30599

Natuonal Lubrary Bibliothdque natuonale(

CANADIAN THESES

THESES CANADIENNES

of Canada du Canada ON MICROFICHE - SUR MICROFICHE ~ -* -
. s : . - /
! ‘ ’ - ’ ¥ !
— - . ¢ j’ 5
) ™~ s ' .
. " )
’ ’ '-’
] d . - j
. i ' o ' .
H 2 ‘ /
NamE OE AUTHOR/NOM DE L*AUTEUR: ) M L5 . _F A’D AW 7V
) /\ . ) .
TITLE ds THESls)r/mf DE LA THESE__ MF M Mi’ Anp RENN TV T
e T —
\ UNIVERSITY/UN/VERS/TF UM (/E'Ri I/"f 0‘7’ &&ﬁuﬂ ' SO
- ¢

DEGREE FOR WHICH THESIS WAS PBESENTED/ : ' \
GRADE POUR LEQUEL CETTE THESE FUT PRfSENT!E .

1

MA o

/?7

YEAR THIS DEGREE CONFERRED/ANNE‘E D'OBTENHON DECE GRADE

‘ L

PMF w:mﬁm Lﬂ%”?” Bn

'NAME OF SUPERVISOR/NOM ou DJRFCTEUR DE THE'SE

-

Permissidn’ is hereby granted to the NATIONAL LIBRARY OF

’CANADA to macroﬂlm this thesis and to Iend or seII copues

of the f:lm.
~The author. reserves “other publncatron nghts and neither the .
| * '

th&is. nor extensive extracts from n may be prmied or other-

wise reproduced without the ‘author’s wrutten perrmss:on

\ =

Ny

‘n,."*"b;(' (2

DATED/DATE

Lo

. -

L autorgat/on est par la présente accordée & /a BIBLIOTHF
OUE NAT/OIVALE DU CANADA de ‘microfi/mer cette thése et

. de prérer ou de vendre des exemp/alres du film.

3
f

L auteur se’ réserve les autres drons de. pub/;canon n/ /a

-

éhése ni de longs extralts de cel/e-c: ne a’orvent etre /mpr/més

\

. oZ‘ra,utrement reproduits sans /"autorisation écr_ite de l‘auteur.

SIGNED/S/GNE

ﬂ"

@Mm

. b . N : . - N . ;'
PERMANENT ADDRESS/RESIDENCE FIXE - — Of CZ 7' (1

QM/\/DP

CRAv.

VY Y




2

qua]itx'of‘reproduction possible’

PLEASE NOTE: Some pages may have

‘received.

INFORMATION TO USERS

THIS DISSERTATION HAS BEEN
MICROFILMED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED.

~ . B »

This copy was produced from a micro-_

fiche copy of the original document.

‘The quality of the copy 1is heavily

dependent upon the quality of the

original thesis submitted for

" microfilming.. Every effort has

been made to énsure the highest

~.

jndistinct print. Filmed as _

oo i
:

Canadian Theses. Division

Cataloguing Branch %

National Library. of Canada
Ottawa, Canada K1A ON& -

"Division des thases_canadiennes.

. »
. e

AVIS AUX USAGERS

LA THESE A ETE MICROFILMEE
TELLE QUE NQUS L'AVONS_RECUE
‘ . \ . ’.
Cette copié a été faite.a partir’
d'une microfiche du document
original. La qualité de la copie -
depend‘grandement'de la qualite

~ de la thése soumise pour le

microfilmage. Nous avons' tout

‘fait pour assurer une qualite .

supérieure de reproduction.

a

NOTA BENE: La qualité d! impression

.de certaines pages peut laisser &

désirer. Microfilmee telle que

‘nous 1'avons regue.’

¥

- -
. /

=

Direction'ducatalogage
Bibliothé&ue-nationa]e du Canada
Ottawa, Canada

A
~

P

;-

KIA - ON4 .



] .

) : - I .
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA -

AY A \.
.

MEMORYT>ND‘IDENTITY'.

v T S
s by |

| - (::::) " JAMES ADRAIN R

/ l o a L < . . -
/ L A THESIS' : | 7
. , N N S .

{
«

: R ' oo . , o . L
"~ SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH,
IN'PARTIALKFULFILfMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE

tOR I S

* " OF MASTER OF ARTS. -

-~ ! )
’ }‘)" " } ‘Q-? ’ . ‘ »
" DEPARTMENT OF"PHILQSOPHY - -
J ; . "‘”’795 ; -
: ; 1’ . . : !
' \ —
EDMONTON  AUBERTA
p
'( L, 1976
o ) .



# v

W ’
~ o : - . |
\v - o o . ‘ . \‘
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA® |
. ) . . - . : -: 41 ».“ )
FACULTY OF GRADUATE sﬁuolss AND RESERRCH
The undersigned certify that they have read, and
"t,
recommend to .the Facu]ty bf Graduate Studies and’ Research ,

for acceptance. a thesis entit]ed "Memory and Identity" submitted

. by James Adrain in partia1 fu}fiIment of.khe requirements for

»

the degree of Master of Arts. :

¥
i ~
"
-
z -
¢
. L
K ' o . -~ : ) . e s V B N » ;
; . . N » ) . . ° . . .
. "c ) T - .- . - - g hd
< . L . .
o R . . ? .
ro- : 4 . ’ . - .
— . . v ' . L e R
. . : ) X seesesesssssssses T E R N I .
oL . " » s . . ) . L. R
<7 . : . ' - . )
-, 3 . : - :
P . v .
R A }
. . . B o . .
. e 8 ¢ 200 "o e s0 . . «e “$ o a0 0 s v
- e, O ! ! -,.\ * )
. @ ’ . ’ . . B e
"J - " wo "
R D .
o N @ . .
i ' a~ . . DY 'Qoots’ouu-tteo.' .
- ce
- . ) - . .
. - . - - :
S . . - S . -

o ”

Date W!Q?ZS’ el | Q



ABSTRACT . -

If a person says "I remember breaking the school room window",

, it is generally believed that the perSon who ‘remembers is the same
person,as'the person who broke the window provided of»course ~that
the-memory is verdiéa] The notion underlying this be11ef is that, 1n

“uses of first person verd1ca1 memor1es, the rememberer _g;t_be the same “
person as the person who did the remembered act. nTh1slnot1on I call

the strong logical thesis.

-

' L \ o .
In his early work, Se]f Knowledge and Self-Identity,

-«

' S1dney Shoemaker-was a strong bel1ever in this strong 1og1ca1 thesis

and 1 take hlS early pos1t1on as representat1ve. ’ v

1
¢ Vo

-

: David'Wiggins,,in IQentity and Spatio—Tempora] Cbntinuity,

produces ‘arguments that challenge the strong logical thesis. w1ggins
}' grwes a wedge- betwe‘en the concepts of personat- 1dent1ty and memory

by show1ng that there_1s not necessary eonnect1on between them.

However, Wiggins fo]16ws other paths and does not explore this “

issue very far. - . - . - . =

. Shoemaker recogn1zed the strength of\w1gg1ns arguments o
and, in "Persons and Their_ Parts", changes his position rad1ca1]y
He adm1ts the poss1b111ty of the rememberer and the- person who did

f what 1s remembered may not be the same person . E B U T ' '

T - . i n . LT - :

=



- This is.all that has to be admitted to:dispbse of thé '
strong logical thesis. " The new pOSition does not bind one - to
produc1ng an actual case it is only th@'admittance of the logical
possibility of a case. The thought experiment which W1ggins used to
bring pressure on the strong logical thésis is the very . farfetched

gl

“suggestion of a duai brain transplant S E °

~
-

. N - N N

N

Infspite of.Shoemaker's'conVérsion he attempts to attach

some of the baggage of his early p051tion to his 1ater position, in

o

particuiar ‘that seif-identity 1s'1mmune to miSidentification and that .

-

a person has special’ access to his own past and identity

o

~ ' - e ’ . N . _ ,;
My main argument shows that Shoemaker 1s confused and
confusing in his attempt LIt seems that he does not make a clear

.. distinction between constant co-occurrence-and 1dgical connect1on.
It 1s plau51b]e to accept the 1ater pOSition\and from it
exp]ain immunity to misidentification and access to one s past and

;1dent1ty as matters of fact _not matters af necessary, connection

- B

B

;

>
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‘recejve cr1t1ca1 examqnation -
_._/

PREFACE

In Self-Knowledge ‘and Seif-Jdentity. P.-139, Sidney Shoemaker

writes that "it is a logical truth that, .... , if a person-remembers

‘a past event, then he, that same person, must have been in a position

to have dirett know]edgeuhat event when it occurred.”" At the

*‘time he wrote these words;;he left us in Tittle doobt that the person

who remembers a_past évent~must be the one and same person as the
{

~same person whojﬁ‘ egf?tiﬁaper1enced the event. Many would, I believe,
;agree w1th éh M{ﬁli&‘!he'bject of this thesis- to determme
LAY

z"

fwhether the relat1on between memory and persona] identity is as strong

and close as the above quotat1on c]aims

‘ Al
i -y

In later §r1t1ngs Shoemaker changes hvs mind and adm1ts that

the 1ogica1 conneot1on between remember1ngaand personal 1dent1ty is

\ A 4

1ooser than he had supposed it to be In this thesis I argue that not
on]yf1s the connection 1od§er than that expressed above, but .also that

Shoemaker S, mod1f1ed pos1t1on preserves some\Hub1ous content1ons which

- should be dlscarded. _The cdntent1ons that frrst person,memory reports

H

~are immuJL to.. misidentifibation, that self-identity is non-criterial -~

and that a persen has: spec1a1 access to his own 1dent1ty and past will

@
-

©

'First I attempt to-clarify Shoemaker s or1g1na1, stronger

]

pos1t1on and show how the three contentions are related to it. Thep

-

S B - < \

vi
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I examine a thought.exper%ment which brings pressure on Shoemaker's
original pos%tion and leads to his change of mind. The thought ) .
experiment suggested by David Wiggins, concerns the possibility

of a dual transplant. Dua1 transp]ants are discussed in later chapters.
but briefly they are as follows: based on theusupposjtion'that a

brain can beptransplanted, a dual transpﬁant is the transp]antation of

a bisected brain with one half going 1nto one body and the other half
going into anothgﬁ body. Some time is spent show1ng that. such, transp]ants

i

are pJausibTe“ In showing that the experiment is p]ausib]e I believe
/
I drive an effectuve wedge -between memory and persona] identity. In

the light of this 1 recons1der the’ contentions mentﬁoneq above. Once
theiposition.of strong connection is gi;en up, the three contentions

- must a]so be given up. * Shoemaker qggugai!ethe content1on that se]f 1dentity

~

A “dlesn.

is non- cr1ter1a1 but retains the othef . A
2 ST e

< ) 4

In the first three chapters the or1g1na1 position is 1nvest1gated
: e]at1on to the/three content1ons dlar1f1ed w1gg1ns thought . ﬂt )

_ 1% .
exper1men intraduced and argumen_ts offered for its p]au33b111ty. When 8

-

I,refer to Shpemaker's position. in these chapter I am reférring'to the
- position as xpressed at the béginning of th1s prqface, except where 1 -

¢ ‘make spec1f1c ment1on of the rewvised pos1t1on. By . ' o ~

» e »

/ ,
The rema1n1ng chapters (hamine how Shoe %f‘. attempts to ho]d ' L

\the content1ons re]ated to- h1s or1g1na1 pos1t1on after had radica]]y

.“’> “ “

changed tﬁat pos1t1on. R belleve that this attempt 15 unsuccessfu1

g b

a
¥
-
4




Eiha]]y, I offer gn‘aha]ysis‘of the re]atioﬁlbetWeen-memohy and
personal identity which accommodates widgins' thought experiment.
This.ana]ysis g1ves us fresh insight 1nto the sort of 1mmun1ty to
misidentiflcétion that we have and the sort of access we have to
our own ident1tytand.to our own past.
~ ‘Ar

.Before proceeding to the main bgﬂy of the work there is
one obviou; red herF%ng to be dispatched. There is a sense‘yithin
.which no phE‘wouid dtspute thet qng person can ‘remember another';
experience. For instence, one could remember. another's fear. It
is a cemmon expefience to notice the evidence of fear in another
person and rehember that person's fear. I am not interested in -
discussing third person remembering of this type. In this thesisf'“/”.
the remembering“discussed.is first person remembering of direct
.expe%iences, i.e., a person's remeﬁbering breakiﬁb a/yindow as
* opposed to a person'é remembering,éomeone»e]se's breaking a.window.
In fact, the’ type oeremembering is that in which a person remémbers

’(himselff’doing something. I object to the insertion of~"himse1t“
because i? seems to prejudge a-very\impdrtant isSué,'viz.,'Qhether_ .
“or not {t is possible for one to remember another's experience.

However, if it’C]arffies the sort 6f remembering to be discussed éhd
glt is not a@sumed that the’ 1nsert1on pregudges the 1dent1ty issue,

then 1 w1tfdraw the obgection. Shoemaker calls this sort of remembering

remembering\from the inside. : - -

V‘i'i'i. L
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- CHAPTER ONE
e
It is clear from the quotation at the head of the preface

ker thinks, not that the person who remembers may be the

that Shoem?
same person as he who experienced the remembered event, but that they
must be’ the same person. It is a logical truth, he claims, that'th!&

are the one and same person.

We do not have to dépend on gne quotation for a state&ent of
Shoemaker's position. He make§ the same strong claim in a slightly
different form when he“write;.
s It.is self-contradictory to say 1 remember'such and

such happening, though I wasn't.present when it happened
and was quite unaware of its occurrence at the ;1me.]

Agéin there is litile doubt &s to what is meant and as to éﬁe strength
of the c]éjm. He thinﬁ7 that if there is a statement to the effect
that a person remembers\SOmething then it follows, 6n the pain of
contradiction, that the person must be thé same person as the person -
who experienced what is remembered. It is just not possible, according
‘to Shoé¢é{i:, to claim a memwory and, at the same time, to claim not to

have experienced the remembered event.
. ;

I shall now spell out Shoemaker's position in an example.
Shppoée an elderly man remarks, "I remember breaking the schoq]room
window." According to Shoemaker the elderly man must be the same person
. [o]

as the boy who broke the schoolroom window.

1Y



In the above quotation Shoemaker says that 1f. one claims
to remember an event and, yet, ;ays he was not present when the re-
membered event occurred, then he is guilty of self-contradiction. This
general c}aim can be applied to the example just offered as follows:
*| remember breaking the schoolrogp window, although 1 was not present
when it was broken and was not aware of the occurrence, at the time."

According to Shoemaker the speaker is contradicting Mimself.

What sort of contradiction is this? It is clearly not a
simple "P ana~P"-type. otherwise the sentenée uttered would be some-
thing, 1ike, "I remember breaking the window and | do not remember
. breaking the window’* To justify his claim that there is a contra-
qiciion Shoemaker depends on_"not being thérE" engaj]ing that there
is no remembering, i.e., he depends on his first clati that the
rememberer must be the same person as he who experiences what is .
remembered. So, in effect, the two claims are not more than different

-~

expressions of the same claim.

Shoemaker does offer some further support for the second )
claim. He writes that it is the “standard sense of £Le word 'remember'“2
which underpins the self-contradiction c]aim; However, we are not told
how the standard SZnse of "remember" js arrived at, or where it comes
from'or how it might be justifipd. I admit immediately that I am very -
dubious about this sort of suppE:t\‘ It seems to be no more*than‘a
procedure wherein one names something and then, without further
eiuﬁidation or -justification, 'uses the name to support a philosophical

E ]
theory. Rather than give convincing support, this procedure invites

*



me to ask further philosophical questions. The nmin‘queﬁtion tn this

instance 13, ."How does one arrive at the standard sense of ‘remember'?™

¢
~

Shoemaker uses an estailing sense ot "rﬂnmnber“a. It is
necessary that we distinguish between what he means here from'what he
means when he talks 6f the "standard sense.” He characterizes the en-
tailing sense as follows,

“A remembers that P" entails "P" and "A remembers X °
occurring” entails “X occurred”.4‘

] have no objections whatever tou this entailing sense of “"remember™.

It is exactly the sense which I use throughout this discussion. But | -
it is very 1mbortant to‘distingﬁish between, first, the sense of

"rememher" which entails that whatever is remembered actually occurred

and, second, the sense of "remember; which entails that the person who
remembers 1§ the same person as he who had the direct experfence re-
membered. The second sense of "remember” is the subject of the prese?t

fnvestigation.

A

So far I have given two gquotations from the same book to Show
. S
that Shoemaker does indeed hold the strong logical position with regard
‘1\ .
to the relationship between memory and personal identity. I now give

one more qhotation, from a different work, to reinforce the claim that.

he does ®old the strong position. He writes,

- For 1 say that a person remembers an event (apd hence

to say he remembers a fact about #n eveat he remembers)

normally implies that he witnessed the event, or ctherwise T
came to' know of it, at the time of its occurrence,.and this
implication limits the possible objects of event memory to

past events and actions occurring within the lifetime of the
rememberer. And of course it is only-such event that one

can remember having witnessed or done. 5 la e



Perhaps this seems less stringent than the two previous quotations,

!

but 1 th1nk this impression 1s erroneous and may be due to the
1nsert1on of "n;rmally" before "1mp1;es" A 11tt1e thought on the
“matter will show that "norma]]y" is noth1ng more than a way of referr1ng,
&et ag;inu to the stanq§rd sense of "remember". Th1s coupled w1th the
statement that "this implication 1imits the posstble obJects of event
memory to past events and actions occurhingawfthin the 1ifetime>0t the
rememberer“syshows that the claim expressed in this quotetion i; no
. less strqhg than the claim made in the first two quotations. ~Likewise
hd‘further e1ucidaﬁfon or justification is offered to supbort.it. |

In thebremainder of this chapteffl ehow how Shoemaker uses
yhis strong 1oglca1 pos1t1on and 1 elucidate, briefly, the epistemolo-
hg1ca1 pos1t1on wh1ch under11es it. In doing thls I think I am a]so )
showing the pos1t1on the- c]a1m has occup1ed in the philosophy of
pevsona]°1dent1ty and the related areas of self- know]edge, se]f -identity
‘and memory S{nte‘fhe time of John Locke. I do not argue from historical
works for it is enough for the pyrposes of my discussibn to cons%der ohiy

the work of Shoemaker with some passing reference to Locke. -

. <
5 13

Shoemaker wr1tes,.

o

. this prob]em (of self-identity) arises from philo-
soph1ca] views about, and philosophical perplexities about
the nature of self-knowledge, and that its solution cons1sts
mainly in the resolution-of these perplexities and the
correction of mistakes 1nc1uded in these views. -7

P : . . . °
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3

<
the mistakes, is closely related.to some attendant content1onsrhe1d
by Shoemaker, jg,part{cular the‘three contentions already menttoned
that self-identity is non-criterial 'that first'perSOn menory state-/,

ments are immune to m1s1dent1f1cat1on and that a person has spec1a1
R 4

. access to his own past and his own identity: These will be cons1dered

N e

at 1ength in the»counse of later discussion. _Here I restnict myself -

to making a more general poinﬁ& bout Shoemaker's epistehologicaI

position. |
From the content1ons that self- 1dent1ty is non- cr1ter1a1

and. that first person memory statements are immune to m1s1dent1f1cat1on
it is clear that one category of know]edge knowledge of one's own -
jdentity, is held to be very d1fferent from one's know]edge of obJects
such as trees, rocks, tables and~chairs etc. There is the d}fference
of haw the facts used to establish self-identity are obtained. The |
dlfference, s%ggested by Shoemaker, and th1s is’ thg difference I obJect

to, is between knowledge of external objects which ls 1nd1rect and open

A. to mistakes and know]edge of self which is- d1rect, in. that it is non-

criterial, and immune to a certa1n m1stake, in that m1s1dent1f1cat1on
is imposs1b1e Whether or not there ean be indubitable and direct
know]edge is an important quest1on in ep1stemology and, as such is
not the bus1ness of this discussion. Certalnly, if epistemologists
-could estab1lsh that such know]edge is a. ch1mera then Shoemaker wou]d
have very serious problems. It 1s enough for my purpose to show that
seif-knon]edge is not direct, i.e., to show that,crjter1a are neededr
to establﬁsh se]f—identity in the same/way as criteria are needed-to |

G . .



establish other types of 1dent1ty and also to show that 1t is poss1ble
to m1§’d7pt1fy in cases of first person memory statements

|
| .
| »

_ The>conf1ict of these two epistemo]ogical posit%ons unden}ies
a]] the deta1]ed discussion in this thESIS. The confusion which I
accuse Shoemaker of engender1ng in his 1ater work, stems from h1s
blurring the distinction between the conf11ct1ng ep1stemo]og1ca1:

‘ p051t1ons The positive analysis which I offer in Chapter VI depends
on show1ng,,through the detailed arguments, that Shoemaker s
ep1stemo1og1ca1 stance as out]1ned above, 1s 1ncorrect that his revised
stance is confused to the po1nt of’ be1ng use]ess and that my ep1stemo-

1og1ca1 stance (wh1ch js also that of W1gg1ns) is J} sutcessful. 1n the

1dent1quat1on‘of se]f as 1t is in the identification of externa1 objects.




R .
o oo - . . o

> |
. FOOTNOTES
1 Shoemaker, Self-Knowledge, p. 136 “ih

Ibid., p. 136

2,
3 Shoemaker, Se]f—Know]edgé, p. 136/7 fn.
4 Shoemaker, Se]f'Know]edge 'ﬁ 136/7 fn;ﬁ

5 Shoemaker Syaney, "Memory", Encyc]opaed1a of Ph11asophx,
Ed. by P. Edwards, Machllan New York 1967 Vol 5, p. 265. . .

6 Ibid., p. 136/7 fn. . E

7 Shdemaker, Self-kfiowledge, p. vii /

N .



"~ in speech. If the statement is fa]se then 1t must be trué that the person

11stener is to be]1eve th1sautterance then he must also be11eve it

untruthful so I must believe that this utterance is also untrue. HoweVer

, 'CI~!A15,TER WO

v

In this chapter I do two th1ngs ﬁirst I look at~the

' nature of the necessary connect1on Shoemaker asserté obta1ns between

-

lmemory‘and persona] 1dent1ty Second 1 set out c]ear]y some not1ons

L

wh1ch are’ re]ated to that connect1on, part1cu1ar1y those content1ons

3wh1ch Shoemaker trJes to retain even.after he has g1ven up_ the c1a1m of

log1ca1 connect1on between memory and persbnal 1dent1ty e . CTJ/
. . N o > . T . d
There are severa]'ways in which. one's saying something can be

]

contrad1ctory Below I take a br1ef ]ook at three of these ways and
%

: state the way, wh1ch I th1nk Shoemaker 1ntended his claim to be taken

First, suppose someong says, "I cannot speak ". The-Very act of:
speak1ng this sentence 15 a demonstrat1on that what is sa1d is fa]se, :
it contradicts what is .asserted in the utterance. If the statement
made is to be true then’ 1t must be fa]se that the statement was made
mak1ng the statement has spoken at some time or other, or. is capab]e of

speak1ng at some future t1me ?t' - . . .

~

T~

Second, suppose someone says, "I am a ]1ar at a1l times." \\f\a
\\'

_fa]se at the same t1me For 1nstance, suppose I believe a certa1n Mr Vi

is 1nvar1ab]y untruthfu] “that all his utterances are lies. One’ of‘h1s

utterances is, "I am a lshr‘at.all time." I be]ieVe that Mr. Z is always

Y

’

the utterance eXpresSes'my belief about Mr. Z's untruthfu]ness,

8
N



SofI am forced to the position that it I helieve a certain thtng about
Mr. Z i must,,at the same time, accept that'my beiief is false. ~Clearly -~ =
g ‘this is not a tenable position. - It would be se]f—contra?ictdry.to he]iewe. .

both at the same time.

Third, - suppose someoneisays of.a person, "He is a married, an,
but he is not married " The'actual utterance of the above statement has .
noth1ng to do w1th the obv1ous d1ff1cu1ty found 1n it. Although it re—'-
.'qu1res us to believe two conf11ct1ng stateménts, it is dlfTerent ﬁrom the
second examp]e above., It is d1fferent in that .t is a straightforward
utterance of two conf11ct1ng gtatements. The‘second'exam§1E'reouires'us' ’
. to sort out ‘the. ram1f1cat1ons and thus revea] the pargﬂox 'Perhaps the
most obv1ous difference between th1s third examp]e and the other two is in

-

.the structure of the sentence uttered. The sentence in this third example

a

is compound wh11e the sentences uttered in the first two are not compound

Shoemaker s se]f contrad1ctory example is compound a1so '“The
utterance is "I remember such and such happening, though I wasn't present
when it happened and was qu1te unaware of its occurrence at the t1me.

This sentence can be broken down 1hto two sentences and.it 1s these that
‘Shoemaker claims 1s-contrad1ctory ' There is on the one hand "I remember‘
such and such happen1ng“ and on the other hand "l wasn't there when_it
happened’and was qu1te unaware of 1ts occérrence at the time. The latter

sentence can be further divided into two sentences but this division ?% not

important for the'discussioh'on hand.

-

The most common form of self- contrad1ctory statement is “P &~P".

Shoemaker's sentence a]though 1t is compounded from two s1mp1e sentences,

®



. t . - ‘
cannot be symbolized into .this common form JIf "P"\is to stand for

"I remember such and such happen1ng" then “p cannot a]so stand ‘for

&,

" wasn "t present when 1t happened and was qu1te unaware of its occur-

rence at the time." S1nce the fho sentences aré not equ1va1ent they

.cannot be symbo]1zed by the same symbol

AN
A\

The onus 1s on Shoemaker to show how the two ane contrad1ctory It

s, 1 think, obv1ous that they are not self- stu1t1fy1ng or paradox1ca1

like the f1rst two examp]es above " Nor are thex se]f contradictory ‘like

the th1rd example which can be symbollzed as. “P &~P" ’ Noth1ng more is
I

R4
3
-

: done to support h1s ctaim oﬁ?gelf-contrad1ctlon {“ o) S f\\\_t

K . .
¢ pea o ce . VU K
_ In the absence of. justification it is very'd1ff1cu1t to be sure
Just,how Shoemaker 1ntended his Togical c#aim to ke taken. - I think it
N

very 11ke]y he is c]a1m1ng that the statement "I remember" entails the>‘ﬁ

s

statement "The exper1encer and the rememberer are the same personi" Th1s

-

is cToseTy re]ated to the contrad1ct1on d1scussed above However,[1t is

&

not very 1mportant for my purpose to dec1de in whaf’way- he intended the
c1a1m to be understood It is my content1on and a]so OoRe wh1ch Shoemaker

faccepts in his ]ater work, that th1s c1a1m is not a Tog1ca1 truth at aTT

‘ ‘Showing that it is not a ToglcaT truth is a task which y111 be tackTed 4

’

later.

. I now. turn to some of the not10ns re]ated to the cTarm that in

i 4
I3

remember1ng, the rememberer and the exper1encer must be the same person
There are three notions which I want to distuss v1z., that self-identity

is non- cr1ter1a], that self- Tdent1ty 1s anmune to- misidentification and

that a person has special access.to his -own past.and his own identity.

These three are closely related.as we shall see later.
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The not‘onnthét sqlf-identification is non-critérial is related

“to the e]éim,of a logical connection between memory'ano’persondl

§ame person, theﬁ ce'the'rememberer has estab]ished that he has had

'a genuine memory, he needs no add1t1ona1 procedures to estab11sh that
the person who exper1enced the remembered event is h1mse]f In.other

words once an 1nstance ‘of memory has been estab]1shed there is no need -

v

“of cr1ter1a for self- jdentity. “ There is the obvious prob1em, for those

who subscr1be to the theor& of a 1og1ca1 connect1on, of estab11sh1ng

LY

. memory w1thout recourse 'to personal 1dent1ty Much more will be said

Lo
g

on this problem, whiqh‘is in fact the But]er objection, as the thesis

progresses. - (/

. The notion that.se]f—identification_is immune to misidentification

4

[

is re]ated to th&.logical claim in‘the following way:' if the'1ogica1f
\ c]alm ‘is true, then, in any geqp1ne f1rst person 1nstance of remember1ng,
“1t is not poss1b1e for: the rememberer to m1s1dent1fy the exper1encer=-
.they must be the same person, viz., the. rememberer himself. Again there-

is the-prob]em of estab]wsh1ng memory‘w1thout recourse to personal identity.

The notion that persons have through memory , special accesssto
facts about the1r own past and their own 1dent1t1es is, as Shoemaker
_notes a Lockean not1on Shoemaker wr1tes,

John  Locke thought this Sﬁec1a1 access’ 1mportant
enough to warrant a special mention in his definition of
- “"person", viz., "a thinking, intelligent being, that has
reason and ref]ect1on and can consider itself as itself,
the same thinking thing, in different times and places.. ‘1




'This‘notioa is related to the logical claim in the following'Wayi if

it is true that the rememberer must be fhé/gé é person as the experiencer
theﬁ, in any genuine 1nstaﬁ¢e oflmemory, the erson'who renembers is
remembering his own past and is coﬁsidéfing the experiencer as himself.
The rememberer has access to his owh past and his own 1dent1ty through
memory . Once agaln there is the prob]em of estab]1sh1ng memory Jndepend-

.ently of persona] identity.

- : ' ‘ )
" Attached to alil three of the notions, which are briefly set ou

above, 1is the problem of ést&blishing memory without reCOursé to person
identity. The problem arises when onee;eeds to egtabiish the personal.
1dent1ty of the rememberer and the exper1encer in order to show. that any
part1cu1ar instance is indeed a genuine instance of remember1ﬁg. Clearly -
}ifrone uses bersona] idehtfty to\chafactérizé memdry,vthen one cannot,
uséfu]]y, use meﬁory to estab]iéh persona] identity; ‘Let’usuéall this
point the Butler objgctionl' Bishop steph Butler wrote, "
| ‘And one should really think it self-evident, that
consciousness of personal identity presupposes, and

therefore cannot cons;itute,‘persona1 identity;,

2

The questibn whiph arisesyimmediatejy for those who hold the log-
iéal theory is, "Can memory and idehtity be established independently?" or
at least "Can hemory be established independently of personal idehtity?"
It would seem that if one could estab]ish memory without recourse to s
personallidentity, thenlqne Cou]d:use memofy as<a_usefu1 criterion of

personal identity. If one is not successful in establishing memory

independent of personal identity then it is c]ear]y circular to try to



.use memory as a criterion of personal identity. So a lot hinges on the
question of whether .or not memory can be established without recourse

to personal identity. It is onepof the aims of this work to show that <\~

‘the two are independent, but it will be seen that this is of no use to o

”

the logical theorist.

)

«

The reason why the establishment of the independence of the two

-
L N

is useless to the logical theorist is that the*estab]ishment depends
7
on the assumption that memory and persona1 1dent1ty are not logically

re]ated but are 1ndependeht concepts S

W1th1n the framework of the logxcal theory any attempt to estab]1sh
memory. w1thout recourse to persona] 1dent1ty is, I th1nk doomed:. It
s doomed for the simple reason tha?, if identity is a ne@essary
cond1t1on of memory, then, in any part1cu1ar case, one could always ask
~of anyone who purports to have established memory 1ndependent1y of
persona] identity, "Is jt a genuine instance of memory? How can yoo be
sure, if you do not know that,the'rememberer and the experiencer are the

-

same person?"

There have been attempts t0‘show that memory can be established

-

. . [ S ) ’ )
without recourse to identity. . Shoemaker attempted to argue, in Self-

Kniowledge and Self-Identity, that it is a conceptua}@truth that memory

claims are genera]]y true and: that we can. therefore be entitled to say
that a person remembers a past event w1thout already hav1ng established,
or hav1ngo1nduct1ve ev1dence, that some other criterion of personal

jdentity (other than memory) is satisfied.

7. 4
5

hna¥s



" In his later work Shoemaker writes, _

This way of handling the objection no longer
seems to me satisfactory.q

/
The kindest way of treating Shoemaker's argument is to accept his later

denial.® I have not seen an} satisfactory way of establishing memory

" independently of personal {dentity when the theory of logical connection

&

is presupposed.

In this chapter I have shown that three notions, yiz,, that self-

s f ”
jdentity is non-criterial, that self-identification is immune to mis-

identification and that a person has special access to his owh pas and
his own identity are related to the strong logical .claim that, in *

genu1ne case of remembering, the rememberer and the experiencer must. be

the same person,” I have also shown that this strong 1091Ja1 claim is

A

open to Butler's objection.

*

- My position js, that if any of the related contentions are hefd,

“

it must be shown that these are viable contentlons and can be held ‘even if

the claim that memory and personal identity are not 1og1cal1y related, or,
on the other hand, it must. be shown how Butler's objection can be avoided.
Shoemaker, in~"Persons and Their ﬁosts" gives op the notjon‘that self-
identity is hon:criteria]; but he does rétaih both the other two. He

also embraces a concept of memory which does avoid the Butler objection.

¥ - Vomg . 1

It is my contention that one must give up all three related notiOHS‘
a]ong with the strong logical claim or face the full force of the Butler

obJect1on. In other words, I think that to avoid the But]er objection



~ ’

the strong relation claim must be given up and I also think that when
‘ \
-it is given up the three related notions must also be given up. Shoemaker's

position and mine arq;obviously not compatible.

-

I will use the notion of dual braih transplants as a thought
experiment in the rest of this thesis. Much hangs on this being a sensible
' notion; Before going on to the confiict between the two positions it is
important to show that the notion is sensible. The next chapter presents

-

" arguments to that end.

N
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T CHAPTER THREE '\
Y [~ : [)\
In this chapter I turnjto Dévid Wiggins, whose work presupposes
a position which is fncompatible with Shoemaker's on the relation between
the rememberer and the experyencer. Wiggins suggests a thought experiment
which, when applied to Shoemaker's position outlined in the preceding
Ehapters exerts pressure 6n that position. Shqgemaker in his 1ate£ﬂ;ork.
"Persons and Their Pasts", acknowledges the power \Jf lpw thoqqht exper-
iment Pnd changes his position radically because of it. The extent and

the effectiveness of the change is discussed in detail in Chapters IV

and V. IA this chapte troduce the thought oxperinhnt that

r]j position, and argue for the

~

N
phent . X’lb -
: f., -3

the po bility of a person becoming two persons.

exerts prgssure on Shoema

plausiffility of the exper

wigéins sugge

He inlro!hces the notion with a quotation from J.S. Griffith,
.the surgeon's knife has turned (the brain) into two
1ndependent brains and two{independent consciousnesses. Both

of these new brains would,/ presumably, remember having been the
single brain which was ‘thg¢re before.]

Wiggins offers an analygs of ”6erson" which would allow Griffith's
account. In brief he thinks that theré is a core of matter which is the
seat of the sentient functions. This core is not individuated simply as
a material object. but as a piece of matter which functions in certain
characteristic ways. Individuation of ihe core as a mere material object
would not differentiate between a pﬁecefof matter f?om a corpse and a
piece from a functioning body. If ﬁhe matter must function in character-

istic ways to be the sentient core o?\g person, then, clearly, a piece

.
—~————

17



'plaees and takes up hab1tat10n in Smith's body

18

. e

from a corpse would not do as it could not function in any way which is

[T
o7
,

characteristic of a person.
. 15

wiggins'thinks‘that there is no compulsion for'any particular part
ofqthe body td be the sentient core, or nucleus as he ca1ls 1t though
1t happens to be, as a matter of fact, the eentral nervous system. I

l.l”k that more may ‘be gnvolved e. g , certain g]ands. The nuclear thes1s

is most p1aus1b1e when no spec1f1c parts of the body are ment1oned as

candidates. For present purposes I shali assume that the nucleuS is the

brain and part of the central nervous system immediately ajoining it.

Shoemaker wa%, as fa? as 1 know, the first person to introduce

©

the notion of brain transp]antatlon into d1scuss1ons of persona] 1dent1ty.
He writes,

- Physiologists may have grounds for thinking that this
,cannot be done with human brains, but it is at least
conceivable (logically possible) that a human body could
cont1nue to function normally if its brain were rep]aced
by one taken from ,another human body. 2 :

o

Coupling this with Wiggins' contentioh that,ihe brain is, as matter of

fact, the nucleus, we can ta]k sénsib]y of transplanting the nucleus. It

is very- 11ke1y ‘that, even in h1s ear]y period, Shoemaker wou1d have obJected

to such talk though it 1§,got c]ear "that he would have immediately agreed

~that tﬁghsplant1ng the - nucleus is othe same as transplanting the person

It fo]]ows, ex hypothesi, that if a nuc]eus is transplanted, i.e.y 1f a.

nucleus from Jone's body is transp]anted to Smith's body, from which the

nucleus has been removed then the person who 1nhab1ted Jone's body changes.

9

B
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For reasons of simp]fcify I sha]]ynof discuss any mentalist
acg0unts‘of'person‘in this thesisﬁ:(rathink‘that any general point
arisihg from this discussion is apﬁ]itab]e'to ény acceptable account
personal identity. By."acceptable" I mean an account by Which it is
" possible to individuate a person and totre;identify a peréon.- I see

no good reason why a mentalist account could not satisfy these two

conditions. "~ B | . | L 4

Wiggins, Qith Grf?fiths‘_suggestion ip,mind, imagines a transplant

’\?{n which the nuc]eu5‘islsp1it and installed in sepafate-bodies;vneifher~
of\which was the bodf from which the origindﬁ nuc]eué has beenllehoved.
He further supposes that the nucleus, or brain as I have assumed to be
equivalent, canfbe sﬁ]it.surgica11y o) fhat éach"half is equal to the
other in functional capacities and either half is equal to the former
cbhp]ete nucleus in functional capacities.. The most obvious way of'

. sp]ixting a brain is bisect%ng it- into hemispheres. Howéver,‘this wQu]d
not Broduce the desired isomorphic unité. 1So-he}e 1 shall refer.to'the
halves as "équiépheres".3 'wigginé is suggesting that the two equispheres,
say from Jones, be transp]anted, one .into the Smith body and the other

_into the Brown body
‘ P
The entity which consists of Smith's body and one equisphere from

Jones is called "Smith-dodes or "S-J" for short. Similarly the other
entity whiéh consists of Brown's body and the other equisphere.from Jones
_is called "Brown-Jones" or "B-J" for short. It is true ‘of S- J and B- J

ex bypothes1, that they each have all “the funct1ona1 capac1t1es wh1ch
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Jones had had. For tnstance, they each would have dJones' memories.

Grifffths saw no probfem in ta]hing of remembering in his suggested
case ‘of thénsplantfng'a»sp]it%brain. Nor, seemingly, did Wiggins when
he wrote; : S '

We are suppos1ng that the transplanted persons claim to
remember exact]y the same things.. -5

Admitted]y, in the sentence immedjate]y following the above Wiggins,
-writes of “"their (c]aimeq)vmemofies}" He'may be exhibiting some
he;itancy with regard to\the~use of "memoty". 'It is pant.of my task to
show that such hesitancy is not'cqlleqﬁforf e
It‘shou]d be.qutte clear now where the incompatibility betweeh
Wiggin's positioh and Shoemaker'; position lies. if Shoehaker is right,
then either "remember" cannot be used when S-J and B-J recall Jone's
experiences (I use heca]] to try'to avoid prejﬁdice), orxif "remember"
is‘permittéd_as legitimate then S-J and B-J'must be the same-pefson;‘or n
persona].identity is not a trans%tive relation. The 1ast'two options
fol]ow/from Shbemaker%s strong logical claim. The on]y way to avoid

embrac1ng them is to take up the f1rst opt1on, viz. s that "remember® is

being used incorrectly.

Do we have to-avoid taking the last two options? I think;thgt

they are both untenable and can be shown to be so.

When Shoemaker's strong logical position is presupposed, then, in
ahy genuine case of remembering, the rememberer and‘the'experiencer must

be the same person. If the word “"remember" is used correctly with regard
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i . . .
to S-J's and B-J's recalling of Jones' experience then S-J and B-J

must be the same perSon as Jones. However, by tFan;itivity'of'%dentity,
if S-J is the same person as Jones and Jones is’the‘same person as B-J
then S-J must be the same person as B-J. .It may well oe’thaf,s-d and
B-J ]ead'entirely different‘]ives, they may not know of the other's
existence If they would happen to meet, as w1gg1ns points out they

would commun1cate 1nterpersona]1y They would, in fact be comp]ete]y

vseparate persons. There seems no hope of support1ng a claim that they

are one and the same person

©

On the other hand the above difficulty would not ar1se if persona]
1dent1ty was not a trans1t1ve re]at1on Then it oould be safely claimed
that S-J,and B-J are, each, the same person as. Jones, but as‘the re]at17n

is not transitive, there is no reason to say that S-J and B-J_afe the

same person. The transitivity of personal identity is an instance of the

transitivity of identity in general. Transitivity of identity is a very
familiar pattern of reasoning and to dispense with it*would deplete our

stocks of reasoning procedures. For instance, we often argue in the

fo]]owing'veinf the child is the same person as the youth and the youth

is the same person as the old man, therefore the child is the same person
as the old man. The.same pattern is used for material objects, numbers etc.

This is a familiar and universally accepted form of argument and I can see

1no possible reasons for rejecting it and it does depend entirely on

transitivity of identity.

It ma?'be suggested that instead of rejecting transitivity in general

it'could b ahgued.that perhaps personal identity is not.a transitive
§ 4 c - .

&
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reflation. I see no reason for making any difference‘between personal
identity and other forms of identity. The fact that the obJects dealt

with are persons seems to be 1rre1evant : °

If anyone wishgs to reject transitivity of identity either identity |
in general or in personal identity then the onus is on them_t0~prodUCE” o
supporting arguments. I know of none. ;o‘merely point out.that it
bgivesvrise‘to.problems_in the above‘caseband,therefore we shou1d<reject
it begs the question and bars investigation.into the important reason

. for the problems. &

~

Is it poss1b]e that Shoemaker is r1ght in c1a1m1ng "remember" is
being used 1ncorrect]y? This 1is certa1n1y a poss1b111ty However to
' 1nsist on it being an incorrect usage simply because the use of the word -
in cases'where the rememberer and the'experiencer are not the same person
giVes rise ¢to problems aga%n begs the-question. It is very important
for my discussion that this qdest1on is not begged and that a ana]ys1s
of prob]em be undertaken. Shoemaker does not support his c]a1m that the .
word is. being used 1ncorrect1y and 1 th1nk he .is- gu11ty of begging the

quest1on and covering the real prob]em and poss1b]e solution.

The reason for the hes1tancy or downr1ght refusal to use "rememberi/
in cases where the rememberer and the exper1encer may not be the same
person spr1ngs directly from a beljef in the correctness of the strong
log1ca1 pos1tlon, in other words in the belief. that it is a logical truth

that we can on]y remember our’ own exper1ences
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‘E;e hesitancy and ﬁhe‘reason fér it comés out .in the following

quotation from tbé work of ahothgr';gnyemporary phiTosopher._ Derék

Parfit writes, o

A

It may be a. logical truth that we can only remembeﬁ
our own experiences. -But we can frame a new concept for
which this is not a logical truth. Let us call this q-memory . o

. Parfit does not show the same s;rong~be11ef in the str6hg logical
position as Shoemakér_does, but he thiqks»it is required thét-a “new
concept"ibe_framed to hand]é the casé&where we wish tO’ta]k'of remembering
in an ihétance where the remeﬁberer and the experiencer is not the same |
person. ItAisrmyfcontentioﬁ that there fs no‘need,tovfrémé a new cbn;\
tept for our-present cohcepts_ozxﬁﬁmory and personal {dentity_are not
1o§ic§11y re]éted in the.way Shdeﬁakef thinks.they aré!
S ‘ S s
\This tomp]etesvthe presentétion of Wiggins' thoughf experiment.
It is”nbw c]éarvthatvthere is a conflict between ShoemaKer's ﬁBsitiohA

and Wiggin's position. Shoemaker,'in "Persons and Their Pasfs",.

N

recognises the conflict, realises the pressure phat'wiggins'.thdught
N - i ;‘:) o g ) . , ' LN
experiment applies against Hﬁm, so he accordijngly makes-an extensive

~ adjustment to his own position. I now go on to show how the thought

-

experiment exerts the pressure which leads to the change.

Shoemaker,’believing, as-he does at this stage, in the strong

2

.Wlogi;a] position, claims that the:remembérer and the experiencer must
iQe_the same person in ény genuine;;ase of first peréon rememb;ring.
wiggiﬁ's'thought-égperimén£ présented him wfth a difficu]ty fn that
if he a11d§ed'that "remember " is'usea 1é§itimate1y then he had fhe option
of ho]d?hg any onerf tWo'positionsL both Qf.whichll ;ave,argued~above

kol
[

hy
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are.untenable. Or(hé has the/other option of c1a1m1ng that 'iFmember ’

K}

d illegitimately. So the thought exper1ment forces Shoeﬁaker to
!atte:gt to occupy one of thgge three positions' He does not seem to

tcons1der the two which I rejected. As we fo]]ow the progress of the

ch{nge in his basic pos1t1on, as 1 out11ne it in Chapter IV, we can see

him rea11ze that his c1a1m of 111eg1tgmate.use of "remember is difficult

to hold and he gradua]ly changes h1s basic position on the strong 1og1k

fﬁ%sis/ne’aTTé;-hts giving up the c1a1m. So the, thought experimén
. | > T

) pressuﬁe at the point where-he:claims Rhat where the rememberer and the

exerts

experiencer arebnot the same person thetword,“remember" is used'fncorrectly.
In his-early work this claim simply begs thebguestion,' He offers. no
support for 1t whatsoever In his later work he seems to realize that
there are: no good reasons for refusing the use of "remember" in the‘c1r-
cumStances and so’ the basic position is changed to’ accommodate th1s real-
ization. 'My objection to his 1atest poswt1on is that he does not- seem to
realize how radical the change has to be and the eftect that the-change
must have on the related.contentions, in partiéu1ar on the;contentions that
| self-identity is immuneAto misidentification-andsthat a}person has .special

access to his own past and his own identity"

It is very important thatfthe-thought experiment cannie shown to be .

| pJausibIe. It has been'presented above and there is nothing there which
-istobviously\inconsistent.v Irnow‘showffhat there is nothing'inconsistent
in the expertment. To do this I §2511 use two_imaginary cases.f‘There are,

. Y ’
of course, no actual cases.

-



aos

25

The first of these imaginary cases is the one aIready mentioned,
that of surgical bisection of the bra1n and the second is the imaginary
case of a person born with two bra1ns Ne1ther is 11ke1y to occur. The
fact‘that both are highly improbable does not count against the plausi-

bility of the thought experiment. A1l that is requfred of them is that

they are’cohceptoally possible.

o

When Shoemaker first introduced the notion of brain transplantation
into the discussion of personal identity he was probingfthe‘respective
‘ 7

roles of psyéhologica] and'physicallcriteria in personal identity. 'That

inquiry has little relevance to .this discussion. ‘A1l I w1sh to do here
is to point out that Shoemaker thought brain transp]antat1on a plausible
I

notion. , , T o s

-

It was supposed, in 1aying out the nucleur theory of persons that

‘the brain was the nucleus. . Coup11ng th1s suppos1t1on with the possibility

of brain transplantat1on wod]d give. a case of nucleus transp]antat1on If

a nuc]eus is transplanted then ex xpothes1 the person swaps bodies.

‘Thus, 1f the bra1n is removed from the Jones body and 1nsta1]ed in the

bra1n1ess Brown body the person, Jones, swaps bod1es

o Théﬁperson who inhabits the Brown body after the operation can be

re-}dentified as‘the same personias inhabited-the Jones'bOdy before the .

, operation, We can re-identify_this’person beoause it is possible.to

trace the continuity of a certain essential thing, the nucleus. The

', ndc1eus happens to be the brain and g0 the continuity of the physical

entity can be traced. The possibi]itj‘of a brain transplant coupled

with the nucleus permits us to talk sensibly of a-person hodies.
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it should be noted that the person before the operation is not
1dent1f1ed with the person after the operation because of any resemb]ance
which the two have. There wou]d be close resemblance in the functioning
of the two, but because of the different bodies there would be no physical
resemblance,'e.g., their fingerprints would be different. They are
identified because the required'continuity can be traced from one tb'the
other. Ih our everyday world we do dse résemb]ances to help us in re- |

identification. Fingerprints are accepted as .very good evidence. Finger-

*prints rely on, for their elevated evidential position,uthe very high

3

improbability of there being duplicates, but not on the logical im-
possibility of their being’duplicates; ~To elevate resemb]ance-from
be1ng a very useful, and se]dom m1s]ead1ng, rule of pract1ca1 procedure
to a ph1losoph1ca1 ana]y51s of re-identification weu]d require that we
1ose the distinction between‘copy and original. To-take a fair]y exotic
example:  suppose a machine, a .computer, was constructed and prbgrammed

so- that it could answer successfully any question put to it in'exact]y

the same way as a certain Mr. X would answer it. The machine would not

‘?ESemb]e Mr. X physically. ‘Now suppose @r. X's brain is irreparably

damaged, surgically removed and the body attached to the machire. The
machifhe can dup]icateaall Mr. X's brain functions. Would we say that,
because of the resemb]ance, the persoh’attached to the machine (assuming

that we WOu1d.even'agree to call the entity a person) is the same bersoh

-]

as Mr. X? My inclination would be to say that it is a copy of Mr. X.
I say this because there is no continuity between Mr. X's nucleus and

the machine whﬁcb'replaces it. Consider further what would happen- if



several of these machines were to be constructed. Clearly there is no -
limit to the number of copies which can be made, but there can only be

one instance of the same thing.

.o

So it is p]ausible to talk of a’berson swapping bedies through
brain traﬁsp]antation. At"tﬁis point Wiggins makes a further supposjtion.
He supposes that the brain can be divided into two equipolent parts,
which I have called "equispheres.” We have just seen how the trans-
plantation‘of a complete nucleus is sensible. It remains to show that it

makes‘Sense'to talk of splitting the nucleus.

vGriffith mentiohed the pessibi1ity of bisecting the brain by a
suréicq] operation; so that each segment is equal to the other in all
its funcéionél capacities and each of them is also equel to the comp]efe
' §brain A]though what we do know about the brain indicates that it may not |

be divisible in such a -manner, there seems to be no 1og1ca1 reason why we
cannot suppose that the brain is so d1v1s1b1e. Th1s supposition is _
" sensible andE1t is all that is required for us to. proceed with the thought

-exper1ment

I think that more can be done to strengthen the plausihility of a
dividing nucleus. The suggest1on I now makeo1s at least s]1ght1y more

o

'»piausible than the notion of surgical b1sect1on.
o ) . .
Most of us are fami]iar with the fairground sideshows whieﬁ exhibit -~
ca]vesuwith five legs or chickens with three. ‘Notvalf of these oddities
are frauds; there.ere some well authenticated cﬁseé'of‘SUCh abnormalities.
kLikewise it-is-not unknown for a person to be bpfn‘with six fingers or
six_toee. It has also been knowh for person§ to have internal organs .

duplicated. It is no great step from this‘to imagine a person born with

~



two brains.

i

We have to imagine that thi§ person used both brains Hich were
connecteq to the body in the same way. Both brains would receive the
’ same input and both would produce the same outpdt. In other words the
two braiﬁs would work in tandefi. They would be equal to each‘other and
each separate one wou]d be equal to the two together in their functional

~

capacities. Each separate brain would be the equivalent of an equisphere.

To‘complete the imagined case we‘need‘to stpoﬁe a surgical
operation in which the two brains are extracted from the original person
and transp]énted into two separate bodies. FoF example, suppose Jones
was the person born with two brains. For some good medical reason it
is decided that his br;iné are avai]ab]e'fo; transplanting. The'doub]e
brain is removed and one of the brains is insta]]ed‘in the Smith body and
the other in the Brown body. This would give us S-J and B-J just as fn

. . N
the bisection example,

P

On the stfength,of the supposition that the brain is, in fact,- the
‘nuc]eus; then when the brain is transplanted the functional capacities
are a}so‘fransplanted. On the further assumption that the two brains in
Jones were equipolent and fully functional, then full functional capacity.
is transplanted with each of them. For exaép]e, Jones' memories would be
transplanted With hiS brains. Each separate brain would have the full
vcomplemgnt ofoméhories and éplSmith-Jones and Brown-Jones would each have

~a full comp]ehent of Brown's memories (assuming I'can-safgly refer to
. .

$Z3's and B-J's memories).
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A11 I wish to do at this stage is to point out that there is
nothing conceptually inconsistent about the notion of dual transplants
and we can sensibly talk of one person becoming more than one.

Before é:ving on to the next chapter I wish to note that there

" is another side to dual transplants. The dual transplant is an example

of fission, but there is also the possibility of fusion - the transplanting
of two equispheres from different donors into a single body. This is the

fission case in reverse and as' such introduces no new aspects into the

thought experiment. From here on I shall ignore it.
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\CHAPTER FOUR

So far I have presented Sidney Shoemaker's position as set forth
in his early work. There he thought that it is a Jogical truth that
the re;bmbe(er and the experiencer must be the sa P POT? in instances
of first per;én\remembering. I have also presentéd Daé?juliggin's
position” and hdje shown it to be incompatible with Shéemaker's. The
inconsistency lay in that Wiggins talked of remembering where the
rememberer and the:experiencer were not the same person, whereas Shoemaker

said such use ¢f "remember" was incorrect.

e

(V43

I have alrcady indicated that Shoemaker, in ”Persons and Their
Pasts", changes his basic position. Phis, it might seem, makes dis-
cussion of this earlier position unimportant. This is not so, for,
although he changes his position, he does try to retain two of the three
contentions directly associated with his early position. In this chapter
I shqw why he gives up the contention tﬁat self-identity is non-criterial.
I make clear the role the Butler objection plays in personal identity.
[ then: take another look at the two contentions, which Shoemaker retains,
viz., that first person memory statements are immune to misidentification
and that a person has special access to his own past and identity. Finally

I dréaw a distinction, which is very>imporf%nt in the discussion of immunity

to misidentification, between de jure immunity and de facto immunity.

Shoemaker gives up the contention that self-identity is non-criterial.

o}

-

3
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He writes, ©

& Thus the question of whether the knowledge of our
own identities provided us by memory is essent1a11y non-
criterial turns on the question of whether it is poss1b1e
to quasi-remember past actions and experiences w1thout
remembering them.1 o

-

"Quasi-remembering"”is a sense of remembering that does not entail hav{ng
experienced the remembered event (see Chapterfv for a discussion of this
sense)._/I° “Persons and Their Pasts" Shoemaker dec1ﬂes that it is poss1b1e

to duasi—remember past actions and experiéences without remember1ng them,

[

{.e., without remembering them'in the sense.that the remember must be the

same person as the experiencer. Co

[+
)

If it is possible to quasi- remember events as well as to remember
them, then there must be some procedures for dec1d1ng whether one is

-remembering or quasi—remembering. The distinction rests on whether the

[

remember. can identify the experiencer as himSETf or as someone else.

e of the past is supplied

{
" o
entity immediately, i.e.,

-This amounts to admitting that when our knowl

by memory, then we cannot take the step to self
without further consideratioh”of>criteria, but must go through a decision
procedure to determwne whebher we have a case'of’memory or quas1—memory
In fact, once 1t is adm1tted thatqﬁuas1-memory 1s a possibility then one
shou]d, in theory geterm1ne the 1dent1ty of the experiencer and to do

th1s one would have cons1der some sort of criteria of identity. So

Shoemaker gives up the contention that‘se]f—identwty is non-criterial.

RA]though Shoemaker'gives up the cohtention_that self-identity is non-
criterial, he endeavours to retain the othe® two contentions related to his

o .
strong Togical claim. * He tries to retain immunity to misidentification

o

~{
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o with some qualifications to immunity, and the contention that a person

.There is an 1ncons1stency in- Shoemaker's attempt to ba]anf 4

has- spec1a1 access to his own past and his own 1dent1ty in the strong

sense. There is much discussion of, “strong sense" in Chapter VI.

. I argue that Shoemakerncannot retain these two contentions, in any
usefui form, once he gives up the strong position on thewnecessary
identity of the rememberer and the experiencerc In Chapter II I referred
to the Butler objection. Thecobjectionrapp]ie its force against the‘
strong 1ogica1 c1aimvthat the remembefer muft be the same persbh as’the

experiencer. If-the strong 1ogica1'posit1 n is given up then the Butler °

=objection loses its force. Shoemaker wants to avoid the'But1er objection

and, at the same time, wants to retain the two content1ons ment1oned above.

The

‘attempt cou]d only be successfu] at the expense of a radical change in the

two contentions.

In "Persons and Their PaSts",Shoemaker gives a good characterization

of the Butler objection He writes,
&
ee the formula "If S remembers E, S is identical with
someone who witnessed E" will be c1rcu1ar if offered as a part1a]
ana1y51s of the concept of persona] 1dent1ty 2

C]ear1y if it is a condition of S's remembering E that S isiidentica]\

with a witness of E, ‘them memory cannot be used to establish the identity -

of S with that witness. It cannot be used simply %ecause the identity of

S w1th the w1tness of E must be established pr1or to the characterization

of the memEry as genuine.

-/
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~ “but I know of no effort which is any more plausible.

'should, in tﬁeor}, be possible to 'characterize memoryagad identity

[a]

[

Perhaps something could be salvaged if memory could be established
independently of identity. This has proven to be a difficult undertaking.

Shoemaker fully realized the prob]em in Self-Knowledge and Self- Identlty

~and he tried there to solve it. There is no need to exam1né that attempt

for he writes of it in "Persons and Their Pasts“

I attempted to reduce the force of this objection by
arguing that it is a "conceptual truth" that memory claims
are generally true, and that awe can therefore be entitled to
say that a person remembers a past event without having
established, or having inductive evidence, that some other
criterion of personal identity (one not involving memory).
is satisfied. This way of handling the objection no 1ongér
seems to me sat1sfactory 3 (my itaiics)

"Conceptual truthf is no more than an evasion of a difficuTt pr%blem,

i

“

| I am, in fact,.éuggesting that Butler's objection cannot be pver¥ .

come while the Strong Togical eosit?qn is held. Onithe other hane, if

strong logical position is rejecied and it 1is thought that' the rememberer

and the experieUCer heZd not be the saﬁe person, then the prOblem dis-

appears. The problem‘disappears because memory is no longer chiracte?ized
- . -

by the identification:of the rememberer and the experiencer. Thus. it

I3

(6

separately. i . ’ : ] .

Q

Once it is réalized that memory and identify'are not logically
related, that it is possible to characterize them separately, then .it f
bEComes c]ear’that Butler's objection has no forceb Shoemaker,gto av;id
Butler's objection, accepted that it is possible that there may be memory
even when the remembBer and he who-experienced what is remembekediera not

the one and same persq@%g To accept this possibility is aoradjéal change

of position ffom that held in his ear]ier wotk.
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T o

By changing his position Shoemaker has resolved a difficulty which
seemed to be insoluble when viewed from his former stance. However, he
still wants to retain the two contentions which we have seen are closely

related to that former stance.

Shoemaker still wants to claim thét self-identification is immune to
misidentification. It would be appropriate here to enter a short dis-
cussion misidentification before pfoceeding to an important discuséion

of immunity.
In “"Persons and Their Pasts", Shoemaker offers the following
illustrative caSe. — s

-
o

Consider a case in which I say, on the basis of my
memory of a past incident, "I shouted that Johnson should
be impeached," and compare this with a case in which I say,
again on the basis of my memory of a past incident, "John
shouted that Johnson should be impeached.".4

=)

)

|

~As Shoemaker points out, I could have a-full and accurate membry of the
latter event ‘and yet misidentify the person who shouted. It could, well

Y

be thai, at‘the time of the incidenf, I Wasvmi§t?ken in thinking that
it was John wﬁg.had shouted; It is po%§fb1e that it was somedne Qeny :
1ike John who had shouted, perhaps Qan ide‘ntic‘al twin, and this had
cahsed me to make a mistake. C]early my memory could be perféct with

regard to the incident and yet I would continue tovmake the mistake over

the identity of the person who had shouted.

In the instance of "I shouted that Johnson should be impeached"
the same sort of mistake is nbt possible. Myomemory could be faulty

_ and I could think now t%at-I shouted when I-did‘not, but 1 coulq not have

=
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a perfect memory of the event and be mistaken over who had shouted. I

cou]d not have been m1;taken over who had shouted at the time of the
incident for it was I who had shouted.. It would not have been possible
for me to misidentify the shouter on“the°ground5'that he looked like me.
The immunity to misidentification stems from two things. ‘There is fir§t,

o O

the fact that, at theitime_of'fhe incident, the shduter is not cgpab]e

© of misidentifying himself. Second, if the rememberer remembers himself

doing something then he must be the same person as the agent, in thisf

- example the shouter. The second basié for immunity depends on:the

holding of the strong logical position.” Shoemaker, in his later yorkA
does not‘wanf<to rely on the strong 1egica1 thesis, but he does want to
use the distihction between the two types of misidentification. His use
of the distinction is discussed in Chapter VI. |
In his atteﬁpts to retain the contention thet seif-identity is

immune to misidenfjficatioﬂi SHoemaker modifies his notion of immunity.
Evaluation of the modification is a]so discussed in Chapter VI. Here I

' NOW draw a d1st1nct1on which'is requ1red for that discussion. It is of

.the utmost 1mportance that this d1st1nct1on be very c]ear

There-are two kinds of immunity. Shoemaker calls one.kihd "de facto".

- and I fo)low him-iﬁ this. ‘THe other kind I cé]] "de jure".

. e
The following examﬂie will he]p to clarify d gure 1mmun1ty In the
MiddTe Ages churchman, 1 e '-pr1ests, monks and various other church’
5.,
dignitaries could’ not bé prosecuted under Common Law. If they were accused

of a crime prosecut1on was undertaken in the church. courts The churchmen

were not uuder the Jur1sd1ct1on of the Common Law, but were subJect to
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Church Law. If a churéhman was téken before a Common'Law court he was
being deprived of a riéht qu@ in fact, the proceedings were illegal.
The immunity from Common Law enjoyed by churchmen was written {nto the
Law,and was not simp]x a matter of fact that gpurchmen were tried before

o ~ . ‘Church courts. While the Law was unchanged, it was il1legal to try church-

men before Common,Law courts.

De factoAimmunity is entirely different. The foi]owing example

illustrates it. If a child had once had ch<§ken ﬁox it is considéred
- ~unlikely that he will contact the disease again. lThe child is saiq to
;; immqhe to the disease. However, it fs possible for a chi]d’to.také
bch{zken poXx twice; though.such cases ané re]atively rahe. Although on
thelsecond infection doctors would not refuse fo diagnose the ailment as
chicken pox simply because the patiént haé had chicken ppxipreviouﬁly,
‘they would be very\éareful‘with the;:sbiagnosis'fdr fhe rarity of»refif
occurrehce‘wouid igfluence them. There is nbthing impossible ébout_re-
iﬁfection as there is about a churchman being tried before;a Cormon Law
éourt. The;churchman would not be getting tried at all, but would be the

subject of -illegal proceedings. The re-infected patient would simply be .

oné of the unfgrtunate'few who had contacted the disease twice.

- The distinction between the two sorts of immunity emerges above.

\\~—’] It is impossible to violate de jure immunity, whereas with de facto it is
o not impossible though often highly improbable that it is bfoken.

<

Shoemaker qualifies his'c}aim*thatvse]ffidentification is immuné to

misidentification by switching the type of immunity from de jure to de facto.
"He did not call his original immunity déAjufe, but it is clear that the

)

©

—
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_immunity mentioned in his early work was de jure.

'/

Shoemaker's qualification is discussed at length in Chapter VI.

I now move to other contention that he wishes to retain after giving

., that a person has special access to his own'

Shoemﬁker characte:iiee §becial-access by expreSsihg it-in two
related qﬁaiﬁe.??These are,»fﬁrst, "It is.a necessary condition of its
being troe that a person remembers a‘given event that he,”that same person,
should have observed or experienced that even_t".5 The second olaim is,
“that an important elass of.first person memory claims are ih.a certain

6

respect'immune to-what 1 cal] ‘error throughJmisidentificatioh'". Neither

\ _ : ,
\bd these two c]alms is u iliar to us by now. The first is the strong

logical pos1t1on and the second is the c]aim of 1mmuhity to misidentifi-

~'cation Jjust discussed above. When special access is mentioned first in

)
"Persons and Their Past" there is no doubt that he means .it to be char-
‘acterized in a very strong sense. Although me modifies thé’two c1a1ms by

wh1ch he characterizes it durlng the course of the essay, in the last,

*

paragraph he wr1tes,

o

‘... and thus that there is special access in e s
sense characterized in Sect.- 1. 7 . - .

There is therefore some d1ff1cu1ty in fo]]ow1ng what Shoemaker means by

_that remark in the last paragraph. It seems c]ear that if the two c]a]ms

- which characterize special access are mod1f1ed then special access is also

modified accordingly: I do not think he ean'justify.such a strong claim
of special access after.his,modification of the two characterizing claims

and argue this in Chapter VI. =~ . - ¢
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CHAPTER FIVE o

k) ! ' N

In this chapter [ 1ay out Shoemaker's anatysis of memory and
“identity. S‘oemaker distinguishes two types of memory.  One type is

that in which the rememberer and he who experienced what is remembered

an ‘
are the same, person. Shoemaker calls this the "strong sense" of remember-
ing and labels it “remembering ". On the other hand when there is no

requ1rement as to the identification of the rememberer and the exper1encer

the sense of rememberlng is called the "weak sense" and is labelled

.8

rememberlngw . ‘ _ o

a

The relative strength of the senses of remembering depends on what

prev1qus awareness condition is sat1sf1ed SHoemaker wr1tes,

o

. . the strength of the sense depends on the
associated previous awareness cond1t10n 1 g

Shoemaker specifies»thg'previous awareness condition for the strong sense
N L - } ’\ M . . >
of memory, memory , as follows, -

o

It is a necessary condition of its being true that a
person remembers a.given past event that he, that same person,
should have observed or experienced that event, or known of it
in some other direct way, at the time- of’1ts occurrence. -5 ‘

.

The weak sense. of remenber1ng, remem?er1ng s requ1res more spec1-
fication than the strong sense, To he]p hnderstand it a sgries of

.

. . 3 g 1 -
characterizations must be given.

The first characterization is of a vervaeak sense which Shoemaker

calls "quasi-memory". He writes, - ' e ) .

40
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What we need to consider is whether there could be
a kind of knowledge of past events such that this sort of
knowledge of an event does not involve there being a
correspondence between his present cognitive state and a
past’cognitive and sensor§ state that was of the event, but
such that this correspondence, although just like that which
exists in memory , does not necessarily involve that past
state's av1ng been a state of the very same person who sub-

- sequently has the knowledge. 3

Clearly quasi-memory would“not satisfy the previous awareness for

(=3

}émemberings. Shoemaker puts it as follows,

Whereas someone's claim to remember (i.e., remember )
a past event entails that he himself was aware of the
event at the time of its occurrence, the claim to quasi-
.remembeéer an event enly entails that someone or other was aware
of it.

4

This is a very weak $ense of remember. I doubt that it has any utility.

- v

11f it was taken as our ordinary sense of remember the distinction between

genuine instances of memory and copies of genuine instances of memory
S o
would be lost. '

e

Shoemaker introduces a notion which does differentiate between memory

a
pé?formances and exact replicas. He writes,
, ‘T am going to assume, ... , that is part of the previous
. awareness condition for memory that a veridical memory must not

only correspond to; but must stand in an appropriate causal
relationship to, a past cognitive and sensqry state of the
rememberer.5 . : »

1 agree that some such requirement js needed, but I accept that it is

causal only withre]uctanée.6

Hav1ng assumed that the causal requ1rement is an essent1a] part of

the prev1ous awareness condition for the strong sense of remember1ng,
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Shoemaker then considers introducing it into the previous awareness
condition for quasi-remembering. He writes,
But now we must consider the consequences of strength-
ening the previous awareness condition for quasi-remembering -
to include.the requirement that a veridical quasi-memory must

not only correspond to, but also must stand in an appropriate
causal relation to, a past cognitive and sensory state of another.7

The point I have made prev{ous]y about differentiating between actual
memdry performance and exactlcopies of memory performances is brought

out inﬁthe above quotation. Shoemaker”insists.that the cognitive state

at the time of remembering must correspond to the cognitive or sensory
state at the“ﬁime of the experience. An exact 6opy would simulate the
sensory or cognitive state and thus satisfy,the_prevjous awareness
condition for quasi-memory. .The addition of the causal requiremént,to
this previous awareness condition gives a test whéreby one can distinguish

hetween replica and genuine memory performances.

Shoemaker calls the type of memory after the addition of the causal
requirement to quasi-remembering “quésic—remembering". He writes,
? I shall use the expression "quasi-remember" and “quasi -

memory" when speaking of the sort of quagi-remembering whose
previous awareness condition includes the cqusa]-requirement.8

Quasi_-remembering is the weak sense of remembering which Shoemaker calls

c
”rememberingw".

.% The dfstinction between rememberings'and rememberingw depends on

whish of the previous awareness conditions are satisfied.

Offering these two senses of memory-may seem, at first sight, a

reasonable way of analysing the relationship between memory and. identity.
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I shall argue that it is not a satisfactory analysis. It engenders

undue confusion without giving any satisfactory answers.

Here 1 éay a little about what I find confused. Shoemaker introduces
the strong sense of remember without reference to the weak senSe. With-
out contrast with the previous awareness—¢ ;dition for the weak sense
the previous awareness condition fgr the strong sense seems to be a

restatement of the strong logical position of his eariier work. It is

probably not Shoemaker's intention to allow Section I of his paper to

, e

be taken separately from the rest of his work, but if one were ~do this,

then it is reasonable to think that the previous awareness condition for
the strong sense is a restatement of the strong logical position. However,

I3

if the previdus awareness condition is taken in the’ context of the paper,
(i.,e., along with the poséibility of there being a weaker sense of
remembering), it is clearly not a restatement of the strong position.
Thére would be less confusion is Shoemaker would let the matter rest there,
vbut herdoes not. He writes in the very last paragraph of "Persons an

Their Pasts",

- In the actual world it i% true both that remembering

is always remembering_ (and thus there is special access
- in the strong sense cRaracterized in Sect I),... *

Does Shoemaker mean here that, because in the actual wor}d rememberingw>
is é]ways remembering, (which is trué assuming for the moment that I accept
the double ana]ysis of memory) that the strong logical thesis is somehow
reinstated? - I find this confusing. He does not say it is-a re-instatement,
but if we take Sect. I in iSolation then the previous éwareness condition
for the strong sense appears to be just that. Another 1nducement too in

o

thinking in this way is that the second part of the character1zat1on of

=~
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special access in Sect. 1 is the clear use of de jure immunity which
depénds entirely on the strong logical ‘position as 1 later show. I

simply note the confusion here, but do nothing to sort it out. I do
not think it is possibie to sort it out from the text of “Persons and

Their Pasts".
eir Pasts o

As well as analysina memory intb two senses, Shoemaker recognizes °
the possibility of a dual transplant. He introduced the causal relation-
shib into the previous~aWareness condition’fpr the weak sense of remembering.
He proposes to call this causa]lfe1ationship an "M;iype causal chain".

He writes, :
, I shall refer to the sort of causal chain which

must link a quasi_-memory with a corresponding past cognitive
and sensory state if they are to be "of" the same event, or if
the former is said to be"of" the 1atter.]0

He then ®onsiders what happens if M-type causal chains should happen to
. /
branch. This would give the position.where, '

. , two or more simultaneously existing total .states

are M-connected. Here we cannot claim that if the two total

mental states are M-connected they are thereby copersonal

without committing ourselves to the unattractive conclusion

that a person can be in two different places, and can have

two different total mental states, at one and the same time.]]
. A

This is, of coursewwthe dual transplant story in different words.
complete here Qith the problem of whether or not the two off-sprin
both, the same person as the original and as each other. Shoemak r
follows Wiggins exactly for a Tution. Just7a§ Wiggins had a prohi
-against splitting and fusing; hoehaker has a proﬁibitﬁo;.agginst M;#ype
cagx&¥ hains branching.

' I accepting Wiggins'tlought experiment, Shoemaker is acdcepting a .




basic position which, as we have seen, is incompatible with thg strong
logicgl position of his earlier work. ‘This is his radical change which

I have talked about. However, | have noted immediately above that there

is some confusion with regard to his actual stance in ”P?rsons and Their
Past". I think that the confusion cannot be resolved. In the next chapter
I Took at his aftempts to accommodate a solution to Butler's objection,
immunity to misidentification in self-identity and special access all at
the same time within thglohe basic position. 1 do not think that these

three can be accommodated within the one framework. Shoemaker's attempt

to accommodate them leads to confusion.

o
Q
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FOOTNOTES
Shoemaker ; “Persohs", p. 281
Ibid., p. 269 . : . :
Ibid., p. 271
Ibid. p' 272 - i
‘ ”3 .
Shoemaker writes that "a veridical memory...must stand
in an appropriate causal re]at1onsh1p to, a past
cognitive and sensory state of the rememberer"
The reluctance with which I accept the causal
relationship as a requirement stems frau Shoemaker's
insistence that it is a must. ' follow Wigyirs and
think that the requirement is :srse-veranc. or
persistence of the entity. ~:. ine correct gue i-  ©
factions a causal relationsh o would quarantee
pers1stence, but - there are otrer pos.iitilities ¢~
persistence being guaranteed ~ere is no need ToO

‘ enter this lengthy discussion here. It is enough
.for me to accept the causal relatic hip with the
reservafﬂons that it.may nol be wide enough and that

it needs to be closely specified to guarantee pers1stence,
<

Shoemaker, "Persons", bp. 277 _ 7

Ibid., p. 278

Ibid., P. 285

1bid., p. 278 : - |

Ibid., p. 279 C | D ‘



CHAPTER SIX

In this chapterll present my arguments against Shoemaker. There
are three main poiﬂfs to deal with. Fifst, there is the attempt to
avoid the Butler objection. (Sécoﬁd, there is the claim that self-
identification is immune to misidentification. Third, there is the

claim that a persoh has special access to his own past and own identity.

For reason of.c]arity, I divide this chapter into sections to correspond

. to the above three main points.

=}

Shoemaker presénfed the But]er objection very well when he wrote,

‘ ... the formula "If S remembers E, S is” identical . :
~with someone who witnessed E" will be circular if offered o
as a partial analysis of personal identity.] “ o

He then presents us with the solution to the problem, S

Such objections assume that remembering involves
the satisfaction of the strong previous awareness conditionm,
and they can be avoided on the assumption . that the previous
awareness condition is weaker tha@m this, e.g., is that given
for quasi_-remembering- ..., ' .

In his solution Shdemaker admits the diffitu]ty which Butler's objection

QO

“held for his strong previous awareness condition. I am assuming that the

'strong previcus awareness condition is the equivalent of the strong

o

1ogita] posftion. In other words, I am taking Sect. I of "Persons and

o

Their Pésts" out of the context of the later qualifications. However,

if one takes the strong previous awareness condition of remembering in &

a7 . o \?
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. to establish memory independent1y of identitye When memory, is assumed

48

»

the context of rememberingw,'Butler's objection has not the force noted
above. E _

o

Whén 1t is assumed there might’ be the two senses of "remember"

But]er s objection still counts in a subt]e way agaﬁnst the strong sense.

a

In th1s 1nstance it is poss1b]e to establish memory 1ndependent1y of

‘::in

.
[

1dent1ty. Whenvassumjng the strong logical p051t30n it was not.possible

-

©

it can be estab]ished ﬁndependently of identity Howeverj when memgry &

Y o5

- 1s assumed then it has already been estab11shed that the ;ememberer and

g e

(&)

theﬁexper1encer are the“same person. L , cee
I would have no objection if memory » wasesimply a. descriptive term 5

Q o © °

for the cases where it happens té be a factothat the°rememberep apd the - o

° o

expeﬁ1eﬁcer are the same person.v But.1f the term 1s used for anyth1ng . o

more than that then But]er 5 ob3ect1on works agafnst it. o If, it is. - °

< g ©

thought that rememberlng can ptay a part in the character1z1ng of°1déntvty, T e

the. prob]em arwse§, but 1n a sl1ght1y d1fﬁerent “form frqm that~wh1ch it

o

took agafnst the strong ]og1ca] posnt1on Ther% it h1gh]1ghted a v1c10us .

c1rcg]ar1ty In th15 case 1t po1nts to, a tr1y1a11ty . Rememberéng . ,,0'

o © o

remember1ngw,pﬂus the ﬁact that the remembgrer and the éxperlencer are the

‘same person " So,if remember1ng is used to chaxacter1ge 1dept1ty then it

0.
00y

is c]ear]y tr1v1a1 to use-a concept in- yh1ch 1t has g]ready been shown o®

that-the exper1en¢er and the rememberer are the same person There is no e

o

. quest1on here of a v1c1ous c1rcu1ar1ty, it is recogn1zea that 1dent1ty and

o . T

7 memory are separate concepts %nd(ean Be estab]1shed 1ndependent1y.~ It is o~ "% .

[

mere]y tr1w1a1. But]er s obJectjon has never been used aga1nst such a .
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concept before, but the way the objection of triviality works is so
similiar to the way Butler's objection works against the styong logical

position that»I‘fee] it is that objection in another form.

Shoemaker does claim that rememberings'is more than a descriptive
term. He writes,
.. we can still assert as a logical truth that if
S remembers event E (or remembers action A from the ‘inside)
..and if there has been no branch1ng of M-type causal chains

during the retevant stretch of S's history then S is one
of the witnesses of E (is the person who did A). -3 ;

I sha]] argue be]ow ‘that Shoemaker 1s here characterizing remembermgS
| and he is mak1ng ‘yet another claim to logical truth Assuming fore the

moment the sﬂcogss of my argument that the above is a characterization

o rememberfnbg; it could be noth1hg else but a logical truth However,

it is t¥ivial in the extreme,’ be1ng the sort of truism which But]er s

-

obJeot1on,throws light én and wh1ch I noted above.-

o
i o . (4
, . . ) @ u X . ‘i{

1 have to show that the abo&e guotation is a characterjzation of
z;emembermgs Rememberings was rememberingw p]us the fact that the

<rememberer and the exper1encer were the same person :It is arnecessary

o

cpnd1t1on remember1ng that the person who remembers would have, exper1enced

°

the remembered eVent In the quotat1on above, remember1ng is Tinked. to ’

o

the cond1t1on that there is no branch1ng ‘of M=type causa] chains. JDoes

o
N

cthe fact that the M- type causa] chalns do not~branch amount to saying that

the rememberer and the- gxper1encer are the same pergon? )

0

o % 6 9"

J'David w1gg1ns spells out in con51derab]e deta11 conditions which

S

should be sat1sf1ed for a thing to rema1n the same th1ng over'a per1od of"
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time. There is not spacé here to give Wiggin's theory in fu114, but I

offer a brief outline which, I think, is sufficient for my purposes.

Wiggins' chief requirement of identity is continuity or, as I have
called it, perSisténce< Imagine a ball of clay which"I drop onto the
floor and flatten into a disc. I take up the disc and roll it into a

“

ball again. 1Is the second ball the same ball as the first? It is not.

It is, of course, the same clay, but not the same ball of clay. There
was a period when no ball was in existence and ‘the clay was in thé form
of a disc. Because of the diséontinuity when the clay was crushed into
a disc Qe'cahnot claim the‘ba1] before the crushing is the same ball as
the ball after the crushing. The fact that both ba]Ts were.consfituted

‘from the same clay has,no bearing.

_M-type causal chains ensure persistencé. Wiggins has two other
importanf conditions.s These dre the conditibns thét the continuify'sha11
not divide nor fuse.. If the continuity branched thep one would beéome
more thanoone,‘i.e., the dual transplant case. If the continuiﬁy fused
Qith another 1ine of continuity then two Wou]d become one; These give rise.
to the problg@sodiécussed under.dual transb]ants. Bfanching for Shoemakerk
COQers both fission and fusion. His prOhibjtion’against branching dis-

allows either of the two. ~,

i

So when Shoemaker gives the condition that M-type causal should not
branch he is giving the conditiohs of persistence and the prohibitions
. agéinstwfission and fusion found in Wiggins. .He is, in fact giving the’
conditiqné‘forfre-identification. The cohdition that M-type cadsa] chains
do not branch added to rememberingw is nothing Teés than the previous

- awareness condition for remembem'ngS couched in different terms.
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. . o
-1 noted the triviality involved when Shoemaker made this con-
cealed reference to rememberings. It would not be important if he let

it éo at that,.but he claims much more.

Immediately following the concealed characterization of rememberingS

he writes,

y ,/7
\\/{’ . Here we avoid the circularity that Butler and others
thought to be involved in any attempt to give an account of
personal identity, and of the criteria of personal 1dent1ty,
in terms of memory. '

u)

I am willing to admit that he‘avoids the circularity, but only at the
expense of accepting the triwiality pointed out above. Shoemaker is not
. successful in avoiding the Butler objection, though the objection is

4subt1y different from the usual form it takes.

/

' Iymediaté]y after the above claim, which I have shown to be un-
Jjustified, Shoemaker makes, what seéms to me, a very odd remark. He
writes, with regard to whether the-weak or the strong sense of remember
is used in ordinary d1scourse,

It is possible that th1s quest1on has no answer;
since branching of M-type causal chains does not occur,
and seldom envisaged, people have no practical motive.for

d1st1ngu1sh1ng between éhe strong and the weak sense of
“remember" -7 ~ , L -

I th1nk that it s 1mportant that quest1on has an answer. First, can
a.question wh1ch has no answer be asked? Second, if the question has
no answer tWen the concept of memory is a very vague concept indeed.

-3

Shoemaker compounds his suggéstion of- vagueness by saying,
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We can defend the spirit of the claim that memory
is a criterion of persona] identity without settling this
question, although 1in order to defend the letter of that
claim we must maintain that in its ordinary use "remember"

means remember -'g

. I do not understand the distinction between the spirit of tﬁe claim and
the letter of the c]aim. I think that Shoemaker has got himself into
difficulties here and is using some very dubious remarks to cover the

-
4

-~ confusion which his difficulties generaﬁe.

I argue in the final chapter that the ordinary use of "remember"

. . . . ol ' '
is "rememberwf. I see nothing but confusion follofing the introduction

of a strong sense. Rememberw is capable of fu]fi]ling the concepfua]

tasks required of it.
11

Shoemaker tries to retain the contention that self-identification

" is immune to misidentification. Assuming the strong Jogica1 position,

if a person remembers an experlence then that person must be the same
person -as the exper1encer, there is no other possibility. The rememberer
is immune to misidentification. This is clearly de jure, then there is

nolpossibi1ity of a mistake.

.‘pnce the possibility of rememberingw is allzmed-theh the ngica]_
guarantee disdbpears There always has to be a check to see if the
reme/ﬂg:er is the same person as the exper1enﬁer | No matter how remote

possibility is, there is the chance of a m1stake be1ng made in self-
identification. Any immunity here could not be de jure.

.-
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I know of no single instance where anyone has made a mistake in
se]f—identit but éhis does not show that such a mistake is impossible.
Similarly I‘i;Zw of no one who has had chicken pox twice, but it isinot
impossible tﬁat someone has. The immquty from chicken pox is'de facto

jmmunity. The immunity from misidentification, when remember%ngw' is

allowed, is aTso de facto.

What sort of immunity is there‘in rememberings?‘ This is an im-

- portant question for Shoemaker is right when he claims th;t in the world
as we know it eVery case of remembering is such that the rememberer and
the éxperiencer are one and the same person. He allows the possjbi]fty
of reMemberingw. So.initially all immunity is de facto. The question
.now is "Does the immunity become de jure wheh thevmemofy becomes re-
memberings, i.e., when it bgcomes known that the rememberer and the

experiencer are the same person?

The answer to the question is.that the immunity does become de jure.
The reason for this is simple, