for country music and line dancing. If one wanted to sustain its own life as long as possible, so would the other. And reflection could discover whether different means were required, e.g., taking or not taking the experimental drug.

So we believe that it is possible for the co-located animal to become aware of its own interests in the indirect fashion just mentioned, though he might not know he is the animal and that these are his interests. The animal wouldn’t know of his interests under the mode of presentation required for autonomy.

An unwelcome consequence of the above type of scenarios is that an individual can’t govern himself and be responsible for his action if thinks he is someone else (the epistemic problem of too many thinkers) or doesn’t think his actions are his own actions (pronoun revisionism). This will be a problem on all the leading theories of autonomy. Consider first the higher-order endorsement-identifications models (Dworkin, Frankfurt, Watson). The person and the animal would endorse different options in the above cases if they first each thought they were an animal  than if they each through they were the animal. 
Similar problems face those theorists who claim that such higher-order accounts fail to appreciate that autonomy depends upon the history of the attitudes in question (Wolf and Fischer). The person would not have an autonomy-conducive history if she had a past in which she thought she was an animal. Conversely, the animal would be alienated from that part of her history in which she had thought she was a person.

Appeals to reason responsiveness and mechanism ownership (Fischer and Ravizza) will aso suffer from too many thinkers. The person and the animal will be responsive to different reasons given their different persistence conditions. Pronoun revisionism even seems to violate Fischer’s proviso where one sees the mechanism underlying reasoning as one’s own. “The individual must see himself as an agent; he must see that his choices and actions are efficacious…”
 
Libertarianism fares no better. Even if the animal and person can be the uncaused source (Clark, O’Connor) of their choices regardless of antecedent circumstances, the agent-caused actions of the person will not be the choices the animal would make.  Likewise for the Event Causation accounts (van Inwagen and Kane).
Even if autonomy shouldn’t be understood in terms of an idealized agent but in a more passive mode (Buss) that makes actions autonomous when they emerge out of a background of healthy human functioning, autonomy will not be possible for overlapping thinkers. The animal acquiescing or “choosing” to bring about its own mindlessness or death in the first two examples can hardly be seen as engaging in the healthy proper functioning constitutive of autonomy. 
V. Three Attempts to Avoid a Conflict between the Person & the Animal’s Interests

Animals Lack Intentions and Thought


The absence of animal autonomy would not be morally problematic if there is not any divergence of interests between animals and persons. If their interests, understood objectively or subjectively, were the same, it seems that the types of lives they would value would likely be the same. We can imagine them endorsing the same actions, first thinking that if I was the person I would prefer course of action x and then next thinking that if I was the animal then I would prefer course of action x. Perhaps one could deny that human animals have interests since they lack the psychological capacities of persons. But this seems contrary to our ordinary way of thinking about other non-human animals. Cats and dogs also lack the psychological capacities of persons, but we recognize that they have an interest in nutrition, growth, shelter, and even affection and companionship, despite their diminished condition. Why should animals that share the brains of persons not have interests comparable to those of persons about their future well-being?

Sydney Shoemaker (1999) argued that animals have the wrong persistence conditions to think. To get a handle on his view, consider that a momentary aggregate of atoms composing a person doesn’t exist long enough to think. Assume one of the atoms is destroyed, the aggregate goes out of existence. So even though the aggregate was spatially coincident with the person, it had the wrong persistence conditions to be a thinker. Shoemaker imagines a person pondering a math problem before, during and after a brain transplant. The person with a new body will finish the calculation but the animal left behind does not. Shoemaker concludes that the animal didn’t even think the beginning of the math problem prior to the transplants. But Shoemaker’s own preferred account will likewise suffer from a division scenario but he would not deny that the soon to fission person didn’t think some of the thought that post fission persons finished. So if a person about to fission out of existence can think, why couldn’t the animal think before it lost its cerebrum in a transplant? 

