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7 The problems with which I have concerned ﬁyselt in this thesis
. are :hobe\bhich have troubled think@rs wichhin:orcstu as diverse as
those of Locke and Freud. The problem of‘pcrlonai 1¢an:ity iﬁ dif-
ficult and perplexing. But I think that the difficultiesa and per~
plexities have been unnecessarily complicaéed by conceptual confuniénu.
I have attempted in this thesis to remove some of cho;a conceﬁtual con-
fusions and cianr the ground for a better understanding of ché notién
of personal identity. |

| I feel thac I should acknowledge ﬁy sincere indebtedness to
my two rcn&erﬁ, Dr. Shalom and Dr, Noxon, who have helped me by

paruohnl discussion to reach whatever clarity I may claim to have

achieved in writing this thesis.
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INTRODUCTION

e In ;éﬁent discussions Ef the problem of ﬁc?nonnl idcntity
a:cgmptalhuvo bean made to rcnun;hl the rola of memory in qucu:ionq
of pcrnon@l identity. Thus, in one of his nrtiglca, Shoemaker goc;
loifnr as to say that memory is not only the source of ouf spacial
access to our own idontitieh, but that it fi algo the main constitu~

tive factor in personal identity. 1In his book Identity and Spatio~

tumporn1 Continuity'(Oxford, 1967), Wiggins arguas that memory is a
| critor@an of personal identity, and he carefully dxplninu that this
#icw, Qhon properly atated and understood, cannot be incompatible

1v1€h the view that personal identity must invoivc spatio~temporal
'cnntiﬁuity.

' _ Both Shoamaker and Wigﬁiﬁs are, of coursc.«nwnfc of tha dif-
ficultics involved in any attempt to make memory the criterion of
parasonal identity, But thay think,thné vhen the rolc'of memory (or
the kind of memory which memory theorists have regarded as being
anaiﬁc;nl to pcrgonal identity) in th;vconcnpt of a person 1is
prbperly uppradi;tad these difficulties would either be seen to

+ have removed thamﬁalvea or to have become insignificant, 1In this
thesis I have tried to show that an adequate memory criterion of
personal identity and an adequate bédily continuity_priterion‘of

personal identity must necessarily coincide, since memory and

-1 -
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bodily continuity aro both aspects of the uamc critorion. This
thtlil, of course,: 1l not new and it has beon forcefully udvocated

by Wiggins; but'I don't think that the fu11 ramifications o! udopt-
ing thil vicw have "baen complctoly undnrntood. - Thus, whila Shosmaker
seems to agree with WIgginn that a bodily continuity critorion and

a memory crf/lrion of pcrnonnl identity will coincide, he does not
seon to bo gufficiently nwsre of the fact tﬁut_in,ordar for this
'coincidcnco to takt place the adoptien of a causal theory of memory

is absolutely tnsentinl. "In the third chapter I have triod to show
that Shoemaker hhn miuundurutqod the tolo of memory in personal
identity by ndopting a criterion of momory which 1s inccmpntiblc

"~ with the application of the notion of bodily continuity to the

concept of a person. This I have done by showing that the kind of
memory which Shoemaker is operating with is incOmpntibln with the
causal theory of memory which is essential to anyone who wishes to
accomodhto the bodily continuity criterioen of parsonal identity.
Moreover, anyone operating with Shocmaker's account of memory-would
have to accord equal weight to the pretensions of two non-identical

. memory ;lnimt;ta, ang this would violate tpe lﬁhic of the notion of
identity which is A tranaitivo. reflexive and saymmetrical relation.
when the notions of memory and bodily contiggity have been sutficiently
cl tified we end up with the kind of individual, which, iﬁ Wiééin‘a
words "i{s not made of anything other]than'flesh and boneg, but, unlike
tha bos;, with which 1t at times shares its matter, it has a character-
ization in functional terms which confers the role, as it wera, of

individuating nucleus, on a particular brain which is the seat of a



plrciculﬁr set of mhmory cnpaci:idd; The brain does not occur in

the a priori account of 'person'.or 'same por;on' cxc9p: perhaps
-under the deacription 'seat of memory and other functionally
", characteristic abilities’. But“du facto it playa this role of

qinéividuating nucleus,"” (Identity and Spatio~temporal Continuity,

rp. 51).

This roquirement of Wigglns'cntuilu the continunace in "one
drganizod pnrcnl_offﬁil that was causally sufficient and causally
necessary' to tﬁh'continunncc of ossential and chnrnctariaéic

- functioning, which in turn roquirés a causal chnorylof momory and
also requires, I think, thaf cgusal Elnima aro spatio-temporally

continuous since they link memories with remembered actions and

experiences.
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CRITERION AND PERSONAL IDENTITY

i

11, In dcaliﬁ; with the problem of parsonal identity we have to
-lpccify ﬁﬂe sende in which the Cofm "{dentity' in_co be understood.
In discussions of personal identity when we say that an object oxist~
ing AE tg (ady, the object A) is identical with the object cﬁnc
existed at t, (object B) what we maun‘i;/thac objact A is ons and
the same as object B which has continued to exist throughout the
time intervnl‘tl to t.. Mora wiil_be said about time intervals in /
the foufth chaptor. It will suffice for our purposes, to pcidt out
at this atage, that wa can ask two lcg;timnte qucntioﬁu abpout theo

. notion of ;deﬂtitx: In tha firﬁt placa woa can ask quaations about
how identity judgcmnnt;‘n:g known. And uncondly, wo can ask ques-
tiong about the nature of identity. We <can reduce thase two queo-
tions to ch; ainglg quesation ubqut the sort ?f criteria that people
use in making idantity jhdgompntﬁ about poraﬁna or objects. Part

of this chnp;er will be dhvotqd to ﬁn nttﬁhpc to deal directly with

some of the doubts and difficulties that have been raised concerning

the notion of criterion in recent philosophical discussions.

2. The notion of a criterion which will ba &iacunned here is
one which can be found in Wittgenstein's writings on language games
and his notion of meaning as use, For an expression to have mean-
ing in the language its various usea muat be governed by rules, the

-4 -
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rules of the ldnguaée gama., The criterion for the use of an exprea~

sion on a particular cccasion exprasses the rula which datermines
whether or not that expression has been used corractly, The pfoblomA
arises when we ask whether a éri;nrion is a criterion for gomathing
being tha caae or.whcchcr it 1o a criterion for the use of a linguis-
tic oxpreuﬁ}on.’ This difficulty can be overcome by making a distinc-
tion bc:wqoﬁ the conditions which have to be fulfilled befora I can
use an e#prdnaioh and my use of the linguiucic expreagion itasalf,

To begin with, it is important to note that a criterion is a kind

-

of ground, It wao pointed out above that a criterion exprasgos the

‘rula for the use of an oxpression in a particular language game.

Now a language game invelvas not only linguiatic bothiOur but non=-
linguiatic behaviour as well, 1.e., behaviour which is intricataly
linkad to the obtainment or the non-obtainment of certain staten of

affairs. And this non-linguistic behaviour doterminaes the way in

which wa uase cortain eoxpreasiona, or, to look at it from another

poinﬁ of view, this non-lingulstic bohaviour dotermines the rules
for the use of expressiona in a particular language game. What
néodn to ba clarifiad, than, ia the relationship betwaen the BEEEBQ'
or the obtainment of a cortain state of affaira and oﬁr use of
expressions in that situation. But before we can do thiq'cerCnin

terminological pointa have to be clarified.

3. To say that somathing 13 the :critorion of gomothing else io

to say that the occurrénce of one avent or atate of affairs ontitlao

us to assert the occurronca of tha second avent or state of affairs.

i ol
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lat us call the first avent x‘and the .second evant y.‘ Then a'criterinl
ralation will be ona which qould ba sald to.hold betweon the state of
‘nffdirn % and the stata of affaics ys» A criterial connaction will be
one which can be said to hold bctdaan':ha brOpouition :hgt % olitaine
* and the proposition that y obtains. A criterial pfopodition‘will be
ona which asserts that a particular criterion 6bﬁaina,,in the casa
which wa are conaidufing it will ageart that x obgainn.. Now what 1o
the relationahip batwean a ground and the rulea which~gpvnfn our usa
of exﬁronﬂionn? It is tha existence of a critarial relation haﬁwcan
x and y which governs our linguintic use of tﬁn exﬁrounion 'y' whare
'y! stands for the atate of'gffairﬂ y.c At the same time giving the
cr;curioﬁ of unsa of a linpguiatic dxprnnnionualﬂo aeams to give the
means by which we could tcllAwho:ﬁnr ﬁoﬁuthing wnn tha cnn; or not.
'Aoking whether nﬁd how a prppquition can ba verified is only a par-
'ciculn:.wny of asking "How de you mean?" The anover is a contribution
to the grammar of the proponition';l So knowladge of the truth of
'x' ontitles us to asaert 'v', or to put it in anothar way, knowledga
of tha o%iurranco of the otate of affairs x ontitles un to nsmart thé
; occurrence of the otate of affairs y. gpforn nxnm:ning this claim it
-a1;1 bo wﬁrthwhiln to make two distinctions which will prove to be
crucial, The firn; dintincéion is that between criteria and dafining

charactoristico or defining criteria of a otate of affairs., And tha

sacond 1o the distinction botween a criterion and a symptom.

e e . e s e A =

4, The firot distinction can casily be drawn. lLat us take tho

‘cane where a critorial ralation is said to hold between a pofnon'u
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being in pain-;ﬁd hishﬂemonstration of paig bebaviour. Here the
criterial connection between the propositioﬁ which asserts that the
person ig in p;in and the prop&aision which asserts :ﬁat the'peraop
is-engag%ﬁg in pain beha#iour {8 not logical, that is to say, one
‘propoaition does not entail the other. It is conceivagle that one

of the propositions turns out to be true while the gther turms out

to be false, But it does‘n&é follow from this that the criterial
relations are contingent, i.e., we know empirically that they generally'
hold. In fact it fs in reaction to this view that the criteriologist
makes the second!distincﬁion, i.e., the Qi;tinctiOn between a criterion

and a symptom. .The difference is between what we have (experimentally)

~

found to be évidence for y (symptom) and what we have (in ostensive
. definition) learned to call evidence for y (critérion).

"Let us introduce two antithetical terms in order

to avoid certain elementary confusions: To the
question 'How do you know that so and so 1s the

case?' we sometimes answer by giving 'crirteria’

and sometimes by giving 'symptoms'. If medical

science calls angina an inflammation caused by

a particular bacillus, and we ask in a particu-

lar case 'why do you say this man has got angina?’ ]
then the answer 'I have found the bacillus so-

and-so in his blood' gives us the Eriterion, or

what we might call the defining criterion of

angina. If on the other hand the answer was .
"His throat is inflamed', this might give us a

symptom of angina, I call 'symptom’' a phenomenon

of which experience has taught us that it coin-

cided, in some way or other, with the phenomenon

which i3 our defining criterion."? )

It is.important to note that generally in practice the decision to
choose one phenomencon,.rather than another as the symptom or the
criterion is arbitrary. It may be convenient and practical to

define a word by choosing that phenomenon as the defining criterion

:



which at other times we ﬁould take to be a symptom. As Wittgenstein

points out doctors often use the names of various diseases without

L3

makingﬂg clear distinction as to which phenomena aré to be regarded
as criféria and which are to be regarded as symétéms. To hold the
doctor reﬁponsible‘for a lack of ciarity wduld be an irresponsible
ﬁo;e on our part beéa;se it would indicate that we think that every-

one should use ianguage according teo strict rules. To suppoase that

there must be strict rules 'would be like supposing that whenever

children play with a ball they play a game according to strict rules",.

3. Let us see, then, in what way criterial relations have an inter-
mediate logical role to play.

"If go and so's being the case is a eriterion for
the truth of a judgement...the assertion that it is
evidence in favour of the truth of the judgement 1s
necessarily (logically) rather than contingently
(empirically) true."

It is important to see what Shoemaker is getting at. According to
t

him to say that x 1s a criterton of y is to say that it is neces-
sarily true that x is evidence for y. This, however, does not mean
that y necessarily accompanies x in every case. To assert the latter

- ‘ ) )
would be to give the defining characteristics of x and this is not

the same as providing grounds,to Justify our‘asserting that y. To
~say that x 1is a_cricefion of v 18 to say.that individual cases of .y
acco;pany instances of x in most cases o# in normal cases. The point
is that we do form notions of certéin violations of criterial rela-
tioﬁq_but this is oniy possible on the basis of ‘other "general beliefs”

~,

which ;e have acquired. And we acquire these general'beliefs only on



- the basis of our prior use of fhe criterion in queationf. For example,
when the Séeptic doubts that someone is in pain we éan.accept as one
reason the doubts which the Sceptic pronounces, the fact that thf7per-
son un;er question is suffering from neural diéordera. But this is
possible only because I-belieﬁe that neural disorders can result in.

a person's making false pain-avowals. Similarly scientists acquire
thﬁ concept of such & "disorder' only because they know that in gengral
avowala‘and other pain-behaviour ﬁre criterially related to instances
of pain, This 1s closely related to Austin's point that ascription

of "unreality" has sense only in the light of some recognizasle form
of reality. —— '

N

" Furthermore the justification for the "intermediate" logical
statugs that we a;sign to the criteriai relations is to be found in
the role that these criterial relatiomns play in the way in which cer-
tain words are learned. If, for example, the criterial relation

between pain and pain-avowals and pain behaviour did not hold it would

have been impossible for anyone to have‘learnf‘the meaning of the word .

"pain'". This point is very well made by Shoemaker.

"...1t 18 essential to having a correct understanding
of the word "pain'’ that one says 'I am in pain" in-
tending to make a true assertion, only when one is in
pain, from which in turn it follows that if it is pos-
sible to know whether another person understands the -
word 'pain' it must sometimes be possible to know
that...another person is in pain. But the word 'pain’
could not have an established meaning in our language.
if it were not possible for people to be taught its
meaning and possible for us to determine whether a
person is using it correctly, i.e., has correctly
learned 1its meaning'.%

It 18 a consequence of this view that anyone who says that it is not
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possible or that it is logically impossible for someone ‘to know that

another person is in pain, is ﬁéking/an absurd state@ﬁﬁg;'lFor if ﬁésq
uttera'the statement with the intention of making a gi‘ue asaertion
then he presupposes that the words in his statément are uﬁed with
their established meanings for only then 1is it possible'for us to
understand”what his.statement means. - At-the same time he intends
us to dndérstand.by his statement that the word does not have an
established meaning and so contradicts himself.

Closely connected with this view is the fact that if thg.
criterial relation did not in fact hold in most cases where x is
the criterion of y, then our language woﬁld be different from what
it in fact 18, The "phenomena would géavitate towards another
paradigm". 1f, for example, it was possible to carry out complex
mathematical calculations in one's head without learning to do so ;
by writing them down then the question would arise as to what will
count aﬁra criterion for calculating in the head. And thé_further . .
question will arise as to whether ve are willing to use the expres— ‘ ;

sion "calculating in the head" here—or whether it has lost its pur- ‘ | :

pose in these circumstances. : !
- ’ ‘.
6. Let us turn once more to the distinction that was drawn

earler between a symptom and a criterion. We found that a symptom

P B T e

is something which we find through experience to be associated with
a criterion. A symptom of angina, i.e., an inlamed throat, is
contingently connected with having angina; we have learned this

through experience, whereas the criterion of angina is conceptually -
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linked with having angina, and we are aware of this through the

. naaning, uaé, application Of_the words or expressions involved.

Symptoms are discovered in experience but criteria are fixed by

convention. The symptoms for the truth of "p'" are not part of

" the sense of the sentence, Its conventionally fixed criteria

are. The sense of a sentence or expression 1s given by specify-
ing the rules for its use. These are given by specifying.the

criteria which justify the assertion of a sentence or expression.

Thus one test for whether "p'" 1s a criterion for "q" is whether

o

one could come to understand 'q'" without grasping that the truth

of "p'" justifies one in asserting "q". Or as Shoemaker puts it:

A test of whether something is one of the criteria

for the truth of judgements of a certain kind is

whether 1t is conceivable that we might discover

empirically that it is not, or has ceased to be,

evidence in favour of the truth of such judgements.

If it 48 evidence, and it is not conceivable that

4t could be discovered not te be (oxr no longer_to

be) evidence, then it is one of the criteria".
7. What we use as our criteria of identity judgements depends
on what the objects are which we are judging.6 Thus our criterion
for material objects could be spatio-temporal continuity. But our
criteria for persons might be of a different kind. -It follows from
our previous discussion about critera, that to specify the criceria
that we use in making identity judgements about different kinds of
things is te say something about the nature of theose things. So in
speclfying the criteria for personal identity we will be specifying

the nature of persons. The problem of persconal identity, then,

could be concelved of as the problem of the nature of persons. It
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will be seeﬂ_in later chapters thht the criteria for personal identity
that we adopﬁ willlbe memory and spatio-temporal continuit&. A dis-
cussion of memory, spaCio—teﬁporal continuity will be léff for the
next chapter. What I wish to do in this chapter is to show how the
problem of pérsonal ;dentity differs from the problem of fie identcity
of material objects. o

Penelhuﬁ says that dthe problem of personal identi:y can be
roughly described as that of trying to justify a ﬁractice which seems
at firat sight to be strange, and even paradoxical. This 1s the prac-
tice of Falking ébout %eOple as single beings in spite of the fact ‘
that they are constantly changing, and over a'period of time may have
changed cqmpietely. It a}most seems a.contradiction to say that John
Smith at two and John Smith at fifty-two Are the same person, because
éhey are so diffe:;:enc."7 But obviously this is not the only rgasoh
why we are puzzled about the problem of personal identitf; for-we
constantly talk about material objects as single objects in spite of
the fact that they are chaqging. So we have to look elsewhere to ‘
find out bhnt‘has-caused the puzzlement among philosophers vith regard

[ S
to the problem of personal identity.

8. . Now, there is a sense in ‘which persons may be regarded as just
certain types of organisma. But as it has been pointed out this 1is

not the sense in which the word "person" is used in discussions of
personal identity. For although there might be no essential difference

between.the identity of men and the idehtity of other material things

yet there are crucial differences between personal idemtity and the

O U
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1deﬁtity of mén and other material objects. fhomaa Rg;d, for example, -
held fha: "the iden;ity, therefore, which we gscriﬁé to bodies, whether
natural or artifical, is not perfect identity; it 1is rather éomething
which, for the conveyience of speech,-wé.call ideﬁtity...but identitcy,
when applied to persons, has no ambiguity and'adﬁi;s not of degrees,
'or-of more and less...the notion of it is fixed a;d preciﬂe."8 To

see the plausibility behind these philosophical views we must turn

to first-person statements and examine cheir role in discussions of
personal identity. -~. |

v .
L -

One thing that first-person "psychological or "experiential“

L

statements of the type "I have a toothache” have in comnon with third-
person staﬁements like "He has a toothache" or "Smith has a tooth-
ache" is that both of them entail that somecne has a'toothhche.' More-
éver, in the case of first—perq;n psycﬁological statements the word
r" pd@ﬁbrms the function of identifying for tﬁ; a;dience the subject
to whom the predicate must apply. And this is.érecisely the function
of a referring expression. In spite of all this philoQOphers have
continued go find the referring role of "I" puzzling; Some philosophers
have maintained that at least in some of its uses the word "I" aoes
not refér to anything at all. Wittgenstéin,.for-example, held that
in first-persqn psychoiogiéal statements like "I have a toothache”

or "I am in pain" the word "I" does not refer to anything. He com-
pared the use of the word "I" in these statements with the use of

the word "eye" in perceptual statements and he saild that "just as

no I[physical) eye is involved in seeing, so no ego is involved in

thinking or in having a toothache”. Wittgenstein's comparison of

Mo e -
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the role of the word "I" in firat-peréon "psychological' and "experien-
tial" statements uith':ﬁe :ole‘of.the physicél eye.in seeing is meaft
to 1llgstfate.the_follouiﬁg?%oint. The relation "pcrdéivés".(o: "y
perceived by'), iElI can observe it holdiﬁg between two things, must .
"‘be an empirical'rélationship, énd hence a contingent one. This being
so, 1t seems apparent that if I can perceive a self and an image, and
observe that the sélk percelves chai im?ge, then it oughﬁ to be' pos=-
sible for me to %erceive a8 self and an imégé and observe.;hat the self
does not perceive that image. But clearly this is got possible. So
the reiation "perceives", if regarded‘aa‘a relation holding between .
mental gubjects and mental objects, cannot itself be a perceivable

relationship. Similarly, the ''relational property" gﬁ.being perceived

by me is not one that I could conceivably observe something to lack,

s - e — "

; and for'juét ;his':eaaon it cannot be a property that I can perceive
" something to hav2. Moore reports that Wittgenstein.quoted with
approval Lichtenberg's saying that instead of "I think" we ought to
say "It thinks", with the "it'" in "it thinks" being used as it is
used in "It is énouing"ig It is not easy to understand what Wittgenstein
was getting at when he said that the word "I" should be used as the

uor& "{t" in "It is sanowing'. He may have meant that the use of the
word "I" in first-person psychological and experiential statements is

not by-iCBelf syfficient to justify the faet that the word "I" stands

for something. Eﬁtxﬁittgenstein's comparison of the lack of reference

of the word "I" in fifat—person psychological statements to the role

of the physical eye in seeing suggests that he had something more in

mind when he said that the word "I" should be replaced by the word
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"it" and that instead of saying "I think" we should say "It thinks",

-1 think Wittgenstein also wanted to point out that we are justified

in asserting first-person.paychological and experientidl statements
just on the basis of having observed objedta/fi our field of vision.
In other Qorda, we don't have to observe the "I" or to be able to.
iden;}fy that t; which the word "I" refers in order to be entitled
to say that "I am in pgin" or that "I perceive a tree', just as we
don't have to recognize or identify that to thﬁh the word "1it"
refers in order to be entitled to assert that "it is snowing™. But
anyone who approaches the problem of personal identity in this way,
1.e., anyoné who thinks that there are at least some uses of the
word "I" where.the word does not refer to anything 1s overlooking
one crucial fact..fAnd that is that there are ﬁther peoﬁie who are
alsove;titled to‘aaseft first~person statements and in whose case
the word "1" does seem to refer to something, .For example, as
Shoemake; has pointed out there does appear to be a "logical cor-
respondence' between first-~person statements and third—per;on
statements. When we say that '"John sees a tree" we seem to be
asserting the same thing as John when he‘says "I see a tree". For
when we say that "thh sees a tree' our statement will be true only
1f John himself says £hat "I see a tree" because our éaying_that
"John sees a tree” and John's own assertion that "I see a tree"
seem to be equivalent. But for us to be entitled to assert that
"John sees a tree' we would have to observe not only the tree but
also that John'é eyes are open and he is looking in the direction

-

of the tree. That is to say, in order to be entitled to say that

———— L
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_ "John sees a tree" we not only have to obaerve.che tree but we alao
have to observe John observing the tree; and before we can do that”. f
we have to identify the person who 1s looking at the tree as John.
But as we saw earlier, our statement that "John sees a tree" and
John's own statement "I see a tree" are equivalent. Moreover, in

our statement the wérd "John" refers to a person so it would seem
that in John's statement "I see a tree” the word "1, too, nust (”"\“’f”
refer to something; and that tﬁe identification of that to which \\\
the word "1" refers must be a neceésary condition which must be \-
fulfilled in order for Smith to be entitled ﬁo say "1 see a tree".
Oﬁe could say heré that it is primarily the way in which first-person
statements are made and the "logical correspondence’ existing between
first-person statements and tﬁird-person statements that gives rise
to the problem of personal identity. For as we saw earlier ?ﬁird-
person statements are in a certain sense equivalent to first-person
statements and third-peraon statements are obﬁioualy about persons

so first-person statements must also be about persons.

9. When we ask the question "What am I?" we presuppose that I

anm something. The foregoing argument-tries to make this view plausible
by showing that there is a "logical correspondence" between first-person
and third~persoh statements. The‘argument tries to show that the word'
b4 in first-person psychological and expefiential statements refers

to a person, so that each one of us could reply.to the statement

"What am I?" by saying that "I am a person'. It should be obvio;a

that when we make third-person statements a reference is made to the
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-lta;ements. When I make or utter first-beraon psychologicai or
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body of che’perlon about whom the statement attempts to convey some
information. For the grammatical subjects of third-person statements
are either names or physicdl descriptions. In those caases where the
grammatical subject of a third-person statement is a‘name the person
to whom the name refers is identified either by a process of point-
ing or‘ﬁy.; process of pointiﬁg and the subqtitution of a physical
description for the name. This proeeas, however, is completel&
reversed in the case of first-person psychological and exper;ential
experiential statements, the grammétical subject of my Btétemegt,
leely, the word "I" does not 1in any case refer to my body. It
mskes no sense to say that a physftgl description could be sub-
;tituted for the word "I" in my statement and yet the stagement
could continue to ha&e the game meaning. But 1if all of us do make
firlt-pefaon gtatements gnd Are Justified in doing 80 in the appro-~
priate context and if in all cases reference to oneself dogé not in;
volve reference to'qne's body then it would seem that person's are
not bodies and thaf personal identity is distinct from bodily
identity., This argument is misleading for although the premisses
are true the conclusion furﬁs out to be false.\\That is to say even
if it iﬁafrue that in some cases reference to oneself does not in-
volve reference to one's body it by no means follows that personal
identity is logically distinct from bodily identity. The conclusion
would only be valid i1f it could be shown that all of tﬁi characteris-
tics of a person are mental characteristics and this is by né means

obvious. Even a philosbphical behaviorist does not go so far as to

?
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deny that persons have minds. All that he says iﬂ,thaﬁ:mehtal_prp-

cesses need outward criteria such as, for example, dispositions. In

the absence of any evidence to the contrary all that we are juatifi;J"“'"

ﬁﬁ_ﬂaying is that some of the characteristics of a person are mental
charactaristics or-that some of the propartiés that belong to a per~
son are mental pr0pertiea! and from this it by no means follows that
tbg identity of a person_cbdld gsolely and adequately be characterized

in terms of ‘psychological' criteria.

N

10. There is qnother view of peruonal\idenfiéy, a very plausiﬁlé
one, which was voiced first of all by Thomas Reid. It 1s the view .
that identi:y judgements that we make About ourselves are not
Fﬁalyaable into other jﬁdgements-which cannot be regarded as identity
judgements but which Berve‘as the basis for identity judgements about
;urselves which we make in accordance with certéin criteria. In other
words, what Reid is trying to say is that personal identity is 'real'

rather than 'fictitioﬁs“'aa'ﬂume would have us believe. Or to put it

in another way, there are no criteria that we use in making identity

!

jud%ementa about ourselves. When we were discussing the notion of a
criterion it was seen that to specify the criteria that we use in
aﬁplying a concepf is to analfsé‘the concept on the basis of certain
groundg or phenomena. And if it can be shown that there are no
phenomena on the basis of which we make identity judgements about
ourselves then it would follow that there are no criteria for ber-

sonal identity or that perscnal identity is indefinable. Hume was

one of the philosophers who thought that personal identity was defin-

-~ .
able into the occurrence of a temporal succession of momentary states
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or events that are empirically related to one nnother‘in certain ways
(by resemblance, apatio-tompornl'contiguity and so on) and that in
making identity judgements about the porsiotenco of a personlA wae use
__ these ovanta oo states together with Qhataver we tuko as’ our criterion
\“or.ofiféria.u_gut Hume also believed that what we ragard as the per-
sioiooco of.ﬁ/porooﬂ'A~is not 'real’ persistence but only the occurroncc
of momentary states or what hercnlla perceptiona. so that what 1is
expressed by a statement of A-identity could be expresaed without the
notion of A—identity being used at all but by a statement reporting

. the existence of the momentary things and describing thaif'inter-
relationsf On this view one‘E}ll be led to conclude that toe unity

of a‘peroon 18 not something which is describable in terms of the
intrinsic unity of these parceptions but is ratHer something which

is imposed by the conventions of language, and that tho unity of a

© person 1is fictio}ous raoher than real.

Reid, on the other hand, held the view that unlike the iden-
tity judgements that we make about matgriol oojects and _other persons,
ihe identity jﬁdgéments we make about ourselves are not made on the
basis of any criteria o that tha notion of parsonal identity is in-

[N

definable and cannot be analysed’ into atatements abouc phenomena.

And for this reaaoo; too, it 18 'real' and not fictitious. The g
reasons which led Reid .to adopt thia view will be oisouased more

fully in thg‘third chapger, but it will be worthwhile to point ouf

briefly what these reasons were.

'11.. I think one of the factors which led Reid in this direction

was that he gaw that when we make first—peraon past tense memory

‘.
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statements. it ‘i not on the basis of obaorvable phunoﬁcnd that we do
so. TFor example, if I reméﬁgcr thgt I was present yasterday wﬁﬁn a
certain avant occurr;d then I do so directly and do not infer this in
accordance with any criteria. It would be wrong to say that if I say
that I rumembu; that I was present when n.ccrtain\avunt occurred I do

2

so only because I first lock at my body and then remember that a Sody
similar to mine was present when the evﬁnt occurred ana then éoncluﬁe,
on the basis of m& ;riteriﬁ that my body was identical with the body
that was present at the tiﬁa,when,the avent occurred.‘ Let us look at
_this argument from another point of view. It is generally recoénizéd
by philospphers and held to be a cogéeptuﬁl truth that if I gay tha

I remember an event t;en I'must have been present whan the event ‘
occurred., My saying that I remember an event antailé that 1 was /
';rasent when -the event ‘occurred. And this 18 very different from
aayiné that 1f T say that I remember ;n‘event then only on the basis

of eriteria can I conclude that I was present when the event occurred,
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iDENTITY AND SPATIO-TEMPORAL CONTINUITY

1. In diSCUSSiOnS_Of the problem of‘beﬁsonal‘identity it has

beeﬁ pointed out tﬁat continufﬁy of character canmnot conéﬁituxe a -
ériterionuaf personal identity.lo The battle is between memory

and spatio-temporal continuityl In this chapter I will try to

éhoq that an-adequate criterion of'memorf and ah adequate criterion
of spatio-temporal cancinuity will necessarily coincide. Im other
:ords 1t’ will be shown that whenever one criterion (i.e., of memory)
is satis%ied, so, necéssarily, is the other ({.e., the criterion of
Bpatio~temp0{al continuity). In order to show thiija preliminary
discussion of the notion of identity will be necessary. In discus-

sing these problems‘I havé relied heavily on Wiggin's monogtaph

Identity and Spatio-temporal Continuity. In what follows I shall

attempt to discuss critically, but not unsympathetically some of

. Wiggins' central claims and arguments.- fhere is, of course, much
in this wonograph which I do not discuss. Although the first part
of this chapter might geem a bit abstraéc, it 1s important, nonethe-
less, for the problem of personal identity since the results reach-

ed in this part of the chapter will be crucial to a better under-

standing of the problem of personal idéntity.

2. Wiggin's monogr;ph'is divided into four parts. 1In the first

part Wiggins makes an attempt to refute what he calls the "relativisation

- 21 -
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thesis" (R), which many people have taken as a rationale for another
thesis which he calls D. Now D 1is the thesis which says that if
someone tells you that a is the same as b, you should always ask

the question "the” same what as B?" In other words if someone tells

you that a and'b are identical then you must always ask the questigp

|

"{dentical in what respect?” Furthermore, according to the thesis Db,
the meaning of an identity statement asserted t; hold between two
partliculars, say, a and b, is always ambiguous unless the respect

in which a'is identical.uith b has been specified in advance. Ac-

\ .

cording to Wiggins whatever thé rationale of D may be iqiSS defi-
nitely not the relativisation thesis. 1In the second par

Wiggins
attempés to explicate and defend the thesis D and in the process
gives ug a fo{mal characterization of the notion of'substance, and
the notion of a'substance concept. The tﬂird-part is purely trans-
isionalvin character where the results of the first two parcts are
summed up. In the. fourth part Wiggins applies the results of the
first two parts to the problem of pérsonal identity. - So,‘githough
it is‘brimarily the éourth part- with which I am concérned, it ob-

f .
viously cannot be discussed in complete 1solation from the first
. 4.

two parts. /I shall start, then, by discussing the first part.

3. To begin with we need a brief explanation as to what is meant
by a sortal concept or a sortal predicate. Let us suppose that there
is an entity a. Now if a is an entity nhen'it must be something

since everything 1s something. So there must be an answer to the

question "What is a?" Furthermore, the answer cannot be that "a is

.
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an existent" since existence is not a predicate. We define a sor-
tal predicate as a predicate which provides an answer to the ques-

tion "what is a?" So for everything that exists there must be sor-

X4
tal predicates which tell us what sort of things they are that exist.

But sortal universals or sortal predicates also perform another func-

tion:

"A sortal universal supplies a principle for dis-
tinguishing and counting individual particulars
which it collects. It presupposes no antecedent '
principle, or method, of individuating the par-
ticular it collects. <Characterizinpg universals,
on the other hand, whilst they supply principles
of grouping, even of counting, particulars, sup-
ply such principles only for particulars already
distinguished, or distinguishable, in accordance
with some antecedent principle or method."12

With certain reservations we can say that common nouns stand for sqr-
tal universals or sortal predicates whereas verbs and adjectives stand
for non-sortal or characterizing universals.

Following Wiggins I shall let the alohabetical letters 'f'

and 'g' etc. stand for sortal universals or concepts and the capital

letters 'F' and 'G' stand for predicates both sortal and non-sortal.
Using this notation Wiggins_builds up his case against the relativi-
sation thesis. But before we state Wiggins argument against the rel-

ativisétion thesis we must understand what the relativisation thesis

" says. .What it says can be briefly stated in the following way. Sup-

pose that there are t;o material particulars a and b. Then it foliows
from what has been sald before‘that there Will be a finite number of
gsortal univérsals under which thg material particulafs can be Indivi-
duated, counted and distinguished. Now, according to the relativisation

thesis the material particular a may coincide with b when they are
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both individuated under one sortal univérsal and yet a might be dif-
ferent from the materfal particular b when tﬁe two of them are in-
dividuated under a different sortal universal. And it {3 this thesis
‘which is supposed to provide a rationale for the thesis D that.éays
that 1if anyone tells you that a Is the same as b or that a is iden-

tical with-b then you should always ask "the same what as b?" And

-
one should only rest content when one has been told the sortal uni-

 versal with regard to'whiéh a and b are identical. So the noti;n
of identity is so?tal-relative, i.e., 1t 1is relative Eo an answer to
_thé question 'the same what as b?" ﬁiggins, on the other hand, thinks
that all answers to the quéstion whether or noc‘a and b coincide

when individuated under all the different. sortal universals, must

be the same, or; in other words, tﬂé concept of identity is not
sortal-relative. |

There are two ways iﬁ which Wiggins argues his case against.

the relativisation thesis. In.the first pLace he tries to show that
the relativisation thesis 1s incompatible with Leibniz' law. We

don't need a formal argument to show tﬂat Leibniz' law whén form-
ulated in the following way LR

(1) (a=b) > (F) ‘(FaSFb)
is incgmptaible with the relativ1sation thesis, which while accepting
the antecedent of the conditional (i) rejects the consequent. Accord-
ing to Wiggins we just can't afford to reject Leibniz' law since it

’ialextraordinarily difficult to find an adequate substitute for

Leibniz' law. Also it is not clear which other law could justify

!

e hey,
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the valid instances of the principle of intersubstitution of iden-
ticals. The only alternative is to reject the relativigsation thesis.
Secondly, Wiggins attempts to give us putative examples of the rela-

tivisation thesis and tries to establish that each of these examples

."(i) viclates the formal properties of identity if construed in a

way favourable to R and (ii) does not in any case have the loéical
forﬁ which ir might seem to have, and which 1t would need to have
to provide an example supporting R.le

4, Wiggins classfies the examples which a relativist might give
into five'categorieé. It seems to me, however, that all these ex-
amples can be classfied in four categdries and that the fifch cat-
egory is superfluous., We can, thefefore, discuss only those examples
of the relativisation thesis whith fall under the fi}st four cat-
egories. Moreover, since all the examples in any one category are
of the same type it will suffice for our purposes to pick one ex-
ample from each category and see whethevr or no£ it can be usea to
support the relativisation thesis. Before we can do this, however,
certain gaps have to be filled. Any gsortal universals dencted by.

(2}

the letters 'f', "g' etc. which adequately answer the question '"'the
same what?" for an identity-statement will be called the covering

concept for that identity-statement and will be written under that -

et A

statement. Thus, for example, 1f the sortal universal 'f' adequately

answers the question '"the same what?" for the identity-statement a=b,

then it will be written as azb. What Wiggins tries to do by dig-

cussing the various examples of the relativisation thesis 1is to
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ghow that. it is impossible for a to be the same f as b or for a
A -

and b to bé individuated under ghe concept but for a not to be
~the same g as b or for-a and b not to be individuated under a d%f-
ferent concept g, where either a is g or b 13 g.
5. Let us turn, then, to the examples which a relativist might
give in support of.his thesi?.
-(a) Let the letters 'a' and 'b'l stand respectively for "the morn-
ing star":apd "the evening star." Now suppose the relativist says
that the morning, star is the same planet as the evening star but ir
“1s not the same star as the evening star. Here it would seem that

we had a case where the mormning star and the evening star are indi-

viduated under the sortal universal 'planet' but are not individuated

I

\
under the sortal concept 'star'. This argument, however, is miglead-

ing for neither the merning star nor the eveniﬁg star is a star, or,
to make it sound less paradoxical, Venus 1is not a star. The gecond
condition of the relativistic thesis is not. satigfied; that is to
say, 1t is false that either the morning star is a star or the enemy
star is a star. We only thoughﬁ we had a case here of what the rel—_
ativist {s looking for bec;use we mistakenly believed that either a
or b is traceable in space and time under the sortal concept "star."
Consider, next, an example from the second category.

(b) The relativist might say that Venus is not the same stat as
Mars. And on looking closer wemight find that -Venus and Mar;‘are
not identical in any respect. This again is not what the relativist

is looking for. Here Mars and Venus do not colncide when individuated
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under any. sortal so that it is false th%t (f) (a=b). An example
from the third category might bring us closer :ofwhat the relativist
.is'looking for. |

(c) A b;;, let us call him Smith grows up one day to become the
Prime Minister of England. He 1is knighted and bestowed with other
honours so that now he is called, Sir Smith. The relativist, may,
in this case point out that the boy Smi;h is the same human being
as the Prime Minister Sir Smith but Sir Smith is n;f the same boy
as Smith. Moreover, he might claim that "human being,” "boy" ete.,
are sortals so thgc the boy Smith and Sir Smith are individuated
under the concept "human being" but are not individuated under the

concept "boy." On closer examination, however, it turns out to be
otherwise. For thip example to show that the relativisation thesis
is correct it would have to show that Sir Smith and Smith when indi-
viduated under the sortal universal "humaﬁ being" coincide but Sir
Smith and Smith when individuated under the gortal "boy" are found

to be different. And to do this it will first have to be shown that
Sir Smith and Smith are in fact individuated under the sorzal con~-
cept '"boy." This, however, is clearly not the case Sir Smith is

not now a boy -and so the question of deciding whether or not he
coincides with Smith when indiviéuated under the sortal concept "boy"

does not arise. This example enables Wiggins to distinguish between

two types of sortals. The first kind he calls substance-concept

and those which belong to the second type are called phase-sortals,

A substance—concept 1is one under which a material particular can be

A

-
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individuated or traced through space and time at every moment og its

existence; in the above example, "human being" would be. a substance-~

concept. A phase-sortal,on the other hand, is a sortal under which

a material particular can be individuated only during a certain span

of its existence. 1In the above example the concept "boy" would be

2 phage-sortal., We only thought we had a cése of what the relativist

is looking for because we mistook, in the above example, a %hasg— N
sortal for a substance-concept. If is, as Wiggins points out, sub-
stance-concepts which provide "the most fundamental kind of answer

to the question 'what 1s ¥?' It is the latter (one might call them
phase-sortals) which,if we are not careful about tenses, give a false
impression that a can be the same f as b but not the same g as b."lA
(d} An example from the fourth category wmight run as follows. Sup-
pose that I possess a jug which breaks one day by accident; then
having swept the material bits out of which the jug was composed in-
to one corner of the house I might tell someone visiting me that "that
collectién of material bits you see there is the fug you last saw
when you came to this house." My meaning ought to be obvious to my
guest. ﬁhat I would in effect be saying is that the collection of
material bits now lying in the corner are not the same as the jug
which he last saw when he came to the house but they are the same : :
material bits that he last saw when he came to the house. Now sup-
pose that I use the material bits out of which the jug was composed
to make a coffe pot. We might then be able to say that the jug 1is

the same as the coffe pot, albeit not with regard to the covering-concept
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"utensils" but with regard to the covering-concept "collection of
material bits." Have we or have we not here a case to satisfy the
relativist? I don't think that we have. What this example helps
us to do is to distinguish the "is".of identity from the '"1is" of
canstitution.

If the "is" 'in the statement "the jug 1s a collection of
material bits" is the "is" of identity then there must ba a collection
of material bits with which the jug 1s identical. If the jug is a
collection of material bits then the jug and the collection of ma{
terial bits are one and the same thing. And if the jug and the col-
lection of material bits are one and the same thing then 1f I destroy
one of them then I must necessarily deatroy the other. Now 1if I
destroy one of them then I destroy the other or I don't. If in de-
stroying one of them Irdo not ‘destroy the o;her fhen the two are not
identical, their life-histories arg‘different, and the "is" in the
skgtement "the jug is:the‘saﬁe:collection of material bits as the
heap of fragments'" is not the "is" of ideniity. 1f, on the other
hand, in destroying one of them I destroy thg other, that 1s, if in
destroying the jug I destroy the collection of material bits then
the example fails.of truth with respect teo the covering concept
"collection of material bits" aﬁd fails as an example of what the
relativigt is looking for. Nevertheless it is true to say of the
Jug that 1t is a collection of material bits although it 1is not true
to say that it is (predicatifely) a collection of material bits. So

the "18" must be the "is" of constitution and not of identity.
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6. Surprisingly enough, while discussiﬁg c;ses of relativity
Wiggins overlooks what seems to be the most plausible case of this
sort. However, given the material that Wiggins has placed at our
disposal I believe that/;t is possible to deal with these cases.

An example may help to illustrate what I mean. Suppose I say (A)
"That piece of bronze on the table 1is the statue I told you about.,”
Here it would seem that we had a case of relativity. For I c#n des-.
troy the‘st;tue and hammer the bronze into another statue in which
case we would have here a different statue but the same bronze. If
we reject the relativisation thesis then the'problem arises as to
how we are going to construe the "is" in (A). The "is" 1in (A)

does not seem to mean <'constitute' or 'make up". For while the
statue is composed of bronze and of a particular portion or quantity
of bronze it does not seem correct to say that it is composed of a
plece of bronze, And still less is it correct to say that the pilece
of bronze is composed of a statue. The important difference between
thegse cases and those where the "1is" may be interpreted as the "ig"
of constitution appears to be that a relationship of this sort un-

1ike the relationships Ycomposed of" or "constitutes" is symmetrical.
We don't have to loock very far to see what sort of a relation-

ship this 1s. For while neither the statue nor the bronze are com—

posed of each other both of them are composed of the very same matter
({.e., the same bit of matter). It is very easy to confuse this re-
lationship with identity. If two material particulars a and b are

composed of the very same matter at time £, then they will necessarily
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be indiacerniblgusl. But it does not follow from this.that a could
not have come into existence earlier than b (which would have beem
impéssible {f it was a relation of identity), or that b may not cease
to exist earller than a even though at fime tl both of them are ip-
discernible. Although Wiggins does not come out and explicitly :?y
8o, yet this is the type of relatiohship that he asserts to hold ‘ }
between a person and his body.

7. The second part of Wiggins monograph is by far the most im-
portant and also the most difficult. Having rejected the relativi-
sation thesis which could have offe;ed good grounds for the doctrine
D, Wiggi;s 18 now forced to ask what the rationale of D might bhe 1if
it has any rationale at ail. Doctrine D, it will be remembered,
asserts that an identity statement between two materlal particulars
is ambiguous unlegs it is clearly stated in what respect the two g
particulars are identiéal. The gsecond part of Wiggins' memograph

is itself divided into- two parté. In the first part Wiggins tries
to show that thesis D reflects a truth of logic and in the second
part he applies this result to identity statements about material

’ particulars;

According to Wiggins any idehtity-statement wﬁiﬁh asserts the
- 1dentity relation to hold between a and b must presubpose én answer
to the question what a and b are. At the beginning of this chapter
we saw that sortdl predicates by definition answer the question what

a and b are. So now the problem arises as to what conditions a sor-

tal predicate or universal must fulfil in order to adequately answer
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the question what a and b are. In clarifying this queation the role
of these sortal predicates in the theory of individuation will also

be clarified. In discussing the example from the third category

we mentioned that phase-sortals are to be diati%guished from sortal
universals. What we w}il do now is to show that 1t is Possible to
glve a formal characterization of the notion of a subs;énne;con66ﬁf)ﬂr_

o 2 A

or sortal universal which}g}llmallow’ui'fgfaistinguiah it from a

—

rhase-sortal.

8. One way to characterizela scrtal—concept:formally is to show
that ithmhst be used as a covering concept for identity statements
and also by drawing out the consequences of this view. It was meﬁ—
tioned above that since everything is gsomething, an identity relation
which holds between two material particulars ; and b must presuppose
an answer to the duestion what a and b #re. This, however, in no

way implies that there are sortal universals as distinct from phase-
‘sortals under which a and b (in the identiﬁy-statemgnc a=b) will be
individuated. For it is very well possible that the continuants

a and b fall under a succession.of phase-sqrtals throughout the

" whole period of their existence. It is not necessary that they
should both be individuated under a sortal universal during the whole
span of their existence. Let us call the thesis that says that a con-
tinuant falls under a succession of phase-gsortals during the whole
span of its existencérthe thesis (D1). And let us call the thesis
which says that a continuant is.individuated under a sortal universal

throughout the whole period of its existence, the thesis (Dii).

PR
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Two steps- are needed to esgablish the thesis (Dii). The first step

ihvolves the ;;:ani-ion‘pf the fact that all phase—soréals are
restrictions of a sortal universal. And secondly, w& need to es-

tablish the fact that two differéﬁt sortal universals which individuate

oﬁe and tﬁe same thing at.two different times £ and t, are themselveé_

Fescrictiona of an-eVEn morelgeneral gsortal. The position can be

glarified fu;ther by means of the examble which Qe discussed from

th; third category. The persin Smith in that examﬁlé wag‘a boy and

later became ghe Prime Minister of England:' But apart from being «

a boy aﬁd the Prime Minister of England he could also have been a

married man, a father of two children and a minister in the cabinet.

So during the whole phase of his existence he falls under a succes-

sion of phase—sor;als, namely, ''boy", "Prime Minister'", '"father of

two children'" etc. Furthermore, these phase-sortals only individuate

him at a given period of his existence, 36 that he is not individuated

by any ?ng of.thesé—sbrtals throughout the whole period of his existence.

Given this example, our problem can be formulated in the following

way. We have to show, first of all, that all the phase-sortals that

apply to Smith, {.e., "Boy", '"married man' etc. are restrictions of

an even more general sorta% (such as "animal").

9. We can establish our first step which is needed for the thesis
(Di1i) in the following way. ﬂi.bégin with, it should be noted that

hafiﬁg rejected the relativis;tion thesis we are not entitled to set

up a situation which can be represented schematically in the following -way. -

~
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Here a and' b are individﬁated under the phase-sortal £; b and d
are individuated under the phase-sortal f and b and c are indivi-
duated under the phase-sortal fl and (g) (c¥d). In other words, |,
our acceptance of Leibniz' law and our rejection.of the relativi-
sation thesis‘forbids a gituation where two ﬁate;ial particulars a

and b comicide when individuated fnder a phase—#brtél (say "boy™),

b coi;cides with another material particular d wheﬁ individuated un-
der the same ﬁhase-sortal and b coincides with another material par-
ticular when.individuated under a different ph;se-sortal (say "dunce"),
guch that the.cwo material particulars ¢ and d do not coincide when
individuated under any ph&se-sortal. So now if we can prove thaﬁ a
does not coincide with b under the phaﬁe—sortal £, thaé b does not
coincide with ¢ Pnder the phase-sortal fl and ¢ does not coincide

with d under the phase~sOrtal éll etc. unless f, fl, f11 are all re- s ;
strictions of one and the same general conqégg, weﬁwould”haﬁe-éﬁﬁgblish—

ed (D1). Schematically we ¢an project the situation in the following

way

1 11
‘_ N N
b S 4
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Where we have to show that the phasé-sorfals £, fl fll, «...are

’
all festrictions of a more general concept. To establish (Dii) we
:have to establish the following thesis.
(1) 1If two sértals or phase-sortals f an.d_fl are successively or
simultanecusly satisfied b} a single thing, that 1s, are satisfied
_by‘it in such a wa} that the f—éhase and the fl—phase of the éhing{s
exiétence are temporally adjacent but not oveflapping or’wholly or
partially coincide, then £ and fl mest be re;trictions of some com-
mon sorial universal. | ‘ | ‘
Higgihs‘argument for this thesis is v;ry puzziing and difficult
to comprehend. What I shall do is state another argument for (I) which

is different from the argument offered by Wiggins. Let us consider

this argument. Supbose that an f-phase of somethings existence is suc—-

ceeded by its fl-phase and that the f ceases to be an f. There is a I

distinction to be made here between something which is an f being re-
f . -
placed by something vhich i{s an fl and something which 1s an f con-

tinuing to é 'L as an fl. So the question arises what conditions
G .

must be satisfied for something which is an f to be identical with
something that is fl. We can mark this distinction by means of the

following scheme. . ’

mi

e
(=4 0
nd-

In this scheme the fl-phase of a's existence is adjacent to the f-

phase aof 1ts existence. The f—phasé‘of a's existence ceases when °

N

Y
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the matcfial p;rticular b appears and it 1is here that b's fl-phase
begins. The question arises whether the materiai particular b is
@iffergﬁc from the materiai particular a, i.e., whether b is a par-
ticql;r which has replaced a when its f-phase ends or whether the
particular b is identical with the particular a, and 1f so what con-
ditions have to be satisfied for b to be identical with a. We can
sharpen the issue in the following way. ‘Let us suppose that there
is a g-phase of something which coincides with the fl—phase at the
beginning bdt diverges later on. Now since ;ﬁe g-phase and the flv
phase are not identical the question arisea.phfﬁ%_phase coﬁtinues

the exisﬁence of a i1l b ang'theh through'till c. It is clear that

“‘the answer would depehd on whether f and fl restrict the same general

sortal of.whether f and gﬁrestrict a common sortal universal. 1In
other worés a is identical with b which is identical with ¢ 1f and
only if the f aad fl¥phase of their existence are restgictions of
thé same sortal universal. The only way in which a would be iden-
tical with ¢ is if they both possessed a common criterion of iden-
tity. In this case it would consist in tracing through time the
underlying ;ortal universal of which both the f and fl—phases are
restrictions.  Moreover this i1s the }ea;on why it will be a concep-
tual truth Ehac the principle of tracing a and b through time during
}he f-phase will be the same as the principle of traciné b and ¢

through time during their fl-phase.

10. The second step in establishing the thesis (Dii) is to show

vaoli.

R
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that a situation which can be repregented schematically in the fol-

lowing way is logically iwmpossible.

a lb

1€

where f, f1 and fll are phase—sortals which are restricted by the
more general concepts g8, and hl,'But where 8y and'h.1 are ﬁutually
disjoint, so that while 3 is restricted by the underlying ultimate

sortal g, hl is not so restricted.

Given our aéce@tance of Leibniz' law and given our rejection

of the relativisation thesis the proof is almost trivial. TFor given

the notion of branchiﬁg that we have represented schematically in
the foregoing»diagram it should be possible for an object a to be

clagsified as fl and to coincide with b under the concept 8y and also

for it to be clgssfied as f:L and to incide with ¢ under the sortal

ﬁl' where (g) (bgc). But we hav

-

and therefore we are forced to reject the foregoing way of branching.
It should be pointed out that the foregoing proof 1s useless to any-

one who does not accept Leibniz law.

ejected the relativisation thesis

Y [ PRI Y
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11. We are now‘ablé.to understandrhow.a material particular a or
b be characterized.  For that_which is needed ;p unders;and what sort
of an object a or b 1s, is just what 1is needed to understand the
statement "trace a and trace b and see whether they turn out to co-
incide with onélanother." We saw that this was the case when dis-—
cussing the first step by means of which we established the thesis
(Dii).  Moreover we saw that we could not trace a in space and time
without possgséing a classification f (where £ is either a sortal or
a restriction bf some sortal if it is a phase-sortal) of a which
would enable us to identify a; to pick out and distinguish a from
other things around a; to reidentify a; and to specify what changes
a can undergo without ceasing to be a. . It 1is quite clear that f does
provide us with a c¢riterion for these four conditions and hence a
criterion for understanding the statement "'trace a aﬁd trace b and
gee whethér they coin;ide." Not much nore is needed to understand
what kind of objects a and b are. Summing up we can say that any
concept whicn purports to answer the question "Is a the same as b?"
must provide us with a principle of tracing a and b through space
and time to see whether they coincide and must, at the same time, -

‘preserve Leibniz' law.

12. We can, at this stage, apply the results at which we have ar-
rived to the problem of personal identity. One thing which we should
be able to establish is that no correct memory criterion of personal

identity can clash with a bodily criterion of personal identity,
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where bodily criterion can be regarded as a kind of spatio-tempdrai
criterion for persons. That on the view we have taken this will nec-—

cessarily be the case can be seen from the following passage quoted

from Wiggins.

"The spatio-temporal criterion and memory criterion
(of personal identity), when it is founded on the
notion of cause, uniform and regulate one another
reciprocally... For the notion of spatio-temporal
continuity is quite empty until we say continuity
under what concept ... And ... we cannot specify

the right concept without mention of the behaviour,
characteristic functioning and capacities of a per-
gon, including the capacity to remember some suf-
ficient amount of his past. It i{s this character--
igtic functioning which gives the relevant kind of
spatio—tenporal- continuity for the kinds of parcel 15
of matter we individuate when we individuate persons."

What is essenti#l to personal identity, on this view, 1s not bodily
continuity as such, but rather the continuity of a person’s "life
and vital functions.” From the scientific point of view a func-
tional characterization of individuals would confer on the human
brain the role of being the "individuating nucleus" of a person,
and for this reason it is pogssible that owing to brain transplanta-
tion the same person should have different bodies at different times.
For us it 1s not logically necessary that the brain should be the
individuating gucleus of a person but it is true that‘some parcel
of matter should have this role. For as Wiggins points out the no-
tion of a person should be analysed in such a way that-

"Coincidence under the concept persén logically

required the continuance in one organized parcel

of all that was causally sufficient and causally

necessary to the continuance of essential and

characteristic functioning, ne autonomously suf-

ficient part achieving autonomous and functionally
seperate existence.'l
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Wiggins' reason for holding the view thatrpersanal identity involves

"continuance in one organized parcel...etc.”

is that he thinks, and
rightly so, that only by including this requirement in a memory cri-
terion can we make it such as to exclude, loéically, the possibility
of what he calls 'Splitting'; "That is, of there being two persons
existing at one time who both satisfy the criterion for being iden-
tical wi:hAa single person existing at an earlier time. What we
need now is a concrete exémple which wiil show how an adequate mem~—
ory criterion and a sacisfactofy\spatio-temporal conéinuity criterion
will necessarily coincide. Let us suppose the existence of two per-
sons A and B. Then we can offer the following sufficiént condition
of personal identity. Let R be the causal relaﬁionship between B's
memories, abilities and so on and A's past life. B's memories,
abilities, etc. stand in the relationship R to A's.past life and

if there is no one other than B whose memories, abilities, etec. stand
in the relationship R to A'é egs: life then B is the same person as
A. Now thils condition presupposes that we already have a necessary
condition of persomal identity that we can use to establish that
chere'aoes not exist ;omeone other than B whose memories, abilities,
_etc. bear the same relationship R to A;s past life. And we already
have this condition; for someone, say, X isrgther than B 1f X and

B occupy different places at the same time. Or, in other words, B
and X are different, if, when traced in space and time under f the
two are seen not to coincide (where f is either a sortal or a re-

striction of some sortal if it is a phase-gsortal). It seems, then,
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that we can use a memory c¢riterlon of personal idehtity and logically
exclude 'splitting' only be presupposing "the continuance in one or-

ganized parcel...etc." And this entails that causal claims be spatio-
temporally continuous since they link memories with remembered actions

and experiences.

13, What remains to be specified is what on this view would the
concept person be a restrigtion of. We cannot simply say that a
person is a restriction of the more general sortal universal "animal".
For then we will be faced with a bodily criterion of personal d1den-
tity which I have tried to show.is not by itself an adequate cri-
terion of personal identity. Since the only individuative force

of "aniwal" when it 1s regarded simply as a living body is body comn-
tinuity. So a person will have to be different from just an animal
conceived of as a livipg body. We can, however, conceive the con-
cept of person to be a restriction of the sortal universal which is

a gpecial kind of animal. In other words, a person would be the
Testriction of an animal which had certain blological capacities

and amohg them we can include the capacity for experience - memory
and other capacities such as sufficient self-awareness etc. As long
as we can specify that the concept of person 1Is a restriction of a
peculiar kind of animal with various functional abilities and.ca-
pacities there should be ﬁo confusion at all between ;his kind of

animal and those animals which are gsimply equated with a living-body.



THREE d

MEMORY AND PERSONAL IDENTITY

1. - It was seen in the last chapter that an adequate theory of
pe!sonal identity can be comnstructed onl§\?y adopting a satisfactery
memory—criterion, a criterion which takes into account the fact that
memory 1s a causal notion. In this chapter an attempt will be made
to show how an inadequate membry—criterion can lead philoéophers to
offer a misleading account of personal identity. " For the most part
I shall confine myself to a discussion of the thesis which has been
held by Shoemaker, but in the process of doing so I hope to offer a
brief account of the causal theory of memory.l7

th;e of th; claims made by Shoemaker is that flrst-person past
tense memory statements are immuine to a certain sort of error, an
error through misidentifjication iIn a way in which statements of other
persons about our past histories are not.18 In other words, 1if i'
utter a statement such as "I did action A" and if my statement is
based on memory and my memory 1s accurate then iﬁ cannot be the case

that I am mistaken about the fact that it was I that performed action

. A. On the other hand, if I accuse somecne else-of stealing my watch,

that is, 1f I say that "This is the man who stole my watch yesterday"
then even if my statement is based on my memory and my memory is
accurate, I could still be mistaken about the fact that the man in

front of me is the man who stole my watch yesterday. For it could

- 42 -
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turn out to bé the case that the man in front of:me'now is the identical
twin of the man who stole my watch yestérday anérig_ggg in fact the man
who stole my watch yesterday. Shoemaker's reason for thinking that
first-person past tense memory statements aré immme to error through
misidentification is that we don't use any criteria of identity in
making these statements so that the qﬁescion of misapplying these

criteria does not arise, since there are no criteria in the first

place. This position can be explicated further in the following way.

2. Shoemaker distinguishes two types of memory statements. There
are, first of all, memory statements which describe what the speaker
remembers. If a statement of this Cypé turns out to be false we can
say that the ﬁerson who made this statement misremembered. The second
type of memory statements.are those which do not describe what a'per—
son remembers, but are rather conclusicns from what ié remembered.
And 1f 2 statement of thils type tumms out to be false then it does
not follow that the person ;ho made this statement misremembered, but
that-he drew the wrong conclusions from what he femembered. Anyone
who thinks thaf firsé-person past tense memory gtatements are based
on criteria of idenéity muﬁt think that such statements are based on
memoYy in the second of the above senses. Let us borrow an example
from Shoemaker of a first-person past tense memory statement, i.e.,
the statement "I broke a window yesterday". This statement iﬁplies
the persistence of an object through time, that i1s, what it asserts
is that the persbn who broke the wjndow yvesterday 1s identical with

me. But the persistence of an object cannot be known solely on the
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basis of memory. When we assert that something existing at time t; is
ideptical with something existing at time tz, memory can tell us-of tﬁe
existence of things asserted to be identical, but the assertion that
these two things are identical cannot itself be based on memory; it

must, it gseems be an Inference from the data of sense and memory, that

can be justified only in terms of the criteria of identity. And if

second type then it seems we must have direct access to facts that

are criteria for the truth of such judgements.

3. Shoemaker's criticism is directed against the view that memory-
statements of the second type are grounded in a criterion of identity.
According to him, these statements are not judgemeﬁts of identity at
all though they do imply the persistence of a perso through time, énd
therefore, not the kind of statements who;e truth ¢an be supported by
facts to which the individual who makes such statements has direct
access. Shoemaker's argument, though not very clear, can be briefly
stated as follows. Shoemaker presupposes that oniy where a judgement
of identity can be quesgioned, that is, only where a question about a
judgement of identity can sensibly be asked, are we entitled to make

a judgement of identity. Keeping this in mind let us examine the
statement "I broke a window yesterday", made by someone who regards

it as a mé;ory"statement. It cannot be the case that the person who
makea this statement first knows that someone broke the window and
then discovers that the person who broke the window was himself. If

what the person remembers is that he broke the window yesteérday then
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for him the question "Am I the person who b;'-oke the .window yesterday?"
is meaninéiess or rather is a question which cannot be raised. For the
person who makes the statement "I broke a window yesterday' to doubt
whether he was the person who broke the window yesterday would be for
him to doubt his memory, and therefore doubt whether the action was

done at all.

Let us examine the argument from ‘another point of view., Normally

we use the word "

remember" in such a way that it would be self—contrédictory
to say "I remember 5uchrand such's being the case eveﬁ chqugh I wasn't
presént when it happened and was unaware of its occurrence at the time'.
This polnt is usually expressed by saying that it is a necessary truth

that if a person remembers an event then he must have been a witness to

the event. Now Shoemaker is arguing against the view that this neces-

sary truth about m a_person remembers an event he must

have been a/yiégzgjmi:¥:;fhj:;:j_;upport_to ;he view that memory facts
constitute’theq;itg;ig,gﬁ,use—in~maktng’ﬁEEE;EEEg;;;;;;;;;;;;-;;;;;Jﬁﬁg—i—_

ourselves. As we have seen if first-person past tense statements are
ﬁgged on the criterion of‘identity they must be conclusions from what
18 remembered and nbt merely reports of what is rememﬁered. Since ;
person cannot remember thatan event occurred in the past and not have
been present when the event occurred, the statement "I remember someope
breaking the window yesterday," entails the statement "I was present
yesterday ﬁhen the front window was broken'. This latter statement
being a firat;person past tense statement would have to be g;ounded on

a criterion of personal identity. .waever, this statement is not a con-

clusion frem whét I know about someone who existed in the past. What I

e
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know about the past, in the case we are considering, is what I remember, °

but this statement 1s not a conclusion. from what I remember at all. It

is entailed by the proposition that I remember a certain past .eveat, but

it 18 not itself a conclusion from any of the facts that I remember about

the event. According to Shoemaker, then, in making first-persom past
tense memory statements the speaker does not identify a remembered self
as himself and therefore the question of how he makes this identifica-
tion does not arise.

According to Shoemaker, then, memory provides us with a direct
accesg to our own ldentities. This point is further clarified in an

article entitled On Knowing Who Ome 23_19 There he says, "each of us

has, in memory, a kind of access to his own past h;q;ory'ﬁﬁich no other

than himself can have. The statemggtswwe’ﬁéke about our own past his-

e

i

tories are not infallibiéj-but they are immune to oné sort of error

to which staqements_of other persons about our own past histéries ére
;ot; éhey are ilmmune to what migﬁt be called error through misidenti=_
fication. Shecemaker takes this fact about the notion of memory to be
esgential to the concept of a person. for he holds that if we did not
have the special access to our own pasts no purposive behaviour would
be possible and purposive behaviocur is, of course, central to the notion
of a person. Whether or not the special access theory of personal
identity is correct and is essentially relevant to the notion of a
person, the questian to ask is what is its connection with the view
that memory 1s a "constitutive factor' of personal identity or that R

it is the criterion of personal identity?

The connection becomes clear, according to Shoemaker, 1f we

\

. B
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consider two facts about memory. The first is that if a person remembers
- an event aé all, whether it 1s an action performed by thg person himself
or an action performed by someone else'or an event that is not the action
of anyone then it foilows that the person who remembers al} this must
pa;e witnessed the event at the time of its occurrence. This fact

gbout memory, along with another fact about memory, namely, that it is

a céusal notion, shduld, §hoemaker thinks, lead us naﬁurally to the con-
clusion that memory is 'constitutive' of personal identity. All tﬁis
geems fair enough, and the usual objection to this view can easily be
disposed of. It might be objected, for example, that if "comstitutive
of" personal identity means "a necessary condition of personal identity
thén Shoemaker is bound to run into difficulties. Eor, it might seem
‘that, a person can suffer a total loss of memorylof all his past life
without thereby ceasing to be either a 'person' or to be identical

with a 'person'. Such a 'person' could still speak a languagg and
communicate thoughts to other persons, and ré&ain his character féirly
intact. It wduld be absurd either to refuse to call him a person, or

to deny his identity with the person wifh whom he is bodily continuous.
Let us see why this case is not possible, i.e., why it is nof'possiblé

to continue to call someone a person if he suffers a total lapse of

wemory.

4. The view that memory affords special access to one's identity is
the feature of.the concept of memory that makes the very notion of a
person applicable at all. It is a necessaary fact ébqut the cdhcept of

a person that it applies only to creatures which engage in 'purposive
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behaviour”. 1In elaborating this point I shall confine my examination
to corrlgible first—persﬁn memory étatements.ZI It is Shoemaker's view
that it is necessarily true that if first-person memory statements are
aincefely asserted then they are generally_true, For, a primary cri-
terion of determining whether a ﬁérson understands the meaning of the
word "remember", a word ;hich occurs in memory statements 1s whether

a person can under normal circumstances use this word.to make confi-
dent memory claims, which are generally true. So that 1f a person's'
confident memory claims turn out to be false most of the time, it
would follow not tﬁat he had an exceptionally bad memory but that he
bad not understood tKe meaning of those words which occur in memnory
statements. It follows that if iF is only a cogtingent fact, which
could be otherwlse, that sincere gémory statements are generally true
then we would have no way of understanding wﬁat oéher persons mean by
the word "remember", etc. which occur in memory statements anéhno way
of knowing that what we mean by those words is what others mean by
them. And clearly this;is not possible.

According to Shoemaker it is nﬁt-é ps&chological but rather a
logical fact that we cannot help régarding memory statéments as con- <
stituting knowledge. For suppose 1t was the case that I had esﬁablishea
empirically that my confident memory statements are keﬁerally:&tue; and
suppose I have done 1t on the basis of memory. How have I dong ie?
Since what I wish to establish is that confident‘gg?ory claims are
geueraily true, I must, until I ha§e established ;zuassume thatﬁfor all
I know my confident memory statements are gener#lly false. And I must

start by assuming that I only seem to remember certain things. But
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this knowledge 1s not of much use to we-since in deternining whether
wy confident memory statements are éenerally true or generally false,
I am,.in the first instance, trying to do so by means of memory and

80 presuppés}ng the very thing which I wanted to estabiish. 1f,
therefore, I am unable to establish the fact that ig is only contin-
gently true that wy memory beliefs are generally true, on the basis!
of memory theé there appears to be no way in which I could est;blish
it. And sinée/% am justified ;ﬁ>assertipg certain facts on Eﬁé‘basis‘
of memory and since it is not tha‘case that I.have established empiri-
cally that I am justifiéd in doi%g so then the only poéssibilicy is

™ .
that it is logically true that.my memory statements are generally

true and that it is necessarily rather than contingently true that my

P

memory'statements are gene;ally true.

-
5. If we still ask how it 1s possible to make Such-étatements at
the appropriate occasions then the only«answé; possible is that it is
an eséential part of human nature that enables us to make Sucb state-
ments. Human belngs are capgble of-being soAtrained that they acquire
a certalpn ability té make assertions only under the appropriate circum-
stances. It is not, ﬁbuever, necessary thgc they first establish the

fact that the tonditions are satisfie& which enable them to make the

statement. Though some linguistic expressions are pften learnt in

this way, it is more often the case that human beings naturally respond

in & certain way without always beiné trained to do so. And in most
cases 1t is this natural ability of human beings to respond in a par-

ticular way to a particular sithation that makes training possible.
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An example of this would be the 'fact that different huwin beings
respoﬁd iﬁ the same way to.che same training in the use of language.
A machine couid utter the statement "I broke a window yesterday",
but by éoing so it could not be sald to assert a meaningful state-
ment since the conditions_uhich'would have to be fulfilled before
such stafements are made, would not have been fulfilled. .ﬁe can,
at this stage, make the distinction which has alfeady been referred
to, between thinés which look like human beings in the sense that
they have the physical characteéristics of human beings, and human
"beings. It is, however, important to realize that this is a con-
ceptual distinction which is to be used only to explain that things
.wﬁich have ﬁhe physical_characteristics of human beings can utter
words which sound like memory statexments without being regarded as
ﬁruq memory statements. On the other hand, to be a human being

involves having the ability to make true memory statements about
one's past without evidence. It is part of our "form of life",
to use Wittgenstein's eipression. that we do not normally demand

from a person whom we regard as a human being evidence of their

being able to make true memory statements,

6. We have seen that in fhe case of first-person memory state-
wents like "I broke the window yesterday", it is not the case that
I first know that someoné broke the window.yésterday aﬁd then dis-
cover empirically that that person who broke the window yesterday
”ia me. If what I remember 1is that I broke the window yesterday

then the question "Am I the person who broke the window yesterday?"

B e
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is senselegs. This only means that I do not make the statement "I
broke the window yesterday", after observing certﬁin correlations
‘between what I say and the facts which could be taken as evidence
for the truth of my statement. In the case of third-person memory
atatements we accept the memory testimony of another person not by
inferring something‘abOut the person's past from his present be-
haviour and not by establishing correlations between what the per-
son says and the fa;ts which could serve as evidence for the truth

of his statements "but as sharing the uninferred knowledge he has

of his past; one accepts his memory statements almost as if they

1 ‘!22
were one's own.

But someone may still ébject that it 1s just
a contingent ;r aczidental fact that we take for granted memory
statements which may not be taken for granted by a race of human
beings who are more rational than we are. This, however, 1s not
only not the case but it could not be the case. It cannot be the
case that we do not reg;rd the utterances of other persons who may
be more rationai-thén we are as memory clalms because we have
obsegved certain Eorrelations in their behaviour. In exceptional
circumstances we could, pf course, question the fact whether what
a person 1s uttering is a memory claim. But unless we have definite
grounds for thinking otherwise we must regard other human beings as
apégking the same language that we are speaking without having any
empirical justification for doing so.

Suppose I sfart from the position th;t no one else other than
myself can speak the language that I speak and then try to diqé;ver

empirically that the sounds which other human beings utter are in fact
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memory claims. To do this I would have to rely on wy memory. I would

have t® remember that a particular person said QOmething, and remembher- ~
ing this I would have to lock for the acts which I could take for evi-

dence for the truth of his statement. But my memory could be ;istaken.

For there 1s a distinction between remembering a past event and only

aee;ing to remember it. And in order for there to be such a distinc-

tion it must be possible for us to check by means of the testiwmony of

other persons whether what we remember is something which we only seem

to remember. The testimony of ther persons, however, would not be

avallable to me since I havé not -yet discovered whethe?" the utterance

of other persons are to be regarded as memory claims. But i1f I cannot

check on my memory by means of the testimony of other persons then there j
is pno way in which I can do so. It cannot be said that I know that one

of my memories is mistaken by comparing it with my other‘meﬁories. For

in order to.do so I would have to have knowledge of the world, that is,

knowledge of causal laws, etc. because to say that ﬁemoriés conflict_‘
means that the conjunction of them is incompatible with the general

truth I know about the world. Just by referring to memories we can

never say that one set of memorles conflict with another.

7. The foregoing argumeﬂc has shown that a person who capﬁot rely
on his own memory claims is jincapable of purposive behavior;énd pur-

posive behavior, 1s, of coﬁrse, essential to the notion of a person.

The arguments that we have given so %ar are essentially those pro-

pounded by Shoemaker; but while agreeing with Shoemaker that a person :

vho loses his memory ceases to engage in purposive behavior I disagree



53

with him in so far as he claims that in memory we have a speclal access

to our past, aﬁ access which is immune to a certain sort of error, 1.e.,
an error through misidentification. In other words, granted that in .
order for a creature to be capable of knowledge of.any sort at all, he
must have mémory knowledge of experlences as experiences of his own, I
would still like.to question the fact as to why memory of such experiences
should bé immune to error by misidentification. In the process a brief

account of the causal theory of memory will be given.

8. Let us examine Shoemaker's c2aim that our nemory kndwledge of
our own experiences are immune to am error through misidentification.
Now it seems to me that this is not at all obvious. Imagine the situa-
tion where two creatures on a planet communicate their thcughts by
means of mutual contact of their hands. The way in which these crea-
tures differ from human beings 1s that their memories can on contact

of their bodies branch out into another's body. This mutual contaét

of the creatures' bodies can be interpreted as public language. Accord-
in31;~;heir language of memory is such that it does ndt make 1t natural
for them to assume that in memory they have an infallible access to
their own identity. If anyone of ;he creatures claims to remember an
experience tben neithér he nor his fellow creatures will assume that

if his memory claim 1s accurate, there is no quesé&on of his going
wrong whether he or somecne else had the experlence. It might be
objected as to how a creature can communicaﬁe his memory knowledge
without an accompanyiﬁg beliﬁf about whose memory knowledge it was.

/

Since for the creature it is supposed to be an open question, when
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he remembers an experience, whether he or someone.else had it, it
should presumably be an open question whether, when he claims to
remember an experience, he believes that he himself had the exper-
ience or someone else had 1it. And'this, it may be objected is not
possible.

We can 5uppo§e that when the creature remembers an experilence
which was his own,.it is genérally the case that his memory exper-
lence is accompanied by a belief that he himself had the experience.
On the other hand, when he remémbers-an experience which was not his
" own it is usually the case that his representation of the experience
is not accompanied by any beliefs as to whether he or anyone else had
the experience. But these are not necessary features of the creatures’
memories. For, it could well happen in any particular case that when
a creature remembers an event which he himself witnessed his memory
is not accompanied by any belief that he witnessed the event or by
any mental representation of himself witnessing it. That such belief
oT representation i1s not an essential part of remembering is convinc-
ingly argued by Martin and Deutscher in their article entitled .
Remembering. One of their argumenﬁs run as follows:

"Suppose that someone asks a painter to paint an

Imaginary scene. The painter agrees to do this and,

taking himself to be painting some purely imaginary

scene, paints a detailed picture of a farmyard, in-

cluding a certain coloured and shaped house, various

people with detailled features, particular items of

clothing, and soc on. His parents then recognize

the picture as a very accurate representation of a

ascene which the painter saw just once in his child-

hood. The figures and colours are as the painter

saw them only once on the farm which he now depicts.

We may add more and more evidence to force the con-
clusion that the painter did his work by no nere

-
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accldent. Although the painter sincerely believes

that his work is purely imaginary, and represents £

no real scene, the amazed observers have all the

evidence needed to establish that in fact he is

remembering a scene from childhood. What other

explanation could there be_for his painting being,

so like what he has seen?"

{ :

There is another way of looking/ht this argument. It happens frequently
that people are able to remember an event which occurred in the past
without believing that it did in fact occur in the past. If it was
impossible to remember without belleving that.one remembers then people
would be saved the embarrassment of thinking that they were narrating
something which hap;ened in the past for the first time even though
they themselves had been told about the event which occurred in the
past by someone else., Bellef, therefore, 1s not a necessary feature
of memory. Furtheymore, the claim that in memory one necessarilly has
access to one's own identity cannot be correct. The memory of an
experience, to put it very crudely, must be caused by the having of
the experience in the past. This implies that the experience and the

memory of it must stand in a certain spatio-temporal relationship,

namely, the relationship entailed by the kind of causality inveolved

‘in the notion of memory. And this is guaranteed, as we saw in the

- last chapter, by the spatio-temporally continuous human bedy. There

is no guarantee that some of the causal chains involved in memory
may not branch out, thus eliminating the infallibility associ&ted
with first-person memory statements. In the case of.the creatures
who communicate their thoughts.by the mutual contact of bodies we s
atill have to show how this might be possible, in order to eliminate

the impossibility of error through misidentification. But before
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doing that.I shall briefly enumerate the criteria which must be ful-

filled if we are to say of someone that he 1s remembering.

9. The first criterion is that if the thing or event which is
represented later on by the person 1s public then the person who
represents it later on must have obsérved what he now represents.

If, on the other hand, the thing or evdnt was private then it nust

have been his owm. The, second criteri -can be deduced from the
first. It says that, within certain ligits of accuracy, the person

who experienced a past event or t ould be able to represent

it in the future. Furthermore the experie;ce of the thing or event
must be operative in producing a state or states in a person and
that state or states mpst be finally operative in enabling the
person concerned to represent hils experlence of the past event or
thing. In the case in which a person is prompted, the experience
of the past event or thing must be operative in producing the state
or successive states in him which are finally operative in produc-

ing his representation of the past event or thing in the circum-

stances in which he is prompted. And finally, we can say that the

experience which a person has must be "stored" (to speak metaphorically)

in order for him to be able to represent.that experlence at a later
‘ -

date. It 1s not necessary for our present purposes to understand

from a ﬁhysiological point of view the notion of a memﬁry trace. -

It is enough to understand that there is some sort of a structural

analogy between the storage of experience via the memory-traces and

experience itself.
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The fourth criterion 15 meant to exclude cases like the follow-

1 : N
ing. Suppose a man (let us call him John) has an accident. After he /

t
My

recovers from the accident he narrates it to one of his friends (let

us cnll-ﬁiméJack). Sometime later John is involved in another acci-

dent,in which his memory of a period in the past, including his memory

of the first accident, is erased. When Jack finds out that John no

longer remembers anything cdnnected in anyway with the first accident

he tells John those details which John had told Jack in the period
betweéﬁ the first and the secotd accident. Now Jack knows that even
after he has imparted the details of the fif%t accident to John,
John does not remember the first @ccident. And the reason why he

knows this is that al;hough John i3 now.able to recount ;he detalls

of the first accldent, the experience that he underwent at the time

of the accldent is not operative in him to produce the representation

of the accident i{n or after the circumstances in which he has been
prompted by Jack. S0 just being able to recbunt an event after one
has been prompted about it is not enough to say that a person who
has been prompted is remembering (given,.of course, the fact that
it is possible to determine independently of what the person is
represecting, whethef the representation 1s the result of.the

operation of a successive set of states starting with the experilence

which he is supposed to be representing).

10. What needs to be explained at this stage 1s how the creatures
who communicate their.thoughts or memories by the mutual contact of

their bodies can remember without being immune to the error through
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misidentification. We may suppose that the creatdre's memory Iimpres-—
sions have certaln more or less regular phenomenal accompaniments
which do not iﬁvolve the thought that he or someone else had the
cdrrespondiﬁg exﬁerience before; and, therefore, that he could, on
the basis of these alone, claim a certain present representation of
his to be a memory of an experience without necessarily thinking of
himself as having had the experience;,thé following would be a very
crude example of what Ehese éhenomenal accompaniments might be. We
can think of the creatures representations of experiences (i.e.,
his past experiences) as so many plctures in a box and we can regard
some of these pictures aé memories anﬁ others as imitations or very
roughly imagination. Now the box contains‘both, memories and imita-
tions. fhe cameras and the pleture boxes are sc connected that by
the mutual contact of the creatures bodies the plctures can get
tranﬁferred from cne picture box to another. The piétures taken
by different cameras are different and the.creatures have learnt
to distinguish by means of "internal evidence" whether the pictures
in his picture box are his own or those 6f another creature and also
whether the pictures in his bex are‘actual photographs or only imita-
tions. The evidence employed by these creatures to distinguish

" between the pictures taken by the various cameras and to distinguish

**between photographs and imitation photographs, are, of course, con-
tingent. It does not provide the creatures either with necessary or

with sufficient conditions upon which the distinctions rest. So a

creature may look at the photographs from his own camera or from
]

oy

somecne else's and he may then notice something about ‘the photograph



which may enable him to conclude that they are from his camera.
He coui&, of course, be hiscaken about all this; only by
retracing the histories of the possf£ly relev;nt cameras can he
coﬁclusively be shown to be right or wrong. The situation is
similar to the one where we check up on whether someone's reﬁre—
gentation of a past.experience 1s in fact a case of remembering
by working Eackwards and seeing whether he did in fact have the
experience and whether that egperience was operative in produc-
_ing successive states which were finally operative in producing
fthe repreéentation of the experlence. So even in the case gf
. the creatures the causal requirement would have to be fulfilled
if'ﬁe,are to be entitled to saﬁ that the‘phOCOgraph in one of
the creaturgs' picture box is a.photograph which has been taken

by his own camera and is not an imitation photograph or a photo-

graph taken by someone else's camera.
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SPATIO-TEMPORAL CONTINUITY

1. In the sgecond cﬁapter we saw that bodily conéinuity and
colncidence or spatid—temporal continuity is a logically neces-
sary cpndition of personal identity, and that what we need to
understand the staFemenf "trace a and tyace b and see whether
they coincide" is precisely what is needed to understand what
sort of objects a andrb are; aﬁd to see what sort of objects a
and b are 1s to understand how to trace a and‘how to trace b and
to see whether they coincide. There are, however, difficulties
regarding this view, which it will be the aim of this chapter to
try énd solve. One of the difficulties associated with this view
can be stated in the following way. It is argued that we can
only individuate soﬁething under a sortal provided that that

something persists for a certainhlength of time. But whether

- something persists for a certain length of time is, according to

a certain thesis (which will be discussed in this chapter), rela-
tive to a frame of reference. Hence, whether something can be
individuated under a sortal will also be a relative matter. In
this chapter such seemingly unacceptable conclusioﬁs will be dis-
cussed in the light of a certain view of spatio~temporal continuity.

The notion of spatio—temporai continulty can, of course, be clarified

- 60 -
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to a certain extent. But the result of this clarification is not to
leave things as they were before the process of clarification was
attempted, or to think that thevnotion of spatio-temporal continuity
1s Intuitively clear and does not require any further clarification.
The ohly passage in Shoemaker's account of personal identity which
deals with spatio-teﬁporal continuity i1s the following: .

"In the case of 6rdinary 'material things', e.g.

tables and stones, we can speak of spatio-temporal

continuity...as a logically necessary...condition

. of identity."24

And the only attempt to clarify the notion of spatib—temporal con-
tinuity in the passage duoted above is to be fouhd in the following
passage:

"Roughly speaking, the identity of @'s involves

spatio~temporal continuity 1if and only 1if the

positions occupled by a @ during any interval

during which it exists must form a continuous

line (or, in the special case in which _the @

remains motionless, a single point)."25
It 18 obvious that this account of spatio-temporal continuity is much
too rough as it stands. For example, a material object which occupies
a considerable amount of space cannot be said to constitute a single
peint when it remains motionless. Nor is it clear what it means for
something to form "a continuous line". Now accounts such as these
1e§ve a great deal to be desired but at the game time they are not
wholly useless. There is a lot we can learn from them by analysing
the difficulties inherent in these accounts and trying to see how we
can Iimprove on t?em. And this is precisely the procedure I want to

follow. I shall begin by pointing out the inadequate accounts of

spatio-temporal continuity that can be found in the literature on the
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subject and then offer an alternative account of spatio-temporal con-

tinuity which I hope will improve on these accounts.
. . .
2. The following passage 1is typical of the attempts to charaét@rize

S
A

_the notion of spatio-temporal continuity.

"One of the requirements for the identity of a
material thing is that its existence, as-well as
being contiguous in time, should be continuous
in space."? ' : .

This passage does nét tell us muéh about the notionvof spatio-temporal
continuity. égutlgaving told us that it is essential to the identity
of a material object that it should continue to exist in space and
time, Strawson goes on to say that:

"for many kinds of things it counts against saying

that a thing, x, at one place at one time is the seme

as a thing, ¥y, at another place at another time, 1f

we think that there is not some continucus set of N
places between these two places such that x was'at. ™"

each successive member of the set of places at succes-

sive times between these two times and y was at the

same member of the set of places at the same time."

Strawson's account can be expressed much more clearly if we reformulate

it in the following way. On Strawson's view to say that a material object
N\

x, existing at place Pl at time tl is spatio-temporally continuous with

N,
a material object y existing at place P, at time t, (where Pl'# P, and

-

t

of plaéea" between Pl and P, ;
P2 at successive times betwgagﬂxl and t, and (c) y occupiles the‘same

< tz} is to say the following (a) ‘that there is a Ycontinuous set

(b) x occupies each place between P, and

place at the same time as k. This interpretation, howevef, has its
. . 3
own shortcomings. In the first place the notion of a "continuous set -

of places" stands in need of explication. It seems possible that an

El



63

object x which 1s spatio-tempdrally continuous with another object ¥y

(where x occupiei}a different place from y and where X exists at a

different time from y) may change its shape and size at every succes-

aive moment from tl to t2 gso that the notion of x décupying each

successive member of a "continuous set of places" would need to be

re-defined in the light of this poséﬁbility. Moreover this account

of Strawson's can be faulted because it does not expl#in how gome- b
thing, an object X, for examéle,_existing,at time ty is to be regarded

as spatio-temporally comtinuous with an object y existing at time t,

vhen the object x remains stationary and does not move at all,

3. We can consider cne more account o£ spatio-temporal contiﬁuity,
Uhich,'it seemg to me, oOvercomes sone 6f the difficulties assoclated
wvith the views of Shoemaker and Strawson. This is an accougt which ‘ i
has been put forth b} Richard Sui_nburne..28 According to him, to say
that an abject Ml at time tl is spatio—temporail; Fontinuous with
another objgct M at tiﬁe t (where t < tl) i3 to say that

"there was a material object Mll approximately 3
aimilar...to both M and M at every temporal ‘ N

_instant tl 11 petween t and tl, such that.each ‘
M1l at each tld occuples a place contiguous with
the place occupied by the MLl at the prior and
succeading instants, however precisely temporal
instants. are identified, the series beginning
with ¥ at t and eanding with ML at el

He then continues .
"Most parts of ML of equal volume at each el
must alaoc occupy places contiguous with a place )

occupled by a part of the MLl at the prior and
succeeding instants,'30

e . ar et A mae s

Swinburne tries to clarify what he means by "approximately similar".

~
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According to him, what is to count as "approximately similar" is
"golng to vary in different cases with the "type of object" in ques-
tion. Moreover, an instant is "a very, very small pericd of time

s

such as could be occupied by an event very, very short compared -

vith the period of time separating it from other events with which

wve are concamed."31

LY

4. The account of spatio-temporal continuity which I have to
offer is a variant of the account offered by Swinburne but one,
vhich, I hope overcomes the difficulﬁies qgsociated_with his account
of spatio-temporal continuity. It is important, therefore, to
understand what Sy;nburne 1s ‘saying and how we can improve on his
account. The accouﬁ: offered by Swinburne can be faulted on yafiqus
- grounds. Perhaps the most serlous diffiﬁulty:with this.account liasr
in the fact that it fails to take into account those cases where an
object undergoas radical changes but remains spatio-temporally con-
tinuous thereby making Swinburme's account of "approximate similarity"
incoherent. ?or examplae, i£ is concaivnbla-thnt an object such as
Proteus, the mythical character from the "odyssey" should, over a
period of time, change first into a bearded lion then into a snake
and finally 1into a great boar and yet all tﬁu time retain its spatio-~
temporal continuity. It could, of:coutse. be argued that the notion
of such radical change is incoherent but it is not plauaible to
suppose that this inccherence atoﬁé-from tha-iﬁpoaaibility‘of an
object manifesting spatio-temporal continuity while undergoing

radical change. What wo need to do is to offer an account of
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spatio-temporal continuity which overcomes the difficulties aaﬁscia:ed

vith the views of Strawson and Swinburne. That is to say, we have to
offer an adequate account of what it means for "A to be spatio-
temporally continuous with B" where A and B are two material objects

existing at different times t, and t, such that €, < t,.

" We can start by saying that to say "A is spatio-temporally
' - .ol -
continucus with B" is to say that A moves continuously through the

interval [tl, t2] and that it coincides with B at Ty This needs

further explication. What needs to be explained is what it would

mean for an object to move continuously throughgut the interval
{tl. t2]. Thia can be done in the following way. To say thgt an
oblect moves continuouﬁly throughéut an interval K is equivalent to
layingrthat if £ is in K then the object movea continucusly at k.
' Further explication is required for now we have to specify what it
is for an object to move confinuously throughout the instant t. An
ObJFCt (aay x) moves continuously at instant f i1f there is a spatial
volume which contains the primary place of x at t and thare is an
open temﬂoral interval which contains t nnd<the spatial volume con-
tains the primnry place of the object througﬁbut the open, tenporal
inteval. The phrase which needs “further clarificatien 18 Mthe
primary place of x at t." Now to say that a spatial volume containa‘
the primary place of x is equivalent to saying that:the surface of
. the objéct x is completdly enclosed by the surface which we use :q:
define thae spati‘l volume. At the same time the surface defining

the spatial volume ias nowhere in contact with the surface of the

object x. The surfnén'which we use to deﬂino tha spatial volume

. a4
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is to be understood as the suriace of the spatial volume which contains

the object x.and which_is, at the same time, nowhere in contact with

the surface of the object x.( And finally we can explain the notion of
- colneidence in thg follow;ng way. To say th;t an object A coincides

with an cbject B at t 1% the same as sayiang that the primary placg of

A at t is the same as the primary place of B at t. In this accouﬁl I’

have defined primary place as the spatial volume enclosing the material

object.

5. I think that the foregoing accounﬁ of spatio-temporal continuity

is an improvement on the previcus accounts for the following reasons.
First of all thia account of spatio-temporal continuity is perfectly
compatible with the notion of an object changing its shapc and aize

continuously over a period of time.
v

a time interval (say K) the spatlal volume which contains the primnry

For at any given instant within

place of the object will increase or decrease in direct propertion to
the increase or decrease ig the size of the object. So this account
allowg apatic-temporal continulty to hold deapite.rndicnl changes.
‘Whethar or not an object can survive such changes, i.e., continua to
ba the aaﬁe object, is for présen: purposes not relevant. Sacondly,
this account ensures that aven 1f an object is not moving at a éivon
instant, it ia still possible to apply the notion of spatio-temporal
continuity to it. That this is so follows from the definition of
uhat:it noana for.nn object to move continuously. The definicion of
an ?bjoct moving continucusly that hns‘beun presanted in thea fora-

going account is auch that it doea‘not entall that an objact is
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moving. Thirdly, on this account it s at least in principle possible,
within a time intefval, at 8 given instant t to specify the spatial
volume occupied by the object at an instant immediately prior to t.
And it is not possible for the same.object to occupy the same spatial
volume at different instants within a time interval. This enables us

" to trace the hiatorf of the object and-to identify and talk about the

apatial volume éontaining the primary place of the object at different

times within a time interval.

So far I have tried to show that.the accounts of spatio-temporal

coﬁtinuity offared by Shoemaker, Strawson and Swinburme are inadequatei

and that omy account of spatio-temporal continuity is an improvemeat on

theirs. I want, in the rest of this chapter to conasider some objections

to my varlation of the account of spatio-temporal continuity offered by

Swinburne.

6. The first objact{pn I want to considar can be construed in the
following way. On my account of spntio-tempo:nl continuity, a neces-
sary condition'of the spatio-temporal continuity of a body a éxisting
at time &, with a body b existing at time tp i8 tﬁat a body a move
continuously through the closed time interval tti. th], where

gy < ts < :10. and whare to say that a moves continuously throughlthe
tima interval [ti. tlol means the following., If thare is a spatial_
volume containing the primary place of a at tl then there is an open
temporal interval which contains the cloae? temporal iaterval [t,, t,,]

and the spatial volume contains the primary place of a throughout the

open temporal interval. On thias view, there 1s a spatial volume V which
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1 and which E;:;géntical with

another séacial volume, say vl, which contains the primary place

+ tl where ¢

contains the primary place of & at ¢t

of a at time tl

than 3 {(but where't

1 + tl deslignates a later time period
1t el j_tlo) and where £, * t! 1s contained in
the open temporal interval which contains the closed time interval
[tl, tlol. However, wheéher a spatial volume is identical with
another spatial. volume, in this case, whether V = Vl will depend
upon some frame of reference, which will consist either of a per-

: +
slsting body whose positicon remailns determinate throughout the time
period through whiph.g ias said to exist or of a group of material
bodies which retain the apat;al relations with.each other through-
out the period of time through which a exlsts. And fhis body or
these bodies will constitue the frame of reference rélative to which

the identity and the motion of a is to be aaaesaed.32 This argument

can be seen from another point of view., Imagine a Newtonlan universe

which contains two solar systems x and vy, such that to any observer

in x tﬁe solar system y appears to follow a spatially discontinuous

path and to any cobserver in y thé.aolai ayatem x, too, appears to

traverse a spatially discontinuous path. Imagine, too, any material
object on one of the planets of the solar system x, which to zll obsearvers

on that planet and in the solar system x appears to traverse & gpatially

-

diacontinuous path. The spatial discontinuity of the'bbjadt on ona of

the planeta of the solar system x might disappear when we awiltch
our frame of reference to the solar system y. From the solar system
y that object on one of the planats of tha solar system x might

appuar to follow a spatially continucus path. For it might be the
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( cage that the jump of the object in the solar sfscem x might coincide
with the jump of the solar system y, thus giving the appearance to
any observer on y that the object on x is éﬁatially continuous. This
theais that spatio-temgoral continuity is relative to a frame of
reference yields a number of consequences which might con&é#tute good
grounds for rejecting my account of spatio-temporal continuity. Let

us see what these consequences are.

7. The first consequence is that statements of the form 'Ati = Btj'
'(where A 18 a singular term which identifies an object as existing at
time ti and B 1is a‘singular term which identifies an object as exist-
ing at time tj) will be incomplete in the absence of an explicit frame
of reference., The second consequence is that statements cf the form
'A is8 a F' (where A designates a body and F is a substance universal
or a phase-sortal which is a restriction of a substance un;ve;sal)
will also be incomplete in the absence of a.frame of reference. That
this 1s s¢ follows from the fact that in order for somathing to be
individuated under a substance universal it is esasential that that
which ias to be individuated undar the substance concept should exist
for a certain 1ength.6f time. But for anything to persist through
time there hagqﬁp be a frame of reference relative to which it can

be said to persist. Thua for anything to be individuated under a
subatance concept it ias casenkial that that thing should exist for a
cartain lﬁngth of timea, But glven thea theais that apatio—ﬁemporal

continuity is relative to a frame of roference and that it is a

logically necessary condition of an object, the individuation of

PR SN,
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something under a substance~universal will also be relative to a

\
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frame of reference. The third and fourth consequences are much
more drastic. The third consequence is that in spite of 211
appearances, statements of the form 'At, = Bt,' are meaningless.

i 77

For on the view of spatio-temporal continuity that we have been

discussing a statement like 'Ati w Bt,' will be relative to a

3
frame of reference. Let us call this frage of reference D. Now
D_consiats either of a single objec:rpersfgting through ty to t:_1
(whei;e'ti < tj) or 1t consists of a group ofifbjects standing in
the same spatial relations to each other throughout the time
interval [ti. tj]. But the parsistence of the object or the | .
group of objects which constitute the frame of reference D, is,
givgn the theory of spatio-temporal contiﬁuity with which we are
.operating, i;aelf relative to a frame of reference, which we will
call F. And similarly the objﬁzt or group of objects which con-
gtitute the frame of reference F will persist relative to another

. frame of reference. The regress which we have begun is, however,
endless. So 6ur original statement ‘At

= Bt, is incomplete and

i 3
lacks any sense. An unnlbgous Argumant caﬁ be built u§ for try-
ing to show that the statement 'A is a F' is likewise incomplete.
For it can be shown that in order for A to be individuated under

a sortal it has to exist for a certain length of time and per=-
sistence is relative to a fr#ﬁe of reference and s0 on ad infinitum.
And”this 1s the fourth cconsequence of the view that spatio-temporal

continuity is relative to a frame of roference and a loglcally

necesgary condition of the identity of material objects. But now,

!



71

these consequences, it is argﬁed. are. unacceptable. So eicﬁer the
theais that spatic-temporal continuitylis a necesa&ry condition of
the identity of objects is wrong or the thesis that spatio-temporel
continuity is relative to a frame of reference is wrong or both of
them are wrong. There is, however, a very good argumeﬁt to support
the theory that spatio—temporal‘continuity is relative to a frame
of reference, go it seems that the view that spatio-temporal.con-
tinuity is a logically necessary condition of personal identity

must be mistaken.

8. 1 shall begin by trying to show why the thesis that spatio-
~ temporal continuity is a logically necessary cbndition for thg

identity of objects 1is indispensable (éee a}lso Chapter 2) and then

try to answer the above objection which tries to dispense with this

theorf. Suppoae{ to haing with, that a material object could be

temporally discontinuqug. This would mean that there is a temporal

interval (say K) during which that object does not exist. So on

this accodnt the objact ceaséd to exist before the time iﬁcervnl

K began and came into existence after the time interval K ended.

| But if this is tha case then why ahoﬁld the object which ceased

to exiant bafore K began ba regarded as identical with the object

vhich came into éxistence Qhen the time interval K ended? As Locke

said: ' "One thing cannot have two.baginninga of exiatq,ua".33 More-

over, 1if the objéct ceasad to gxiac before the time interval K

bagan and if it came into existence after the time interval K

.~ ended then during the time interval K it was nowhere to be found
]
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in the universe. And this doesn't make sense. But the impossibility
of an object displaying temporal discontinuity does not, of course,
Tule out the possibility of an object displaying spatial discontinuity.

This situation can be represented schematically as follows:

%y -—>
If a situation like this is possible then it seemgpthat there could
be three qualitatively indistinguishable objects which manifest a-

gpatial jump at the same time. This situation can be éepreaanted'

achematically in the following way:

201
d
tiS'
tlo -L
a
ts -
to -9

Here a, b and ¢ are the three objects before the spatial jump and d,

~
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¢ and f ara the objects after the spatial jump. Although such a
situation appears plausible at first, a little reflection makes it
obvioug why it is not possible. For giﬁen the qualitative indis-
tinguishability of a, E and c there appears to be no reason for
saying that a is the same object as d and not e or £, or that b

is the same object as e and not as d or £, or that ¢ is the same
object as f and not as d or é. .And 1f nothing can justify identi-
fying a with d rather than e or f then it makes no sense to say
that.28 = d or b = a or e = £. It should be obvioﬁs by now why the
notlon of spatio-temporal continuity is indispensable in discuss-
1ng:any problem about the identity of material objécta. What we
new haye to see is whether thera is anyway of answering the objec-.
tions whith may force us to reject this view, 5y drawing the variocus
unncceptabla.conclusiona which follow from thié view in conjunction
with the view that spatic-temporal continuity is relative to a

4
frame of reference. P

9. The cbjection, it will be recalled, revelved around three
‘-prOpqaitiona: (a) That the thesis that spatio—témporal continuity
18 relative is trua; (b) that the conjunction of the thesis that
apatio-temporal continuity is relative to a frame of rafarence with
the thesis that spatio-temporal continuity is a logically nocessary
condition 6f the identity of an object yield a number of consequences
and that (c)} these consequencea are unacceptabla. I am going to
argue that the first two consaquences of this view are néﬁ roally as

unacceptalbe as they scem and that tha third and fourth consequences,
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are not really entailed by the two views. The first consequence, it

will be recalled, states that statements like 'At, = Bt,' (where A

i 3
is a singular term'identifying an object as existing at t and’B is

i
a ainguiﬁr term whiﬁh identifies an object as existing at a later
time tj) are incomplete in the absence of an explicitfrgme of |
reference. The queétinn we must ask ourselves at thiﬁ stage is
whether Fhefe is any reason for rejecting the first consequence,
apart from the fact that it appears to be countef-intﬁitive. I
don't think that there is any such reason, althoughlit may be argﬁed
that the fact that we never need to gpecify a frame of reference
 whila talking of the statements in question may Eount as a reasaon.
An’ adequate reply to this objection would be that the reason why
we naver specify the frame of reference in the case of such state-
ments is that we have soc far never come uéross a frame of reféranc-'
which yields a different judgement of continuity than the normal
frames of reference.

Hh;t haa baeﬂ sald of the first consequence also holds good,
so far as I can see, of the second consaAuence. which asserts that
gstatemants of the form 'A is a F' where A is a material body and F
is a sortal universal or sortal cbncept (it cﬁuld alsc ba a phasa-
aprtnl). The solution to the third and fourth consequence is equally
easy. The third nnd‘fourth consequences, state respectively that
atatements of the form 'At, - Btj' and 'A is a F' are not only incom=~
plote but incapable of being completed in principle. The lina of
argumant which tends to establish this conclusion is, however, dafi-

clent. Suppose we tako a atatement lika "Tha cat I am holding in my
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hands néw is the samé ‘cat that you saw.yeaterday". In ordinary
circumstances people always understand what sort of things are to
count as a'frgme of reference in relation to which the truth of
this statement 18 to be determined. So in ordinary circumstances,
we don't have to complement this statement at every staga'in order
t§ 'complete' it. In ordinary cases of motion and rest it is'
enough to clarify things to assert something like "I meaﬁ relative
to the house or earth". As regards the statement:about the cat it
may, likewise, suffice to say "I mean relative to thé E-group of

\
frames", whare the E-group of frames can be defined in the follow-
- -

ing way!
(1) The E group of frames = the larges.Mo-invariant set which in-
cludes the earth. ‘ g .
(2) =x ia'an Mo-invariant set of frames = each member of x exhibits
spnéio-temporal continuity relatively to all the cther members
of x-34 -
Here, then, there im no need to specify a fr;mc of reference
relative to which an E-group of ffames could ba said to paersiat.
F&r, by spécifying the E-gfoup of frames the speaker has mads clear
what the frames are relative to which an objéct ia said to display
spntio-tempq:hi continuity. In shgrt, the regraass agsociated with
spatio-temporal continuity turns out to be spurious. It alsc halps
to vindicate the theory that spatio-temporal continuity is ralativa
<—-____and that it is a logically necessary condition of the identity of

‘an object.
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- PSYCHO~PHYSICAL IDENTITY THEQRY

E]

1, Iﬁ'the second chapter it was ﬁointed out that the human brain
could assume the role of being thq individﬁating nucleous of a peraon
nlthough {t 1s not necessary that it should be cast into that role..
1f, hpwevar. it c;n be ahow; that some form of the paycho-phyaical
. identicy theory is acicntificnlly plauaible and logically acceptable,
1.e., 1f it can be shown that there axe no scientific and logical

e

fallacies involved in saying that a person with all his psychological

attributes, is nothing ovar and above his Body, gﬁth}nllﬁicQ phybical‘

by .
1

attrlbﬁtéq; and tﬂn:: mo;eovcr. bsychbld&?éﬁl cheorieé chn.be oxplainf
od in terms of neurological :haofiua (the model of explanation being
provided by the relation between constructs in'chnmig:ry and those
in physics), then the brain could indeed tnﬁe on the role of the in-
dividuating nucleus in thae case of a person. Now, it scams to me
that deapite the various attempts to jﬁatify,uomo'form of psycho=
physical idontity thoof&; I know of nco account that has been com-
platoly successful. In this chapter, therefore, I shall discuss

. nomo.ot tho problems nauocintud‘with the mind-body puzzle and -try
and show that some crucial difficulties that the paychofphyuicnl
;dentity theory nttqmp:a to solva romain, in apita of the various
attompts to deoal with thesa difficultios., The conclusion that will

boe roached will ba that we roquira some vory different philosophical

- 76 =
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argumenéa-fron the sort which has been given until now by the paycho-
phyaical identity theorists. And these arguments yilf‘iave to be

much doeper and aubtle than those that have been put forth so far,

2. I shall begin by considering th theaea o{_phyuicalitm. The
. first theais has to do with the formulation of a ?ritnrion of acian-
tific neaningfulness in terms of fhtersubjactive éonfirmability.
This meana that all cognitively and fac:ualiy meaningful statements
1n ‘the na:ﬁral and social sclences have a-common con!irma:iqn baais.
The aecondiﬁheaia_o! ﬁhyﬁicaliam ia much more fadieal and has not
been sut!iciantlﬁ aatablished hy‘aciantitic progreass till now. Thia
',:heiia asgarta that a;l lawa of the natural and social sciences are
td be in pfinciplo é;iivabld from the theoretical nalugptionn*of
| phyaics. Here wa have a belief in the poasibility of ; unified ex-
planatory principlae. The firat :hqaia cﬁn be locked at as an im-
- provemant on the original eriterion of empirical meaningfulneas
that was postulated by the logical ompirieiata‘ot the Vienna circlo.‘
As such it does away with the restricted vera%on of nmpi;ical mean-~ )
1ﬁhfulnnaa and roplaces it by Eﬁh much morve liberalized theory of
’ eupirical muqningi . The radical empirical 59931:'0! the logical ~
poaitiviata that .the moanins of a ;:ntpment is it; mode of verifi- °
cation excluded the poanibilityvot attaching any meaning to subjec-
df?tivo n:u:el. The r;;ormufﬂgnd veraion of the ericcrion of scientifte
nclninéﬁﬁinoln asserts that these atates vpuld indead be lcioncificallx

nnaninsleul it vencould'ﬁot cltnblilh statistical relations betuqen

these aubjoctive ‘ztates and intaraubjoetiVQ oblcrvabf;l. I!. on the
. . , i

b

ﬁa ! - | ‘ ' W |
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~gc10ntih: could thua confirm all sorta of statane

"ad by ‘hypothetical constructs'.

78

other hand, wﬁ'can establish correlationa between subjactive atates
and intersubjective obsarvables (and it will be shown later that we

can) thea these subjactive atates arte not purely subjective in the

.ridiCll sange intended by acde positiviats. They are private or sub-

jective only in the sense that :ho& are directly and introaspectively
verifiable. But they are alao intersubjective becausa thay can be
llluncd'of poaited by othar papple or scientists on the bﬁcia of
intersubjective observables even though these other people do not
have direct oxporilﬁcn ofg:he‘;ama aubjactive atates, F;isl gives

A .
the example of a '"congenitally blind scientiat equipped with modern
|

‘alectronic instruments who could establish the (bophviorintic)

paychology of viaion for ahbjecta endowad with eyiaight. The blind .

ts about visual

A\

|

seansations and qualities==vhich in hia knowlodge_g;hld be represent-~ R,-\\\\\
l ] ||35 : - o \-

The f{rat thesis, than, cnphasizes the rqle.of aenge-piiception

 in the confirmation or disconfirmation of ampirical statemcn:i:nnd

r

thoae statements which cannot be confirmed or disconfirmed in thia
WAy are piiécd outaide the commonly accepted ;ramnuork of intersub-
Jective confirﬁahility'and banishad from tha scientific realm. Ona
important point to note is that the hypothatical constructs wvhich

Faigl ;alka about are not to be defined in terms of i{ntersubjective
ohlnrvaﬁlcn. although one can say that thore is a criterial relatid

~

between hypothetical conatructs and obaarvables on the basis ot.whicﬁ“

~ we posit these hypathetical constructs, This unvillingneas on the

b

~7
N
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part of Fiiglband othar plycho-pgyuical identity theoriata to de-
fine :ﬁc hypohhetical constructs in tafms of intersubjective ob-
icr;lblca leaves, as wve uhali see later, room for a two-fold iden-
tificltion bc:quy two ontologically diatinct u:a:aa; Moreover,
hypothatical co;:i;;gi;'aro able to feature in this way in causal
accounts of behavior. One feature of this causal account of be-
havior is ﬁha:fic paves tha way for a better understanding of the
relation between a criterion and what itlis a critnriop'of. For
vhen wo ascribe a certain atate to a person on the basis of inter-
subjective obsarvables (i.e., hia behavior), what we are in fact
doing is taking the chlrncézril:ic bahavier of the person as a cri-
:eiion for the ascription of that parciéular mental atate to that

person.

3. I want to turn now to an examination of the first thosis of
physicalism to see whethar it is plausible, raturning later to ex-

anine the second thesis of physicalisnm. We have td sco whathar or

not it is possible to correlate subjactive atates with obaervables

and to establish statistical ralations batween the two or whether

these mental states could only be confirmed or disconfirmed in a

@
purely subjective manner. In the first chapter wo saw that the cri-

teria for the application of a word in a certain context nuat be pub=
licly obaservable charactariatics which aduit of sansory observation.

Moreover, wa can also derive as a corollary of this position the view

-

that any word or senteanca is meaningless if there are no criteria

&



. 80

for the correct application of that word in a giyon circumstance. To
show that this Vouid in fact be the case lat us take tha axanple of
a private language, i{.a., a language in which wprda fe?nr to what
can only be known to the peracon apeaking, to hia 1mme&1a:o private
sensationa. Suppose an upholder of the private language view arguﬁn
that ha is abla to associate the occurrence of a certain sensation
vith the sign 'S'. It ia essantial to thé supposition that no daf-
inition of chg sign can be expressed: that is to say that no def-\
inition can be given in torms of our public language. If thia con- -
dition were not fulfilled then the languaga to which tha sign belong~
ed would not ba a private one. The sign must be defined for that
poflon alona and this'hua: ba dona by a private ostensive definition,
by his attending to thae nonantioﬁ and producing the aign. .But an
Wittgenatein has argupd no qﬁ}hcqremony would eatablish the appro-
priate connection.

"'I impress it on myself' can only mean: - this pro=

cass bringa it about that I can romamber the connec-

tion right in tha futura. But in the present case

I have no criterion of corractnesa. One would like

to say! whatever ia golng to seem right to me is

fight. And that only means that haro we can't talk

ﬁ%?ijriah:'."36 ' - ,

It is, hare, important to pote that wittsena:oin‘iu not grguing "when
next 1 call somathing 'S' how will I know it really tiNg?' He s
arguing "When next I call something 'S' how will T know vhat I mean |
by 'S't" Even to think falsely that asomething is S I muat know the

meaning of 'S'; and this {s vhat is impossible in the case of a pri-

vates language since language is learnt intersubjectively and the sign
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'S' has been defined ostanaively for the apeakar qnly.

Here, than, is ona similarity between the critariologiaé and
the paycho-physical identity thecrist. For, thg fixat theais of
physicalian excludeas aa lciantifically m&iﬁinalesa thosa szentancesa
which can only be confirmed subjoétivoly. Analftic philouopheéu.'
espacially those practicing the methoda of Moore and Wittgenatein have
alwo argued that the abaolut; privacy which for some philosophera

constitutas tha criterion of the mental is an idea full of difficulties.

4. Cloaaly connect;d wigh thia idea of abaolutely private mantal
states 1s the idea th?t osz I can know whether or not I am exper-
iencing a certain sensation at a givan moment. Here we have a vary
fundamental confusion batwaen inalienability and incommunicability,

It {e obviously trua that no ona else can experience my cxp;rianco

or that no ono alse can think my :ﬁough;é. but just from this it doon|
not follow that no one olse can know what I am thinking at a 3tvnﬁ
moment or that no one aelae can kkgv vhat experience I am undergoing

~ at a given moment. to ask for dir;ct'vorification vhere only in-
direct verification of knowledge claima is possidle is a logical im-
Apounibility. But the fact still remains that indirect verification

is posaibla ;n thase casesa, We can say.‘tor oxample, that ;hilo 1
cannot directly verify tho prasenca of a feeling of elation in my
friend, I can ligitimately fnfer it on the basis of hia radiant ox-
pression, 11val$ behavior, apnn@h. et¢. or - more reliably - on the
basis of psychological tests. Thia infarence is lagitimaée. moreover,

because there are indepandont ways of testing it, that is, there is

.
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intersubjactive confirﬁation or diaconfirmacion avnilable_:o us by
means of which we can tesat ghis infearance.

Ph&licnlinm from its crass beginnings, haa been revised in
order to ncéomodnta the distinctive critici{ams that have bean level-
lad against it., It was fraquf?hly attacked for ignoring the fact
that ‘knowledge of physical behavior of organisms reats 6n.avidencu.
which, if sufficlently analysaed, can only ha.expgonaad in phenomenal
terms. It was claim;d that phyaic#lism ignorad the epistemic primacy
of immediate oxperience. It was to accomodate :hia vi;w that physi-
calists' ;;do the !undamontnl—dil:inction botween direct and indirect
verification and indirect varitiention was acceptad within a scientific
framawork providad it yiéldod to intersubjective confirmation. Par-
haps an example will hclg‘to nake this clear. As an example of direct
verification lét us take tha case whare wa make an inforance from
threo obsarved ontities to an unohservad entity, on ompirical grounds.
If, aftaer having observed the skull and the brain of one puraoa ve in-
fer the existence of a brain in the akull of a sacond parson (where
wa are only in:l poaition to obsorva hi; skull) then wa will ba com-
pletely justifiad asince it is posaidle to pfocond Qith indapendant
toats, if reoquired, and to open up thiﬂ;kull of the sacond parson
to sea vhather thore i# a brain inside. So hare we have a complataly
unproblematic inforonce from analogy. But now suppose I was to infer
the exiatanca of moécal atates otlnno:hnr parson after having intro-
spacted about my own mantal staaﬁg and after having obsorved my be-

havior and the bahavior of the othaer person. FEarly physicalism
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ragarded this infarence as illegitimate on the grounds that it was

not possible- to independantly test whether the other perason does in

fact posseas mental states as in the case of the inference to the
brain of the other person. But this criterion, ‘as the physicalists _///"5\\\

ware quick to note, deprived many atatemants in hin:ory and the
natural sclaencea o{ cognitive meaningfulnesa. So we havé the al-
‘ternative ¢riterion where it is legitimate to 1ntn§ indirectly tha
ﬁrcluncn of a certain feeling in‘nno:horgforson on the basia of hia
bahavior, lively oiprodlion atc. So soma behavior on the part of a
person (facial exprossiona, varbal reports or even the intonation of
_utterances) will have to serve as the criteria for hypothatical con-
structs or mantal statea, which in turn enable .us to give a causal

L

explanation of a person's behavior,

S. The first thesis of physicalism, then, oxcludes absolutely
private montal states from tha rqalm of science. Abaoldtnly private
mental statas would, in this caue._bo thoae mental utatﬁn whoae pro-
menca I cannot aven indirectly infer on the basia of b;hnviornl avi-
d;nco. and which do not play any role in the causal nxblnnation of a
person'a. bahavior. Mnrosimportunt than this, however, is the attitude
of physicalism towards such phenomona as parapsychology, oxtra=sen-
sory parception, telapathy atc. Tha physicalist acknowledgas the
prnldnce.ot thasa phanomena but doqiaa the interpratation of thase L
Iphonomnna in tarms of 'mystical' or transcendent entities, Accord; ’
ing to him it is possible to nccouht.for thoac.phanomenn en tha basis

A
of assumptions about soma very ganeral featuras of the universa. d

. ot e e =
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These gensral features consist in assuming a apatioc-temporal causal
natwork of which the knowing subjecta are parta. But tha physicalist

does not rule out the possibility of discovaring that there ara no

'“\‘pxpetimgntal or statistical errors involved in investigating such

ﬁ\\phcnomnnn as parapaychology or extfq—aanaory percaption. And he
ndui:l‘tha: if this {s the case thon our basic lawas may wall have to

be revised in cortain cssontial aspects.

6. Lat us turn now to tha second thesis and examina it in groat-

ar detail. The sacond thesis of physicaliam, it will be recalled;
postulates the optimistic view that it ia possible to provide a uni-
tary explanation of all phonomonaft% nature (including mental phenompnn)
| in terms of the thooretical laws ot’b@yaicu.. Thia optimism is dasad
on tha advances made in physics in this and the last cantury. It is
important to see how the first thasis of physicaliam contributes to
this viaew. For the fifun thesis proceada on tha nunumpcion-that'thoro
1l‘noth1n3 1£ the mental 1life of a porson which is not in principle |

. intersubjoctively confirmablae (directly or'inQirﬁctly). And if this
is tha case then all mental phonomena must be ;;rt of a causal or
statistical natwork which above makes direct or indiroct confirmation
pollibla.37 Wa ;an use the two tarms "phyuicall" and "phyuicdlz" to
stand, rospactively, for tha objncta_connog:ad with sensory observation
and those objacts which we can oxplnin in tarms of;tha-aenornl lawa

of nature. It should ba notad that "phylicaiz" is an open~anded cgne
cept in so far as it fraes thea sacond thoais otxih?qicnliam froﬁ,dd-

pondanco upon a given state of physical theorias, The principlas of

g

>
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cxplaﬁnt;on that are utilized to explain given phanoﬁana in nature

are going to depend on the level of advancement achiaved by a physical
theory at that givan time. The beat we can do is to qualify the-term
“phyaicalz" by moans of a given date. Dy doing this Qe laava it open as

to whether principles of explanation that arc employed, say, in the

-

year 1975, will or will not undnrgo;fadicnl altarations in the futura.

t

Using tho two terms 'physical,’ and "physical," wo can now answer tho
1 : 2

queition whather physicalism excludes anything that is cssantial to scien=

tific psychology. According to tha physicalist, we can, using the two

tarms "phyuicnll" and “phyaicnlz". conatruct an idantity thpbty of tha -
mantal and the physical, which, though contingent on empirical aevi-
dence, is not nucnaaarily defoctiva. Tha fundamental thasia of
physicaliam, then is:

"...that thoro is a synthotic (basically empirical)
relation of systemic idantity betwean the designata
of thae phenomaenal prodicates and the dasignata of
certain naurophysioclogical termma. This sort of
identity diffcors ia its mode of amcertainment from
accidontal idantitios as well as form ordinary nom=- -
ological idantitics. An-accidontal idontity would : :
be formulated, for example, by the statemont: 'the ‘

~ woman namod Ann E. Hodges... is the paraon who was
hit by a matoorite woeighing nine pounds in Dacomher
1954.' A nomological idontity: 'Tho matal which
has a spacific hoat of 0.24 and a specific gravity
of 2.7 has an electric rasistivity of 2.8 microhma
c.C.'  Systomic identity diffora from nomological
idontity in that it requiros a background af scion-
tific theory and of semantical nnalyais.“a

7. According to Faigl it is posaible for the modu.o!-nucnrtuinmont
of a nomological idantity to chango and to take on tha moda of ascar-
tainmant of a systaemic idonti:y.39 For example, if wa have a compre=-

henaive theory of molecular motion then wa can assert the aylgemié
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identity go hold betwean that which is designated by the magro-con-
capt of tamperature and that which is designated by micro descrip-
* tions in terms of molecular notion, and this would be a case of
aystanic identity. Similarly, if we vere in possassion of a complata
thaory of‘thili:ructurc of atoma, we could assert a ayatemic identity
to hold batween (1n“our original oxample) that which is deaignated by
the deacription of the metal in tarma of it- atomic structure and
that which is daesignatad by tha description of the md:nl in terms of
its obsarvable physical and chemical proparties. This brings ua to
~ another important differenca betwoon nomological (or what Feigl alse-
vhere calla thooratical) identity and systemic identity. Theoratical
or nomological identity can be said to hold batwaen the referenta of,
two or more interlubjec:iﬁo doacriptionl. Thua, theoratical identity
vas adoptod by the logical behaviorists who dafined the aubjectiva in
terma of the intersubjactive.

"Thus, to ascribe to®a person tha oxperience of, ' -

a.8., an aftar-image amounts, within the inter-

subjactive frame of reofarance, to the ascription

of a hypothatical construct (thaoraetical concept),

anchorad in observable stimulus and response var-

iablas. This thaoretical concopt may than latar

ba identifiad, {.0., coma to ba regarded as om-

piricallyco-raferantial with the more detailed .

“and deducgbvoly mora powerful naurophysiological
concept." '
* t

On this vigw, than, to say that someone has an after-image amounts
to saying that he or lha also haa a cerabral process of a cartain
kind, and vica versa. According to Faigl, due to the lack of scien-

tific and experimental techniques wa can only assert that a statjs-  ° /

tical cdrrdiation axists bn:vean the two typas of avidenca. But the
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corralation and thooretical identification batween tha two referents
is {ormula;od in intnfpubjectivoly confirmable statemanta.

In éhn casq of ayl:émic‘identity. on tha othar hand, we are
1daﬁti£ying'the gnfarcnts of subjectiva tarms with tha rafare;tu of
intersubjectiva terms. Subjaectiva a:ntof with which wo ara acquainted
in direct ox%orinnco and to which we refer in phenomnﬂql toarms can be'
delcribod in intaersubjective terms and idantified with the refarents

‘of neurophysiological tarms.

8. Applying this notion of systemic identity to the paycho-physical
identity problom wa can say that aystamic iaontity hélda batwoen that .
which is dasignatod by phonomenal cermé and that which ia designated
by nuurophyaiologicul :orma: Tha pﬁnﬁ;mnnni torms would have to bo
intarsubjoctively confirmable otherwise ﬁhoy would not fall within

the framo of "phyaicall" and would be automatically excluded from
fnlling within the realm of “phygicalz." Noedlcss to say, absolutoly
‘privata mental states nro“uutomn%tcully excluded. Lot us conaidar,

to begln wﬁ;h. cortniﬁ objections to tha puyché?phyaicnl identity
theory, wgch yill unhblo us to élnrify tho thesis to a greater oxtont
Tho.tiri: objection which I wigh to qonaidor'ia tha very familiar ona
" which maintains that doscriptions of "raw feals' of diract experience
could noé posaibly rafer to nnurophynlologica{lprocoaues oY th;: the
l“rav fools" of diract experience acould not possibly be the raferants
of neurophysiological torms. The roilon for this is that naurophysi-

ology deals with electrochemical processes which have to do with the

firing of naurons, etc., 8o how could anything likq amotions or pain

Tn
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‘be-idagqiénl wi:h thesa slectrochamical proéﬁnsan sinca the proparties
possessad Sy oni%;}n 8o rndicaily different from tha properties pos-
sassad by the other. To answar this 9bj|¥tion ve have to make a dis-
tinction betwaen "knowledge sy acquaintance” and "knowledge by ucidﬁj
tific delcfipfidn." Tha diltinction betwaen "knowladga by a;quaiq—
tance" lﬂ; "knowledge by description" ia meant to illustrate tho so-
called pﬁonomnnological fallacy, 4.e., the falincy of concluding on
the basis of diract observation, that tha "raw feola" of direct ;x- :
perience poascsas prspﬁrtiaa'nhnt are radically difforent from the |
propartias éoauauund by naiirophyaiological ovents. Now all of the
"rav foels" of experionce ara known by acquaintanca but familiari-
zation cuﬁndtuhn a substituta for knowladge which 1is gqinoa scian-
tifically. First of nllq\&F must ba pointed out that most of tha
concopta of ph aicnl-néiencn are unknown by acquaintanca, and only -
:hé phanomenal terms are directly linked with qualities and ralations

‘1u the fiold of direct axporienca. And sinca it 1nrpquuib1u to pro=-
vide a pnrfuctly.ndnqudtn oxplanation of the unobsarvables in phya-j
ical scienca thare 1s no roason why such an axplanation should not
be forthcoming in Eho case of the "raw feals" of direct exparienca.

To take an axamplo, consider the case of a parson who is incapable 2
of knowing by acquaintance any of the "rnwlfodla" of direct exparienca,
We can still say of this porson that he is parfactly cnplbln of at-

'taining a bahavioristic and nnurophyuiologiealfhndnrstandina of human

lifa, Or take the caso of a lciantii: who il Blind{ If’hn poasesscs

L}

normal human intelligance and scientific instrumenta, {t is not only

!
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poasible f?r him to undarstand the physical principles underlying
~ ‘colour and radiatiom but he would also be cnpablﬁ of understanding
the notions of porception and imagination from_n'nuurophyaiglogical
poiu: of view. It 1s somatimes objscted that naither éhe sciontist
nor the clinical psychologiat,who trias to.comprehond tho nature, of K ;
‘a discase without sufrering from the diqoale himsalf, could avar got
started unloas they werae nequafhtud with ut leaast somo data qf_ig:f;;_,gpﬂffﬂf

mediate uxpnrionco. Hhuthor this is-in-fact tha casa or not is not

- important, for thn si{tuation is problematic and a case could ba muda

out for both aidas. What is {¥bortant, howevar, is the fact that

acquaintanca with the "raw fdla"

of immodiata axparienca doas not
play an essontial rola in nxplnining that .the torms doleribing thosa -

"raw foola" of diract oxperianca rafer to cnrcain nourophysioloﬁtq\l
processas. Takae for example, tho came whare two persona start fight-

ing. An observar who was complotely daprived of cartain ‘msoctors in

the area of omotlional exparience would atill be capabla of provid-
ing a parfactly adaquate causal account of the behavior of tha two
.pcrionl wvithout omphasiring the emotions or feolings which are ox-
ﬁurioncod by tha putuon'l fighting. ‘

To.tho objo;cion that a nnurophyaiologicul doueripﬁion"bf A_

events does not dcucribu the oxperiencas somahow related to chouo‘
____ ' aventa wo have ropliad that a nnurophyliologicg} oxplanntion of thu

e:porionccu can ba givan by someona who has no: had that pur:icular

cxpa:ignco nor ona like 1:. But this raply ta compatible with cor=

s tain othar conceptions of thg mind=brain relation. What makas thtn
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ansver Lulevant to the paycho-physical 1&Eﬁtity :huﬁry is the addition-
al fact chnt.wo no£ only dascribe thaf"r;w focls" of axperionce in
. tarma of nourophysiological ﬁvan:a Edt wa also idontify the rnfhrdntl.
of phnnoﬁonnl terms with tha rn!urdntu of phyliéloéispl tarma. _Thia

fact has already bean mantioned and more will ba said lager,

]

/

9. Lat us raturn to thﬁ distinction betwaen "knowledga by acquain-
tance" and "knowledge by scientific daacription" that was pointéd
out abova nnd (1T whuthur wa can maka any mora sensa out of it now,
Knowlodso\Ey acqunin;nnco 1mpliol our familiarity with the data of

~ immadiate exparionca; i.,a., our ability to :ccogniln a quality im-

' mn&ia:ely vhan 1t 1s oxporiancad. Tha'conccpcé o(lneurophya;ology
are also rootad in,aﬁnooéy uvidenéa. 1 cﬁink_thn_con!uuion_nriﬂaa
vhen wa refuse to distinguish betwaan referance and evidence. Now ’
.boqh. tha data of 1mm;diaco experience and naurophysiclogical pro-
conses nr; ianlory but thia does not imply that descriptions of the
d#td of immadi&fa'uxpariuncc of ndurophyeiological concepts refar
to the sansory confirma:ion base. An nxamplu will ulurify this
point. In physics tha concap: of an alcctromagnntic fiold {a intro-ﬁ-
duced in such a way that it ig not divorcnd from mensory avidénce,
Bﬁt ﬁl:hough it 16 not complately disconnacted from tha aansory uon-‘
tig?agion base it Joaé ?ot maan that tha'concapt of an elao:rdmaa- '

netic field rafers to eomething visualisable. It ia the aame with

the problem of other minds, Whan we attributs montal predicates to
ochar paraons on the baaie of behavior, e:n..‘ﬁé 'dopc_q gansory con-

firmation base but this doas not mean that the mantal pradicatas rafar ‘”
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to the Sehﬁyiornl‘or the dispoaitional aspects of c%a: péfﬂon. To
say that a poraon-lihinfu Riven mental state at n-ccféhin-tiqa is
no:.to ;ny that he is behaving in a certain way, The alnctrgchnmicul
dbnccpis of ncuréphyniology; ltka.hll concapéﬁ B(‘cha nu:urnl.nc;nncén,
have their upinggmié roots in the Aran<o£.nanaoiy evidencar If onu.
confusas cvidéucn with rofarence as péai:ivistn Ag; then of courme

it would seem that tha maaning of physical concepts Had to ba_idon-

tifiad with the sensory data that serve as a confirmation bhiais, Tut

we can go further than this, WE can aleso give a vory good raason

which will show why people have this tendancy to confuse evidence

*~

with rofaranca. When wa think of neurcphyaiolegical concapts wa im-~ .

madiately form a picture of the processes that are going on in the

-

brain of a person when the skull is open, or a pictura of a firing
of neurona when certain t{ssues are placed under a microncopb. Andk
if wa concoive of things in this way then wd are very 11kcl§ to min=' .

tako tha factual moaning of our ntatemento or concepts for these pro-

-~

cessen., § .

10. The sacond moet parploxing difficulty ragarding the paycho~

' phynical idontity thaory has to do with the notion of spatiality,

Descartos tried to show that the "raw foeln' of immediate nxaorioncn
cannot be localized in space wharoeas mu:qjigl chjects can, tharaby
putting forth one of chu-moat powarful arguments in favour of dualiam,
Feigl hao triecd to nhow, with a considerable amount of auccc:; that -

this ic not tha case. I cannot do any bettar than to quote him at

thio point.
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"Wisual, tactual, and kinaesthetic data contributa
- the 'intuttiva' character of phenomanal space (or
spacea), The gecmatry employed in tha desaription
of phyaical apace is a concaptual aystem which,
through basad upon the evidence of the sensory kind
of spatiality, is L(tmelf not adequately intultable
(visualizahle) etc, This {mpliess that the nauro-
physiological concepts which are used (n the des-
cription of cerehral processes are not to he 'visual-
izad' in terms of the phenomanal data on whonre hasis
they are confirmable, - flome partn of direct oxperience
(tha visual, tactual, etc.) have phenomenal spatial
- extension, othars (emOtions, volitions, atc,) have
at beost a yory v and diffuse phencmenal local~
tzation,"4t o : -

\

What Feigl has tried to show is that mental phenomana, hava A'dif:uqe
phenomanal localization. To do thie he has hnﬁ to make a distinction
Saﬁwndh phcnomgnnl space and physical apaca, According to Feipl it
in possible tﬁ locate at lonét.vngualy, fgelingu and emations in the
phcnomanalwfiuld of the subject, Yor exnmplﬁ..éur faalings of da~
light, disgust and our emotions 1iKe lova and‘hnte appeAr Oor msem to
bae npfuad Su: through the upper portions of our hodiea, Percaptions,
too, appaar to bé partly outside and partly inside us. l}: 18 the
same-with images and tasta. Phygicnlluphca, on tha othar hand, nﬁ

_ well an fha objects which appenr in :hiQ apace have only "ahatract

-

Qg;captual (non=intuitabla) topological and metrical rnlntionshlps.”_
In othar worda, perception of objacts in phydiqql apace only pro-
~vides us with a particular pnrupuctivn‘unéfﬁglhavc to. assume a geo-
matrizal order to axplain chiﬁ"bngpéﬁzti;;. And thip peomatrical -
order can only bs imagad phonomanally. {n oﬁponition to Descartes
wvhat PFaipl hnu'Qonc ia turn the argumant uphida down to show that it

'1q'noc enough to charactarize physical objacts in tarma of aspatiality
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. or to chnfuc:arlgo mental phanomena in terma of tha absonce of

“apatial extanaion.
"‘-\\ " -

11. - What I hava done so far is to provide a hrief outline of the

plycha-ﬁhyuicnl idantity theorys in‘the procass two crucial ohjections

~ against the theory have haen examined. Thars is, howaver, another

objdc:}bn to the paycho=pliyaical identity theory which no far haa not
baen nnpwe;ad by nny physfcalist, A c;naidafahla amount of axposition
is r;quircd hafdre the ohjection can he stated. To bagin with we -
maka a distinctioe hanwnqn,n rigld and a non-rigid dsuignncor.ﬁz An
an nxnmh]a of . non~rigid denipnator we have the expression ''the man

who discovered Amarica.' Now, the expression ''the man who discovared

Amorica," could refer to a person other than Columbus. 9o here we

- could have a situation where-a person discoverad Amarica and yat the

LY

parson wio diﬂcovoéqg Amorica is not Columbus. In so far as tho ax-
pgpanion "the man who discovered Amnricn“-could refar to two parsons
iﬂ ditforont'ciécumdtnnccn. wa call it & non-rigid dediunnCOr: Lat
up 1mhgino on éha othar hand, that.numhora are ontities and let us

take the axpgaahion "the squars root of %." 8ince we can prova math-
’ \

.ematically that tha square root of 9 {s 3 what we would hav&*brovnd

0 N
would ba necessary and tho expression "square root of 9" would neces-.

narilg refar to a Eor:nin numbnf. namaly, 3, In this sansa, thaen,

) /
the oxpraession "squara root of 9" is a rigid f.h::r-ipmslI:t:n.'.'3 Thera 1in
another distinction which Kripke makas and which naade to be made

before wa can~diuc%ﬂu the paycho-physical {dentity theory. Tha
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distinction referrad to is cﬁa fundamental one betwean nacessary and .
& priori truth. Usually in contemporary philosephical literature

the various notions of "analyticity", "nacessity"-and "a priorictty"

..are oither defanded vocifaeroualy or rajectad as totally meaningless,

but for the moat part vary few draw a distinotion batwsan thesa

notiona. Wa cun.diptinguihh, here, thae qbtion‘of "necesnity'" from

"a prioricity”. A nacessary statament can be dafinad am n atatament

L

which 4s true and could not have been otherwise, An a priori truth,
on the other hand, is opﬁ which can he Eﬂgﬂﬂ to be trus indepe?daqtly
of exparience. Now it may turn out to be the case that uomnchinn_
that ; necassary is in fact a priori, BRut thin is not prima facie

the caga. For, consider the following axnmpio from Kripke by which

ha trisa_to show that not everything that is necassary is knowabla

a priord,

The Goldbach conjacture atates that every aven numbar ia. the
sum of two priman. How thin statement is a part of mathematics and
if it 45 truc at nli it i85 nacasaarily trua, Qo cannot nay, for ex-
ampla, that although avary evon nuﬁhur is the sum of two primes there
could have been soma avan numbar which waas not the sum of two primas.

But at the samo time no one has boen able to astablish so fdr whether

the Goldbach conjoctura is trua and so the statement in cartainly not

. & .
known a priori or even a postariori, If we now apply this result to

idontity statemants it {s obvious that, dna can, without contradicting
onoesalf hold the position that although certain identity atatamontn
ars known a postariori and not knownhbls n prfori at all, yet thay

are nocassary. Lot un take tha case whare heat is said to be
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1d¢n:ic51 with tha motion of molecules. And auraly, hare, we have -
& case of an identity statement which i{s gyatemic. But 1if it iﬁ n;;'f'
systamic identlty statament then walcnn suraly imaginae circumstnﬂcep'{;
in which fuch A statement would turn out to be false, But it im not

. \ . ) ‘

posaibla for this atatement to be truc in some circumatances and ~

L)

faloe in othara, Lat us sae why. First of all, 1t is arpuad by'

thoss who maintain that the statement "heat is the motion of molacuyes"
' . - o

could turn out to he falgs {n some circumatancea, that it ia an a

postarior! judgement mince science could have shown that.hdat is not

[

in fact the motion of moleculan. Rut this, hs wa have n;an, does

not entail the view that the statement is not neceasary. fHowever,

when people say that tha statemant "haat is the motion of molaculen”
- _

could have turnad out to be falae in cartain circumstancas, thay hava

circumatances like tha follqwing in mind., It 4{s possiblas, they
cay, for someona to axparfance tha sansation of hautlnnd than to din;n
covar that the senasantion was not cnu;ad by tha motion of molaculas.
6: it is possiblae to imagina a situation whare ﬁha moleculas ara in
motion and yat the motion of molscules doas not giva us haeat, Now
circumetancen lika theose, chu; arpuo, are onas in which heat could
ﬁot be the motion of moleculea. But thism argument is not convincing,
for imagina :h§ following countarfactual aituntiﬁn.

\ Buppoaq that soms craaturos from some othar planat came to
earth, And suppose furthar that thase creaturas get the scnsation

of hoat whon they come in contact with iecs which has nlow molacular

motion and that they foal cold when :hny touch scmathing which is in

¢

’
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‘.;‘l lta;:.of molcculnr Agitncion. Would we in :hiu rnna uny tha: hen:,'

't :hink

.'lo;‘ Ra:her ve would nny that thc crqn:hreu feol tha vety sannation

which wo tael when va fatil hcnt and chey fael cold and 'cg varsa. -

The reason why 1: cunno\\ha nthcrwinc tn bncuuun ve hAVn uned the

two axprauaionﬁ ”hnut nnd 'the motion of moquulna qu rinid denip~

‘nators for a: cur:uln ax:nrnal phenomancn. And it foilown from tha
dctinition of a rigid denignator chnt it is golng to bn nacaasary

) chnc hcnc in :hc motion of malnculan.

‘12, Now let us nae liow all this ralatss to the paycho-phyaical
\ ' N Y

identity :hoory.' Wa saw in this chnptor that tha.phynicnlint workn

-

‘kcoping the scientifi{c modal of invencipa:ion bafora his mind. Pur='

e N

:hcrmora. he construes :ho ralntion batwaan mnncni nnd naurnl n:ntnn'
‘nn just further manifastations of gyntamic idqnticy. an idancityﬁ’ \
which ia said cé\ﬁé@d. tqr axumﬁls, batwaean that which is dosig-

nated by chu,mncfa-daucription of honﬁ and that which is desig~
nated by the micro-dhgpfiption of molecular motion. Systemic idantity
dapands to & graat oxEGn:‘on ths thoory b#cking {t up so that the
;ncitiou batwean which the id;nkity iu,snid.to hold might have to ha
given up in tha light of theory rcconu:fuc:ioﬁ; But from what hnn“
been sald so far it would saem to follow that tha two tarms batwaen

which the identity is said to hold are rigid desipnators and the
systemic idontity statemont is-nacassarily trua, The physicalist,
‘howaver, would admit this only at tha risk of having to rajact the

socond thesis of physicalism which balieves in tha powar of aciance
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‘13. It saems to follow, chsn. from the ronulcn raachod in this

97 .

to provgdn us with a uanying oxplnnntory principln, and which ba-~

1teves in the progress of acience. But spart from that, 1f systemic

ddentity utuﬁnm«nto nravnocadnarily frun chun all thn: tﬁe phygicnligb

is doing is radefining :ha mcntal' in terms of the. phynical' and

“*

flct:ing his thesiu up tor the aame criciciama that are dirncccd nguinn:

tha_ponitiQn adoptad by the logical bchsvioriu:s.' It is not being

 |uggaa:Jd;'hbwev¢r. that :hc_paycthphysicul idanff&g thenriatican-

. not overcoma this-difficuity, but in order to dq 8o he would hava to

uso arguments vary differant and much more subtle than the ones which

have beon employed so far.

.

)

. chap:cr that we cannot confer the rolo of tha "1nd1v1dua:ing nucloug e

solaly on ths human brnin,.exﬁfpc in so far as wa are willing to ra-
gard it aq:cha sant of a particular nc; of mamory c;pncitiau. In'
othar wordn; the brain dnon not occur in an g priori account of ‘
"parson" or "eame pnrngp" excaept parhaps undar tha dascrip:ion'”nout
of memory Andlothcr functionally chniuccsriutic abilities." Howavar,
as wo env in the second chapter, wa requirs tha cohttnunpca "{n ona~
organized parcel of all that was causally necasaary and causally auf-

ficiant to the continuance of essdntial and characteristic functioning."
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The oxamples are taken from Kripko.
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