









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































CHAPTER XIV

TWO ASPECTS OF PERSONAL IDENTITY

The thesis of this chapter is that there are
two aspects of personal identity which have been
wrongly conflated in recent philosophical literature;
these aspects can be distinguished by considering two
questions. First, when do two persons have exactly
similar personalitiés? And second, when is it the
case that Jones and Smith are identical, i.e., are the
same person?

With regard to the latter question, the analysis
which emerges below is based on a view similar in many
respects to views held by Strawson and Sellars. Follow-
ing them, I assume that persons are individuals of whom
both mental and physical predicates are true, and that
persons are always at least physical objects, i.e.,
objects having such physical properties as extension,
mass, and location.

Some may interpret this as inconsistent with
certain viable philosophical viewpoints; it may seem,
for instance, to be in conflict with classical Cartesian

dualism. But this supposed conflict is an illusion,
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for no classical dualist holds that a person is only

a mind (or soul) though some think persons can continue
to exist after bodily death. I admit the possibility
of conflict with some forms of idealism, but will dis-
miss them without argument here; there has been little
recent controversy over their rejection. The argument
that since for an object to be physical is for it to

be subsumed under physical concepts, and since all
concepts are themselves mental entities, physical objects
are therefore merely metal constructs (as opposed to
objects susceptible to mental representations) is at
the heart of many idealist doctrines but is clearly
invalid. That persons have succeeded in attaining con-
ceptual frameworks for carving up and making sense of
the experienced universe is not sufficient to show
that the universe is itself nothing but a product of
such carvings.

Before turning to the highway of argument,
several sideroads deserve our attention. It is some-
times held that persons must be human, i.e., members
of our peculiar biological genotype. I see no reason
for adhering to this hackneyed dogma, for it would
unreasonably exclude the possibility of there being
persons (extraterrestrials, perhaps) of different

genotype, or of altogether different constitution from

ours, being like nothing as yet classified as biological.
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Lacking a rigid biological criteria as a
characteristic sufficient to distinguish persons from
non-person, what is one to use? One answer is that
mental criteria provide distinguishing characteristics,
But this is not to say that mental criteria are both
necessary and sufficient; rather, this is to say that
persons must possess mental characteristics, that
mental properties are necessary to persons, and perhaps,
to their identities. Asking which, and/or how many
mental characteristics are sufficient for personhood,
much less forpersonal identity, has misled many philoso-
phers who have forgotten, or not noticed, that what is
properly asked for are mental characteristics sufficient
to fulfill the conditions necessary for personhood,
or personal identity.

This sidestreet has led (like a tedious argument,
I'm afraid) to the questions "What are mental proper-
ties?", and "What must a thing be like in order for
it to have a mental property, or for it to be a mental
thing?" Persuaded by the arguments of Geach, Sellars,
Fodor and other recent hteorists, I assume that mental
entities are items postulated by psychological theories
as entities which play essential roles in the production
of 'intelligent' behavior; mental predicates are
predicates definitionally true--within such a theory--

of these postulated entites, and are terms serving in
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psychologically adequate explanations of behavior.
These predicates characterize functions fulfilled by
organisms, notgbly humans, in behaving, or, more to

the point, in their intelligent activity (for it is
intelligent activity, as opposed to mechanical, automa-
tic, or 'unquided' behavior, which is the special
domain of psychology). Mental entities are those
entities broadly construed so as to include events and
processes, which mediate the functions characteristic
of intelligent behavior. Thus, a thought is an entity
which can play a role in mediating behavior. Those
organisms having the kinds of mental states which
typically result in human behavior (whether or not the
organism in question is human or is capable of the
required behaviors -~ as quadraplegics may not be)

are to count as persons. I will not go into what counts
as 'typically human' behavior except to note that many
philosophers have specified this in terms of linguistic
behavior.

It is important to note that nothing in this
view prevents mental entities from being physical
entities; for a mental entity is a thing -- whatever
it happens to be made of -- which plays the function-
ally characterized role which defines that entity.
Similarly, while genes are defined in terms of inheri-

tance of traits, nothing wn genetic theory precludes
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the possibility that a gene might be a biochemical
object: one which has the function of transferring a
trait.

Lewis and Parfit On
Survival and Identity

In several articles spanning the last decade,
Derek Parfit has argued that personal identity is not
as impoftant a concept as tradition had held, because
the important issues which were usually thought to rest
on it could be given independent analysis. In particular,
says Parfit, the problem of personal survival could be
so handled; his implication is that concepts like the
‘assignment of moral responsibility could be given
similar (or the same) treatment. Parfit goes beyond
this, however, when he argues that the correct analysis
of survival is not only independent of the notion of
personal identity, but that the two were incompatible:
hence personal identity cannot be what is important
in such important questions about persons as that of

survival. His argument is simple:

Pl. Mental continuity and connectedness is what
matters in survival.

P2. The relation of mental continuity and connect-
edness need not be a one-one relation; it
can be one-many or many-one; it can also
admit of degree.
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Parfit would, I think, agree with Lewis! argument
so far; his example seems based on very similar intuitiams;
Parfit describes a case of one person surviving as two
(I hereafter refer to this sort of case as a case of
fission). Joe is operated on,-his braiﬁ.split and
each half placed in a new body. Assume ﬁhat the opera-
tion is successful and that the new individuals,
Lefty and Righty both hve a high degree of mental
connectedness and continuity with pre-operation Joe;
Joe's mental life "flows on" in each of them. (I will
hereafter refer to this as the Joe case). On Parfit's
view, Joe survives the operation as Lefty and as Righty;
Lewis agrees (with a slight reservation). But, accord-
ing to Parfit, Joe cannot be identical with Lefty and
Righty, for one thing can never be identical with two.

Lewis accepts Parfit's premises.Pl and P2, but denies
Parfit's conclusion. He does this in three steps,
arguing first that identity is not a relation among
the temporal stages of an object, but is a 'relation'
the entire object bears to itself. Second, he argues
that there is a relation between stages which holds
just in case they are stages of a single object; he
calls this the I-relation. Third, Lewis argues, the
I-relation for person stages just is the relation of
sufficient mental continuity and connectedness (which

he calls the R-relation). Finally, Lewis replies to
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the intuitive objection to identity as a criterion of
survival captured in cases like that Parfit describes
as "one_person surviving as two," by saying that in
such cases of apparent fusion, the "one" person who
survived as two was not one person at all, but two
persons sharing a single body during some of their
stages, i.e., during some parts of their histories,
just as two highways, U.S. 66 and 140 share pavement
in some places.

This argument deserves closer scrutiny. First
recall that the I-relation is a relation holding between
two states if and only if there is a person including
those stages. Persons, then can be reciprocally defined
as maximally I-related sets of person stages, i.e.,
the largest sets such that each member is I-related
to every other member. .Lewis holds that survival is
a matter of identity; thus S survives event e iff there
is a person stage Si after e which is I~related to
S's present stages. Lewis then equates the I-relation
for persons with the R-relation, Recall Parfit's case
now: Joe is operated on, his brain split and each
half placed in a new body. The fission is successful
and Lefty and Righty are each sufficiently R-related
to Joe (i.e., each of them has a high degree of mental

connectedness and continuity with pre-operation Joe;
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Joes's mental life "flows on" in each of them. (I
will hereafter refer to this as the Jose case). Lewis
and Parfit agree that Joe survives the operation as
Lefty and Righty; Parfit claims that Joe cannot be
identical with Lefty and Righty, for one thing can
never be identical with two. Lewis, however, argues
that so far as personal identity is concerned, there
were two persons all along; there was a preoperation
stage j of Joe; and postoperation stages r and 1, of
Righty and Lefty, respectively, such that rRj, 1Rj,
and that r and j are members of one maximal set of R-
related stages while r and J are members of another.
There is no maximal set including both r and 1 stageé
though, because Lefty's mental life diverge sufficiently
from Righty's shortly after the operation., (We will
see problems here later). Since there are two distinct
maximally I-related sets of person stages, there were
two distinct persons all along; before the operation
they simultaneously coexisted in Joe. Lewis prefers
to say that before the operation, "Joe" is ambiguous,
naming two persons, Lefty-Joe and Righty-Joe.

There is, of course, a flaw in this argument, as P,
Maddie points out. Imagine that the Joe case is
slightly modified; that during the day after the
operation, Lefty and Righty remain in the hospital, in

identical suites, visited by identical-twin nurses,
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and that by coincidence, their experiences are
phenomenological duplicates. Then, that night, Lefty

is attacked in his sleep, and dies as a result. Had

we to expected an attack and asked, before the operation,
"Will Joe-Lefty survive the attack?", Lewis' account
will give the wrong answer, since before the operation,
any stage of Lefty was indiscernable (qua stage) from

a stage of Righty. Thus considered before the operation,
Lefty was R-related to all the pre-operation Joe-

stages, which are also R-related to all of Righty's
stages. But, if Lewis is right, they must also be
I-related; hence, contrary to our supposition, Lewis
must say that Joe-Lefty survives.

This seems to be a genuine counterexample to Lewis'
view, since his.analysis concludes wrongly that Lefty
survives the attack. This conclusion is based on Lewis'
conflation of the I and R relations. But if they are
not the same, then Lewis' argument fails to establish
that what matters in survival is identity.

In a recent paper on this topic Penelope Maddie
has argued that branching cases (fission, as described,
or its reverse, fusion) interrupt identity, and that
in the Joe case there are three non-identical persons,
and that Joe survives in Lefty and in Righty. She

concludes that the importance of personal identity is
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derivative, as Parfit had claimed, but does not note,
as I do here, the ambiguity of 'personal identity.'

What has gone wrong in Lewis' and Parfit's analyses?
An element apparently common to both is that they take
persons to be constituted out of person-stages; perhaps
they have erred in taking person-stages to be basic.

While I think that this objection has much to be
said for it, the analysis I shall afgue for finds an even
more basic flaw; for Lewis and Parfit seem concerned
not so much by relations between person-stages as
relations between the mental stages of persons.

Remeber, they claim that what is important for survival--
and, for Lewis, for identity-~of persons across time is
Mental continuity and connectedness; the R-relation is

a relation among the mental characteristics of persons,
though Lewis treats it as relations between mental
entities simpliciter. The distinction between mental
characteristics and mental substances (like Cartesian
minds) will play a crucial role in the view of personal
identity that I will later defend.

But what is to be said of the strategy of taking
temporal stages of objects as basic in the analysis of
identity across time? Something seems to have gone awry
here; for it is surely objects which exist at wvarious

times which are basic, and not their artificially
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defined temporal segments. But can we not analyze
continuant objects in terms of temporal segments with-
out claiming ontological priority for the latter?

I can see nothing wrong in making a new analysis
to solve existing problems so long as the details of
the phenomenon under consideration are not lost in the
procedure. And in analyzing "identity" across time
are we not asking, as Lewis has suggested, whether
object A, at tl is the same as object B at t2 by asking
whether the artificially created A~at-tl is a temporal
segment of the same basic entity as the artificially
created B-at-t2? And, if it is granted that 'A-at-tl'
is a term of art, rather than the name of an ontolo-
gically basic item, what objections remain to the
analysis? To do justice to this view what needs to
be shown is that the analysis can itself be analyzed
in a manner not requiring ultimate reference to temporal
segments. It has been suggested that they can; just
as possible worlds can be dispensed with in terms of
primitive modalities, temporal segments can be dispensed
with in terms of tenses. That they can be dispensed
with to maintain a parsimonious ontology is consistent
with the fact that we can speak of them in constructing
analyses, and should do so if it makes the analysis
understandable., I will leave the job of the ontological

reduction of temporal segments to continuants and tense
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to those following in the footsteps of Prior and, more
recently, Kripke, Assuming that such a reduction is
available, I shall continue to investigate the analysis
of 'identity' across time with respect to persons and

their surviwval.

Persons and Personalities

In the last section we saw that Lewis' attempt
to prove that survival is a matter of personal identity
was flawed. After divorcing personal identity and
survival, Parfit concluded that we can answer gquestions
of survival, and similar importatn questions, without
answering questions of identity. Unfortunately, Parfit's
ploy has at least one major problem: presumably he
intends that we believe that some thing has survived
without providing identity conditions for that thing.
But this is in conflict with strong intuitions regarding
the connection between existence and identity:
intuitions regarding the connection between existence
and identity: intuitions Quine has encapsulated into
the aphorism "No entity with identity."

The natural rejoinder to Parfit's scheme is
found in asking, of each analysis, "what is it that has
survived, and what are its identity criteria?" Lewis,

motivated at least in part by the Quinean intuition that
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existence goes hand in hand with identity, and survival
with continued existence, apparently thinks that

what has survived is the person, and that the appropriate
criteria are those of what he has been calling 'personal
identity.' The ensuing debate, it seems to me, has
generated more heat than light, because an unexamined
presupposition has stoked the furnace without generating
any electricity.

Let us backtrack and ask again "what is it
that has survived?" If not the same person, then
what? A premise accepted by both Lewis and Parfit
provides a clue: "What I mostly want in wanting
survival," says Lewis, "is that my mental life should
flow on." In short, what this suggests is not that the
same person should survive, but that a person's mental
life should survive.

What then is this 'Mental Life' if it is not a
person? And what are its identity criteria? Again,
Parfit and Lewis supply a clue: Mental continuity
and connectedness. A mental life is a mentally contin-
uous and connected set of such mental actualities as
thoughts, beliefs, hopes, wishes, desires, memories,
experiences, and traits of character (or characteristic
dispositions); not just any such set, of course, but

one like those a person has throughout his (ordinary)
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lifetime. For a person to survive ordinary death is
for his mental life +o continue, i.e., for the set not
to end with the event (perhaps experienced) of
ordinary death, but to include after ordinary death
similar mental actualities, exhibiting the requisite
degree of continuity and connectedness with those
before the (ordinary) death.

This talk of 'mental life' may appear to entail
something like a theistic view of the soul. I shall
argue that this appearance is illusory, after noting
that Strawson's position explicitly allows the possible
existence of disembodied persons =-- though they would
have a 'logically secondary' form of existence, would
have no contact with other disembodied souls and would
be incapable of action, since the capacities for action
and experience are bodily capacities. Strawson would
limit even knowledge of oneself to memories of ones
embodied existence. Aristotle would not have allowed
this to provide criteria of individuation, for such
memories would necessarily be formulated in terms of
universals, sensible particulars having been 'burned
away' by the abstractive powers of the active intellect.
Aquinas had notorious difficulty in addressing the
issue of disembodied survival; I have explored his

views in an earlier paper. Though disembodied survival
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may be consistent with some accounts of the mental life,

I do not think that an account of the mental needs to,

or should, entail either the truth or even the possibility
of such views.

It will be recalled that in section I our
discussion of the nature of mental entities such as
thoughts and beliefs assumed that they were theoretical
entities postulated as a means of providing psychological
explanation. Now to say that a person's thought, at t,
that so-and-so, is a theoretical entity is not to say
that a person can have no knowledge of his thinking,
cannot correctly think that he is thinking that so-and-
so. Nor is it to deny that thoughts are about objects.
The issues involved in explaining these points so far
beyond the compass of this work, requiring a systematic
exposition of issues in philosophy of mind, epistemology,
and ontology such as that found in Sellars' Science

and Metaphysics, and extended, to some degree, in his

"Metaphysics and the Concept of a Person." I will draw
a few important points from the latter before continuing.
First, a though can be a particular without
being an ontologically basic particular. The term
'thought is a verbal noun, and like other nouns leads
persons to think that it refers to an object. But as

Sellars has argued,
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(N) Ann has an occurrent thought now
is strongly equivalent to

(V) John is thinking now.
Even though the latter does not seem to refer to a
mental particular, but to describe an occurrence of a
kind of activity, process, or state in John. This
activity should not be thought of on the model of the
performance, by John, of an action, a piece of conduct.
The point is that (N) is a derivative way of expressing
(V) much as

(H) The ball has redness
and

(E) The ball exemplifies redness
are derivative from

(R) The ball is red
and are to be explained in terms of the peculiar
linguistic functions played in these contexts by 'has'
and 'exemplifies,' a role similar to that of 'is true.'
The point is that these mental entities are not inde-
pendently existing objects but states of (or processes
occurring in) persons much as a smile is not an inde-
pendent object, but a state of a persons face.

Secondly, that-clauses in, e.g. "John thought

that the Eiffel tower is in Paris" are functional
sortals, classifying such processes. A less misleading

parsing of
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'John has a thought of Paris!
would be

'John is thinking of Paris.'
which, drawing on the lessons of an adverbial theory
of the mental, becomes

John thinks Paris-ly
Finally, to think Paris-ly is to be involved in a mental
event which is subject to a functional classification;
using Sellars' dot-quoting device for functional
classification, we epd up with

John 'Paris' es

Thus, to say that a person has a mental item of
a certain kind is to offer a functional classification
of one of his (often speech-like) inner processes.
Similarly, to say that a person has such-and-such
a mental life during a certain time period is to give
a functional classification of all of his mental
processes, states, and dispositions throughout that
period.
In outline, then, the present theory of

personality says that

1. Mental states are functionally classified
states of persons.

2. Since two or more persons can share a
functional classification (e.g. "is thinking
Parisly", "is sensing sharp pain-in-right-index-
fingerly"), they can 'have' the same thoughts,
sensations, et. al.
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3. A mental stage of a person S at t is the
set of mental states had by S at t.

4, A mental life is a maximally R-interrelated
set of mental stages. Thus, a person S's mental
life is typically the set of stages associated
with S's body.

Thus to say of a set of thoughts, etc., (i.e.
functionally classified states of a person), that they
constitute his mental life, is to say that he is a
certain (specific) type of individual, one whose states
have certain dispositional features. Another way to
put this is that he has a certain sort of personality,
by which I mean 'specific mental life type.'

If one takes seriously the notion that an
occurrent thought is an inner sentencing, and construes
the medium in which this sentencing qua token, occurs,
as neurophysiological, then the type-token distinction
can be used to explain what it is for two persons to
have the same thought; it is for them to be in states
which are tokenings of the same functional type. Just
as distinct tokens of "Chicago" can have radically
different physical make-up (ink on paper, lightbulbs
on blimps) and the same linguistic function can exist
even in different languages, as exemplified by ‘red’

in English and 'rot' in German, the physical descriptions

of such neurophysiological tokenings can differ radically.
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If two persons can have the same though-type,
why can't they have the same series of thoughts;
nd beliefs, hopes, desires? The probability of such
duplication throughout life is, no doubt, astronomically
low, and would require quite similar physiologies,
environments, and the like, but here seems to be no
reason to think this impossible in principle.

Finally, if two persons can.have the same
mental-life-type, cannot two human bodies, A and B
be so related that A has mental stages M<a>t<l>,

M<a> t<2»>, . . . M<a>t<n>, and B has Mbt<n+l>,
Mbt<n+2>, . . . Mbt<n>, and such that Mat<l>»>, . . .
Mat<n>, Mbt<n+l>, . . . Mbt<n> is a maximally R-
interrelated set of mental stages?

In other words, cannot two bodies share, over
different intervals, a single personality? Spelling
this suggestion out yields the following analysis

(MST) A mental-state-type is a complete
psychologically consistent set of mental
characteristics which could be had at a

person at a time.

(MLT) A mental-life-type is a maximally R inter-
related set of mental state types.

(HMLT) S has mental life type ¢ iff S's mental
stages are of types Mst<l>, Mst<2>. . .
Mst<n> and these constitute y;

(MLTS) Mental-life-type y¥; survives event e iff
some individual has ¢ up to e, and some
individual has ¢y after e.



243

(PMLTS) S's mental-life~type survives event e
iff S has a mental life of type y up to e
and some individual has y after e.
Now, what is wrong with equating survival with
survival of mental-life-type? First, one may object
to the abstract and merely possible'entities involved;
but, as I indicated earlier, it is my assumption
that these are merely terms of art, to be eliminated in
terms of persons. So I will disregard this objection
until it has been shown that abstracta are not eliminable
and that abstract terms must be taken as referring to
existing entities.
Still this analysis is not without its problems.
For cases can be imagined which meet our criteria of
the survival of mental life which would not satisfy
at least some cogent intuitions about survival),
Consider the case of Simon and his mental doppleganger,
Simon-%Z, an exact mental duplicate of Simon living
on, say a 'twin' of Earth. Imagine that in their shared
mental lives, each comes to believe that he has a mental
duplicate; and each comes to believe himself to be,
at t, indanger of being killed at t<+n>. Would Simon
be comforted by someone's telling him that Simon-2's
safety was insured, and that thus his mental life would
flow on, since they have the same mental life? I

think not, though my intuitions boggle just a bit here.
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One who thinks that the continuation of mental life is
both necessary and sufficient for survival should

say that if Simon is killed, i.e. suffers bodily death,
and Simon 2 lives on, then Simon has survived as Simon-2.
But I doubt thét anyone put in Simon's sboes would be
much comforted by this claim.

On the other hand, if such mental duplication
were commonplace, perhaps the continuation of ones
mental life in a body completely distinct from (i.e.
sharing no aprts with) ones own would count as survival,
at least in some cases. Imagine, for instances, a
society within which the technique of cloning is per-~
fected, and in which each person has several clone
duplicates kept in a device which causes the duplicate
to develop to physical maturity without becoming
conscious or having psychological states. Then when
the person has worn out his original body, a machine
transfers his mental characteristics to a 'new' body --
one of his clones -- and destroys the old body. Would
this not count as survival?

The cases differ in at least one important
respect. In the latter, though not the former, there
is a causal explanation of how the survivor came to have

the mental states of the person whose body was destroyed.
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I find these examples less than decisive at
least in the absence of a more complete theory of mind.
They seem to suggest that mental continuity and connect-
edness is not sufficient for survival unless the
connectedness is physically, i.e. causally, mediated.

On the other hand, if survival is viewed as
persistence of personality -- a phrase found in modern
theological accounts -- then Simon could be said to
survive in Simon-Z. For the present I will distinguish
between two senses of survival; first, the survival of
personality, or of a mental life, not requiring a
causal link between 'before and after' stages in a
mental life. (Simon's personality survives in this
sense)., Second, personal survival which is like survi=-
val of personality except that it does require at least
an appropriate form of causal mediation of before and
after stages. In both cases, the personality survives:
that is, there is a mental life as discussed above
including the mental states of a person before an event,
and including mental states of a person after that
event; but the persons are different.

According to the previous analysis of the
survival of mental life, what is important is continua-

tion of a mental life, that is, the continuation of a

personality, of a set of mental-event types having the
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R-relation, If at a given moment, all of a person's
mental states, occurrent and dispositional, were trans-
ferred to a body exactly similar =~ at least as far

as the individual in question would notice <= to his

own and the original body was destroyed, the mental

life would, by hypothesis, flow on, and his sudden

shift in location would be regarded no doubt as somewho
illusory (unless, of course, this transfer of personality
were made known to him),

What we have in this case is a personality
surviving though not in the same body, Brain transplants
present similar cases; only a part of the original body
survives but the personality, or mental life, flows
on -- assuming, of course, successful surgery and that
the transplant operation does not so shock the set of
mental states associated with that brain that a break-
down of the R-relation occurs. Such shifts of
personality from one body to another have been central
to several works of fiction, nobably A.E. VanVogt's

The World of Null-A, in which the protagonsit is trans-

ferred to a duplicate of his body over a great distance
at the moment 'he'! (the original body) was being killed,

and Daniel Dennett's story "Where Am I", in Brainstorms.

If we accept the view that the mental life has

continued in such cases, the characteristic functions
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of a pe-son having been transferred from one body to
another by surgery, magic, or a star-trekish transporter,
must we say also that the person has survived, or that
the individual having, i.e, instantiating, the mental
life before the transfer is identical to the one having
it afterwards?

This question must be broken up a bit before
it can be satisfactorily answered. If some sort of
personality transfer, whether by teleportation or
surgery, becomes routine, it might become convenient
to alter our ways of speaking, and thinking, about
persons. For the present, however, the distinction
between a person and his mental-life-type, or personal-~
ity is already enshrined in the common sense picture
of the world; and providing distinct analyses of their
identity conditions allows us to leave open the
question of whether bodily identity is a necessary con-
dition for personal identity. Ordinary usage suggests
that:

Since the bodies in the cases presented are,
ex hypothesi, non-identical, and bodily identity is
ordinarily considered necessary to personal identity,
perhaps it would be agreed that the person did not
survive, but that his most important 'aspect,' his

personality did.
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Notice that the prospect of the transfer of
personality raises important moral questions; these
are multiplied when the prospects of fission, fusion,
and radical chahge of personality are considered. In
fission, for instance, it makes sense to say that Joe,
Lefty and Righty share a personality, that existing
up to the operation. Assuming that Lefty and Righty
go their separate ways -« mentally, that is, having
different thoughts, and perceptions, acquiring different
beliefs -~ then they have'distinct personalities which
shared some parts. The recent analysis suggests that,
three persons are involved. Joe's personality, though
not Joe -- his original body having been destroyed
--survives. Fusion can be handled similarly.

The problems that plagued Parfit and Lewis have
thus evaporated by distinguishing the concept of identity
of personality -- really a form of genidentity =~ from
that of the identity of persons. This distinction can
now be used in treating other problemaatic cases. 1In
what follows I will mention the problems and suggest
solutions suggested by the new perspectives on personal
identity. Finally, I will suggest that there is nothing
really new about this view.

First, consider cases of radical change of

personality. There are a number of situations wherein
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we are tempted to say of an individual "he's not the
same person any more"; we speak this way of persons
who have had lobotomies or other forms of radical
neurosurgery, persons who have been brainwashed, and
persons who have undergone certain (often religious)
conversions and who have come to view their former
selves as somehow alien, and have come to view earlier
experiences as having different import than their former
selves had. If my suggestion is right, we can be speak-
ing the literal truth; for if an individual acquires a
new set of dispositions, if there is a severe enough
change of the individual's beliefs, hopes, desires,
and other 'propositional attitudes,' then the R-relation
can be broken. The individual can come to have such
different mental states and dispositions that his new
set, or stage, is no longer connected and/or continuous
with his previous stages. In such a case, the individual
has a new personality; and if sameness of personality
is necessary for sameness of person, the individual
has become a new person -- or in cases of severe neuro-
physiological dysfunction, as following radical lobotomy
or brain damage, the individual can lose all personality,
and become a non-person.,

Similarly, suppose Jones and Smith step into

a machine and come out with their personalities switched
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(or that they undergo a brain-exchange operation with
similar results). Using 'survival'!' terminology, we
would sé;“that Jones has survived in Smith's body and
vice~versa. But now that these personalities inhabit
new bodies, what do we say of the persons, Jones and
Smith? I see nothing wrong with saying that they have
ceased to exist, but that new persons, one with Jones'
body and Smith's personality, have come into being.
This possibility raises severe moral «~- and legal ~--
problems; for who is to be punished for transgressions
committed by the old Smith ('Smith in Smith's body')?
The obvious suggestion is that culpability is a feature
of personality, not of the body,.

Cases of fission and fusion make this moral
problem more obvious and harder to solve. For if Joe
robs a bank and then becomes Lefty and Righty, who is
to be blamed? Both? (But neither Lefty nor Righty,
gua persons, existed at the time of the robbery.)
Neither? (But both Lefty and Righty have Joe's
personality, at least for a while, following the opera-
tion.)

What then can be said of disembodied survival?
Tf the personality is what is said to survive, and is a
type, or genus, rather than a particular, the question

of disembodied survival rests on the question of the
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existence of abstract objects. But notice that even if, per
impossible, types could exist without any tokens of
the type existing, the disembodied personality is not
a person., It is a temporally ordered set of sets of
belief-types, etc., and like all abstracts, is incapable
of action or perception. This squares with Strawson's
account of disembodied survival, as should be
expected.

On the other hand, if enough of a person's
thoughts have been absorbed by his fellows, preserved
on paper or in the actions of others, we tend to say =--
loosely =-- that his 'sprit' has survived. This view,
that a person can 'live on' in his effects on the world,
is often called 'pagan' immortality. In order for the
present view to validate the theory of pagan immortality,
it must be the case that a sufficient portion of a
persons personality, his mental state-types, be
instantiated to form a set having the R-relation to
members of the set of personality-stages had by the
living person. But if sensory as well as cognitive
states are included in the mental states making up the
stages, this would seem practically impossible. Yet
if we construe a person's 'spirit! as a some how essen-
tial fragment of his personality, then perhaps enough
truth can be found in the notion of pagan immortality

to satisfy romantics, poets, theists, and others who



252

insist that there is some literal truth in their
spiritualistic claims, It should be noted that 'pagan
immortality' is the name theists have given this view,
indicating its heretical nature by use of the epithet
'pagan.’'

Lest one think that this acknowledgement of the
possibility of pagan immortality supports any doctrine
of supernatural disembodied survivai, let me hasten
to remind the reader that, strictly speaking, pagan
immortality is not a doctrine of disembodied survival
at all; rather it is a doctrine which holds that ones
personality may be ‘'embodied' in non-human~even non-
biological-form. The catch phrase of the doctrine is,
after all, 'He lives on in his (existing) works,' In
move from this to a doctrine of really disembodied
survival would require at least a strong form of
platonism, holding that abstracta exist independent of
concrete entities, But even Platonism is not sufficient
to insure the individuation of disembodied survivors,
given the possibility of two persons with the same
mental life. Nothing less than a full fledged theistic
or Cartesian doctrine of the soul can guarantee genuine

disembodied surviwval.
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Conclusion

By distinguishing two forms of identity, genuine
individual identity and gen-identity, or type-identity,
and distinguishing personalities, i.e. mental lives as
'types' (without assuming that types can exist indepen-
dent of their tokens) from persons we have, it seems
arrived at a position which has the virtue of being
consistent with =ntuition in ordinary cases, and in
most of the contrived cases we have cohsidered survival
of personality is a matter of identityF-or, rather,
genidentity. Continuity and connectedphess are,

importantly, the criteria for determing if personality-

stages are parts of a personality. Personal survival
requires physical, or at least causal, connectedness

and continuity on a par with that of the continued
identity of material objects in addition to the survival
of personality; and for all practical purposes, bodily
identity is necessary and, -- except in cases of radical
personality change or cessation resulting from, say
brainwashing or lobotomy -- sufficient as a criterion

of personal identity, and hence of personal survival

in ordinary cases. We are left with puzzles regarding
moral culpability in cases of fission; some may regard

these problems as indicating unsolved problems for the
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present analysis; but I, for one, regard them as
indicators that something is wrong with retirbutivist
accounts of moral culpability, A&nd that is surely

a story for a later occasion,
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