The Animal has the Interests of the Person

A second response may involve claiming that if the animal has any interests at all they will be interests in the person’s well-being since the animal is so intimately connected to the person, sharing a brain, and, on some constitution accounts, being contingently and derivatively a person (Baker 2000). We think this is a mistake. We contend it is likely that human animals don’t realize they have distinct interests because of pronoun revisionism or their erroneously believing that they were essentially persons with psychological persistence conditions. The animal existed with interests such as extending its life before the person arose and will have such interests after the person is extinguished so we don’t see why they would be extinguished or subsumed when the animal comes to constitute an entity that is essentially a person. Just because human animals don’t protest that their interests are being neglected provides us with no more reason to deny their interests are being ignored here than it would in cases of the brainwashed or constitutionally unreflective.  So the animal contemplating the above transplant scenario that doesn’t protest the loss of his psychology does so because he erroneously believes he is the person or refers to the person with the first person pronoun in the way Noonan envisions.

If ethicists try to avoid the earlier moral dilemmas and postulated lack of autonomy by arguing that people and animals are just concerned with the continuation of the person, then they will be positing an animal in the cerebrum transplant, inorganic part replacement, and Alzheimer drug cases that doesn’t care about itself since it appears to be nonplussed about the prospects of being either left behind in a mindless state or destroyed. We find it very hard to believe that with creatures so much alike as the human person and the human animal it is in the interest of one to be identical to a future being but it is not in the interest of the other. It seems that they should either both care about themselves or it should matter to neither of them that they are each identical to a future being. 

Parfit’s Thesis that Identity Doesn’t Matter

This brings us to the third response that it is not that the animal’s interests track the person’s concern with himself, but that neither are concerned fundamentally with themselves. Rather than be prudentially concerned with themselves continuing to exist and flourish, they both want their psychology (desires, intentions, projects etc.) to continue even if neither is the subject of that psychology in the future. This idea is captured in Parfit’s famous slogan that “Identity isn’t what matters.” He defends this claim by drawing upon our reactions to cases of split brains and hypothetical cerebral hemisphere transplants. The lesson that Parfit draws is that identity across time consists not just of psychological continuity and connectedness (relation R) but also the satisfaction of a uniqueness or no-branching (e.g., no fissioning) condition. Parfit insists that since uniqueness is extrinsic and trivial, it can’t be what matters. Instead relation R is what matters to us, and it is distinct from what preserves our identity across time. So what is important is not that we survive as the subject of our psychology, but only that our psychology continues to be realized by someone. We could go out of existence with brain fissioning and a double transplant of the two cerebral hemispheres, but as long as two new beings continued with our  beliefs, goals, projects, desires etc. that would be just as well even though we were not their subject. 

But if the Parfitian response is chosen, it undermines the three-dimensionalist’s reasons for rejecting animalism. There is little reason now to accept that the cerebrum transplant thought experiments are metaphysically significant and reveal that there is a person co-located with a distinct animal. Instead, there is only one being there, a person who is also an animal, and it is the being’s animality rather than personhood that is essential. That is, the entity is necessarily a living being, only contingently a thinking entity. Accepting this would mean that one doesn’t have to countenance overlapping or spatially coincident animals and persons which many philosophers had posited on the basis of whole brain transplants supposedly indicating they were distinct (Olson, 1997: 50-52). But if identity doesn’t matter, then the brain transplant (and inorganic replacement body) thought experiments will fail to provide such compelling support for psychological approaches to identity. For example, if our being identical to an entity is not the basis for a prudence-like concern, then our concern in the transplant scenario for the entity that ends up with our brain would not be evidence for the conclusion that we have switched bodies and thus are essentially thinking persons. 

We think this Parfitian response is mistaken for many reasons, only three of which we will canvass here. First it is likely false that our prudence-like concern for a future being tracks merely psychological connectedness and continuity. We think there is much truth in the commonsense assumption that what matters to us is our being identical to a future thinker. We both believe that identity is a necessary condition of what matters in a prudence-like manner. It isn’t important to us to have our psychology continue in the absence of our being the subject of it. To see that the degree of concern depends very little upon the degree of psychological continuity, suppose you were told that you were going to be tortured and killed next week, but before that time you would suffer a stroke that would reduce you to a child-like state. We think you would be correct to feel great concern for that future torture victim even though s/he would not be very strongly psychologically connected to you.  But if Parfit was right, the less psychologically connected you are to a future being with your brain, the less you should care about that being’s welfare. But most of us think torture and death after a psychology impairing stroke is virtually just as bad as torture and death not preceded by such a stroke.

Secondly, we find the Parfitian view provincial, and more apt to be endorsed amongst those misled by their philosophical training than by the “folk.”
 We believe that philosophical theories should be tempered by their intellectual “fit” with our broader view of the world. And while Parfit finds the fact that identity doesn’t matter liberating, we don’t share his exhilaration. We see no evidence of Parfit’s view about relation R being what matters in our attitude to those we care and sacrifice the most for, our children. Our attitude to our youngest children who are mindless fetuses or minimally minded newborns doesn’t indicate that concern depends upon the degree of psychological ties. We think it would be good for those mindless and minimally-minded human beings to grow and develop brains and have valuable experiences they presently don’t envision in their embryhonic or infantile states. It is now in their interest to have such a future and would be a benefit to them, despite their not being psychologically tied to their future experiences. While children may be imprudent and not care about a valuable future that is not strongly psychologically continuous with their present selves, their parents are not susceptible to such temptations when thinking about their children’s welfare. So we think they are more reliable judges for determining what is best for their child. Few parents would think the more that their children differ psychologically in the future from their present selves, the weaker will be their present prudential reason to obtain that future.

There is a third reason that makes the claim identity not mattering quite suspect. This too involves the role that Parfit’s criterion for identity plays in his treatment of fission. The claim that identity doesn’t matter depends upon Parfit holding an account of identity involving a uniqueness clause. Parfit’s criterion for personal identity across time is that it consists of i) the appropriate psychological relation R and ii) being uniquely the possessor of such relations. Since this uniqueness clause, aka no duplication clause, is trivial and satisfied by what is extrinsic to us, Parfit insists it can’t be what matters to us. He thinks this is clearly demonstrated by fission. So it must be the other component of the personal identity criterion, the psychological relation R, that matters to us. This led to Parfit’s famous conclusion that identity doesn’t matter. But we don’t believe he is entitled to that conclusion for no theory of identity should have a uniqueness clause built into it. And if we are right about that, then no lesson about identity not mattering can be drawn from fission. 

We believe building that uniqueness clause into an analysis of identity violates the rationale behind the Only x and y rule which restricts questions of whether x is identical to y to their internal relationship, the existence of a z being irrelevant. We endorse Hawley’s (2005) claim that there should not be cases where entities owe their existence to other beings despite the absence of a causal connection between them.
 Hawley argues that such accounts should be rejected because they posit “unexplained existences.” The thrust of Hawley’s article is to explicate the intuition that there is something suspect about solving the fission or duplication transitivity problem by a no-branching or uniqueness type of clause that is found in the so-called closest continuer accounts of Nozick, Parfit and Shoemaker and many others. Her point is there are unexplained correlations where things are dependent upon each other for their existence or demise but in a noncausal manner. So if pre-fission, pre-transplant (or pre-scanned as in information transfer devices thought experiments) person Adam would be the person in body B after the transplant (or brain reconfiguration in accordance with scanned information) if it wasn’t then for a psychologically continuous competitor person in body C, then the person in body C can prevent person Adam from surviving. And this prevention would occur without there being any different causal interaction between the parties in this case than in cases where Adam survived. It is causally unexplained and quite odd that Adam stands in the same causal relationship to persons in B or C bodies when he survives and when he doesn’t. In each of the cases where identity is preserved and where it is not, the same cerebra are scanned and destroyed and reconfigured (information transfer thought experiment), or the same cerebral hemispheres are removed and transplanted. The causal relationship between Adam and the person in B body is no different than when Adam is that very person and when the person in the B body is not identical to Adam. Likewise for scenarios when Adam is identical to a person in the C body and when there is a person there who is not identical to Adam. One would think that Adam should be causally related in different ways to the B and C bodies when Adam is identical to a person in them and when he is not. 

The second explanatory anomaly involves the claim that the person in body B would not be that person if it wasn’t for the existence of the person in body C likewise being psychologically continuous with Adam. So the person in Body B owes his existence to the person in body C, and vice versa, but there are no causal connections between person in body B and the person in body C despite the existence of each playing a role in the creation or sustaining of the other. It would be a different person in the B body that is psychologically continuous with Adam if the person in the C body person didn’t exist. But if there is a person in the C body psychologically continuous with Adam, and a person with the B body that is psychologically continuous to Adam, then that not only prevents Adam from continuing to exist, but it also noncausally brings it about that a different person inhabits the B body than would have been the case if the C body person didn’t exist. Likewise, it brings it about that a different person inhabits the C body than would have been the case if there was no one in the B body psychologically continuous with A. 

So Hawley provides us with reasons for denying that an identity criterion should include a uniqueness clause that says A and B are identical unless there is an equally good competitor C. A consequence of this is that fission scenarios don’t provide Parfit with cases in which everything that matters continues but the original person doesn’t, his nonexistence due to a trivial and extrinsic feature like the uniqueness clause. Since identity doesn’t consist of relation R and a uniqueness clause U, then Parfit can’t conclude that it is relation R and not identity that matters. 

VI. Brain-sized Persons and a Sparse Ontology

So a sparse ontology that avoids positing the existence of two overlapping thinkers is needed to preserve autonomy. But readers might be wondering why the sparse ontology should include only organisms rather than just brains? More precisely, why not preserve as the only composite whatever part of the alleged organism is required for thought? Surely there are parts of the organism not involved in the production of thought. So if such an embodied thinking part exists, organisms could be paraphrased away as “simples arranged organism-wise.” We argue below that there are better reasons to eliminate brains than organisms. 

Ontogenetic and Phylogenetic Considerations

A sparse ontology of organisms better fits into the natural word than a sparse ontology of brain-size thinkers without organisms. It makes better sense ontogentically and phylogenetically to posit the existence of mindless organisms that develop or evolve mental properties than to have no such entities and suddenly consciousness emerges and composites arise mid-pregnancy in the case of an individual thinker, or millennia ago in the case of a thinking species. There is a nice evolutionary story of minded creatures arising from mindless organisms. One can imagine minds providing certain survival and reproductive benefits.
 So animals fit in nicely as natural kinds into evolutionary theory. A similar natural story is told for the development of the fetal human being who acquires a mind with sufficient neurological development. There is something living that develops into a thinker. The animalist sparse ontology provides a world with both animals and persons, the latter being identical to some of the former. 
The sparse ontologist advocating that persons are embodied minds and not organisms doesn’t fit the person into the natural world as well. In such a theory, there are no animals that develop mental properties but thinkers just pop into existence when atoms are arranged brain-wise. So a developmental and evolutionary picture renders animals better candidates for being natural kinds than brain-size persons. Animals develop brains that think just as they develop other organ systems that are useful for survival and reproduction. 
Thinkers, Substances and Independence

Substances have typically been construed as capable, in some sense, of existing independently (Rosenkrantz and Hoffman). Property instances and boundaries are not substances because they lack the appropriate independence. Aristotle and much of the philosophical tradition recognize animals meeting an independence criterion. It isn’t clear that cerebra do. A cerebrum won’t be involved in thought production unless it has a body, brain stem or substitute. There is no reason to think a detached cerebrum can think when it is removed and prior to be successfully transplanted, even if it will be involved in thought production post-transplant. So a cerebrum is not as good of a candidate as the animal to be a thinking substance. 
Cerebra don’t maintain themselves the way animals and organisms do, which is one reason to think they are not substances and perhaps not natural kinds. The animal or organism takes in matter, metabolizes it, builds up itself, removes waste products, uses some parts of the body to defend and repair others etc. The cerebrum does little or none of this. It is extremely dependent upon the organism for its parts, energy, part removal, repairs etc. That suggests it lacks the independence characteristic of a substance. The organism’s dependence upon the environment, on the other hand, is very different. First, the relationship is of an occupant to a niche, not a part to a whole. Furthermore, the organism maintains itself as distinct from the environment, its life processes being responsible for the acquiring, assimilating, maintaining and removing its constituent matter. The brain doesn’t play that role in relation to the rest of the organism but is utterly dependent upon the organism for its makeup and maintenance. 
Individuating Thinkers

 Olson (2007) claims that it is very difficult to make sense of the idea of part of the organism being directly involved in the production of thought. One might initially claim it is the firing neurons that are directly involved; but not all of each neuron produces thought, some parts are involved with structural integrity or removing wastes. It gets very difficult to say which are directly involved in producing thought.
 Olson suggests that it may be the only principled boundary is that of the organism and so we should say that it is the organism that thinks. 
We suspect that some defenders of the brain-size view of person are misled by the fact that thought can continue when the organism becomes much smaller. This suggests to them that it was just a part of the organism that was always doing the thinking. The mistake is not to appreciate that what earlier made those say amputated toes and fingers into parts of the thinking animal are the same life processes that integrate the neurological parts that embodied mind theorists think produce thought. The animal needs to be alive to think. Following van Inwagen [81-87], let’s give the label Life to the event consisting of the biological activities which distinguishes a living human animal from a dead one. Life contributes to thought. And Life is dispersed throughout the body. Since processes don’t think, the thinker is the combined matter caught up in Life that makes thought possible. The fact that the event of someone’s biological life could configure less material than it does is irrelevant. While it is true that Life can involve less matter, i.e., someone can become smaller, that doesn’t mean that the life event which makes thought possible was not earlier an event of a larger substance. Since one’s thoughts depend upon Life¸ wherever that event is located, so is the thinker of those thoughts to be found.
 It would be blatantly false to say that the life processes are found only in the central nervous system. We must recognize there are organ systems essential to Life that extend beyond the central nervous system, the latter system contributing to thought in virtue of the former providing it with the biochemical necessities for cognitive activities. So it is Life that makes thought possible, not a part of it. That life isn’t causally downstream form the thought production, but thought occurs in virtue of and as life processes take place. And the same life that assimilates, maintains and removes the matter necessary for neurological function, also renders toes and fingers part of the living animal. 
We will now appeal to some prudential concerns which suggests that we individuate thinkers in line with the sparse animalist ontology, not the sparse brain-sized account of persons. Consider that we have prudential concern for the stroke victim that would result from damage to our brain reducing its capacities to realizing mere sentience. Many philosophers believe this shows that it is mere consciousness or sentience, not self-consciousness that is essential to our persistence. We think instead that our prudential responses in such scenarios should actually be construed as showing that it is the criterion of biological identity across time that reveals our persistence conditions. Ask yourself whether your concern for your post-injury self with just a rudimentary mind really is due to your possessing the same organ that underlies consciousness or is it rather that it is just the same animal that is conscious? We think it is the latter and this can be seen by pondering the following twist that depends upon the well-known plasticity of the brain. Consider whether your reaction to the prospect of coming out of a stroke-induced coma with pain and pleasure sectors intact but no cognitive capabilities above this will be different if such sentience is a result of different parts of your cerebrum being rewired during the coma to realize pain and pleasure when you awaken?  We suspect that most readers would have prudential concern despite different parts of the brain contributing to such sensations.  It seems that the best explanation of why these would be your pains and pleasures is that the parts involved with producing them are caught up in the same life, i.e., they belong to the same animal. 

A sparse embodied mind ontologist will have difficulties accounting for such identifications because they are committed to our existing as just the part of the brain that produces thought. If the brain was split and two separated hemispheres of the brain produce thought and don’t communicate with the other, then there are two persons. Likewise, if a single organism has two heads. So in our above case, the embodied mind theorist must accept that there were two different thinkers, one before the injury and one after since different brain parts were involved in producing thought. 
Defenders of the embodied mind account might respond that there is only one thinker in the previous scenario because the different anatomical structures, without which there would be no sentience, are in the same cerebrum. But we think that fails for the reasons given above - different chunks of brain matter realizing thoughts are being used and there is no contact between the two portions of the brain. But if readers are unpersuaded, consider a second case where, early in someone’s life, in the absence of injury and before a web of beliefs and desires arises, different parts of a developing brain play a role in receiving and processing painful and pleasurable signals. Imagine one is in the brainstem, as Shewmon showed is possible [57-59] and the other is in the cerebrum. Would it be correct to say there were two thinking beings of the same kind as the reader in one body? We suspect readers would say it is not. Again, the best reason for uniting the different body parts is that they are caught up in the same life of an organism.
Moreover, we doubt readers would assert that there is a new thinking being, one of the same kind as they,  produced by fusion if there is the later development of a self-conscious person who provides the respective pain or pleasure reports when either the sector in the brainstem or cerebrum is “stimulated. And for all we know, this is roughly what happens in child development. The initially physically dispersed realization and thus psychologically unrelated fragmented mental states of the fetus or baby are only later psychologically united as the older child obtains reflective access to the different states. The child can come to say that “I am in pain now and earlier had pleasant experiences,” reflectively linking what before had been experienced without the capacity for reflection upon those experiences. We wouldn’t maintain that the conscious states prior to the emergence of the unifying self-consciousness capacities didn’t belong to the child. Even if such conjectured development is not how we actually develop, our reactions to such a counterfactual assumption about ourselves does illuminate what we take ourselves to be: living human animals, rather than brain-unified thinkers.  We don’t see any reason to identify ourselves with parts of the consciousness-producing central nervous system, nor with a larger being only if it continuously possesses the same functioning brain-like structure, rather than holding that these pains and pleasures would be ours because they are subserved by parts caught up in the same biological life and belong to the same animal.
The Only X and Y rule
The earlier discussed rationale behind the only x and y rule is violated by the embodied mind account but not by animalism. The first claim will be evident in cases of the splitting of the cerebral hemispheres and a double transplant. The typical response is that there are two new persons. However, if only the left hemisphere was successfully transplanted, the right hemisphere destroyed in the process of dividing and removing the two hemispheres, the original person would be identical to the person with the left hemisphere.
 And if the right hemisphere had been split off from the left hemisphere and successfully transplanted while the left was destroyed, then the original person would be identical to the person with the right hemisphere. 

We saw earlier that this violates the rationale behind the only x and y rule. Whether the original person in the A body survives as the person in the B body with the left hemisphere or the person in the C body with the right hemisphere depends upon the existence of the other. We are left with causally unexplained existences. Now we will maintain that organism fission doesn’t violate the only x and y rule. Space limitations prevent us from going into the biological details, but when a round worm is split into two, neither half is alive right after fission despite the movements of the severed halves. The original worm died and the parts of two halves were reorganized and eventually compose two new living beings. The freshly cut halves have living parts (cells) but the parts must reorganize themselves into a living worm. We can make the point more easily with the biologically simpler plant cutting, to which the worms are metaphysically akin. A branch cut off and planted won’t immediately be a living plant. It must grow roots to take in nourishment from the environment and be reorganized internally until it is capable of life functions akin to the larger plant from which it came. Before it was cut off it was just a part of a plant, its functions dependent upon life processes of the larger organism. The same is true in the case of round worm fission. Each half was not alive before being split off, but a part of a larger living worm. Each half needs to undergo internal change before it becomes alive. The organism is simple enough with enough plasticity and organ duplication that it can manage this. It isn’t as smooth a process as unicellular fission but there too there is death as the nucleus of the original cell stops controlling the cell during the fission preparations. Before and during the fission process, the organelles are duplicated and rearranged. Then soon after fission, those parts get caught up in a new life. If only one of descendent cells survive, the original cell is not identical to it. The original cell went out of existence because its life stopped, it didn’t go out of existence because there were two equally good candidates to be identical to it. The same is true for the round worm. So animalism avoids violating the only x and y rule, sparse brain-size account of persons do not. 
Conclusion

 Thus if you care about autonomy, and are a materialist, then you had better identify yourself with your animal. So this gives us an additional and rather weighty reason to put on the metaphysical scale, perhaps tilting it in favor of the view that we are animals. The animal is the person. And there are no other thinkers overlapping the animal.

If you don’t believe that moral or action-theoretic considerations should be given any weight when considering rival metaphysics, then we suggest that you come up with a radically new ethics. It will be an ethics that downplays satisfying autonomy and control over one’s body due to the recognition of the divergent interests and values of co-located entities, temporal stages or spatially embedded parts. The new ethics will recommend some sort of compromise between the interests and values of those individuals now being counted by the latest metaphysical census, no doubt abandoning many of our currently established rights in the process. But that is the topic for another paper, or rather book, and one that we hope no one ever has to write. 
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� Hudson doesn’t actually believe that persons are temporal parts of animals for he believes the former are found beneath the animal’s skin and so don’t strictly share stages. But the problems of too many thinkers and divergent interests can still be generated by overlapping thinkers.


� Sider and Hawley likely identify the animal and the person with the same momentary stage so there won’t be distinct entities sharing the same brain. However, the same problems will still be generated for the identical animal/person stage as a result of there being diverging animal and person temporal counterparts whose interests will differ. More about temporal counterparts later.


� Shoemaker coined the related phrase “Problem of Too Many Minds”, Olson has made the most use of it in his attacks on animalism’s rivals. We prefer “Problem of Too Many Thinkers” in case two thinkers could possess the same mind. 


� We write most likely that of the animal because we suspect most readers think they are the person.


� Such a sparse ontology will deny that that we human animals have any proper parts other than living entities (cells) and fundamental particles. None of its parts will be capable of thought.


� We can always offset historical differences by stipulating (Gibbard-style) a case in which an adult person and animal were created simultaneously in a laboratory.


� Olson (2007: 35-37)


� See also Buford and Brueckner (2009) for an epistemological argument that challenges Olson’s claim that there is an epistemic problem keeping the person from knowing that she is a person rather than the coincident animal.


� Even if a first person pronoun “Schmy” was introduced for the animal and person to refer to the animal similarly to the direct way that Noonan claims they both use “I” to refer to the person, they couldn’t simultaneously endorse a preference or intention. Nor will it help matters if the reference of “I” switches in contexts in a manner similar to the demonstrative ‘this’. One might point to the spatially coincident sculpture and lump and say “This used to be in a quarry” and mean to be referring to the lump and not the statue. Or one might point in the same direction and say “This came into existence when George Segal carved it last May” and be referring to the statue and not the spatially coincident lump. However, such contextual shifts will not enable the non-referred to thinker to act autonomously. It would just mean that sometimes the person’s autonomy is accommodated and on other occasions the animal’s autonomy is accommodated. Either way, one of the two doesn’t exercise control over its life qua animal or qua person, and thus fails to act in accordance with its own values and interests. 





� In a much cited article, Dr. Andrew Ferlik famously described Margo, an Alzheimer’s patient, as “undeniably one of the happiest people I have even known” (1991:201). If readers find such a life so unattractive that they would risk death even if they were the animal, then they should imagine that the most likely side effect of the drug isn’t death but constant excruciating pain.


� Perhaps an example is that over time someone would come to be more concerned about the treatment of his dead body (regarding such things as scientific experimentation or organ procurement) if he came believe that he was identical to the body rather than being distinct from a body that he earlier inhabited when alive.


� The transhumanist vision of of Bostrom and Sevulescu (2008)  which is really just neo-Lockeanism taken to a high-tech extreme. 


� Lewis (1983:76). Our italics.


� Italics are our addition.


� And if we pay attention to other cultures, the widespread belief in reincarnation suggests Parfit’s view really is provincial. Much of the world’s population believes it could be good or bad for a person to be born again, despite the absence of psychological connections between incarnations.


� See also Noonan’s claim (2003) that identity should supervene on local facts


� Furthermore, allowing animals into one’s ontology makes it much easier to explain why there are different types of thinkers with different mental properties if they live underground or undersea or on land.





� Perhaps the embodied mind theorist can maintain that this is just typical vagueness and not a problem unique to their own favored theory. 


� Our stress on the contribution of life processes to thought production should not be interpreted as denying that the non-living can think. If thought could occur after the cessation of life processes, mechanical substitutes would be needed. The brain in the vat envisioned by philosophers needs the vat to function. The thinker, if composed by what contributes to thought production, would then have such mechanisms as parts. If contribution determines composition, we should speak not of a thinking brain in a vat but of a thinking brain/vat composite.


� It is not contested that a a person can survive the loss of a hemisphere due to stroke or cancer etc. So the person could be transplanted if their only remaining hemisphere is.


� We would like to thank David Limbaugh, Catherine Nolan, Peter Koch, and the members of Plato’s Academy, North Tonawanda Campus.
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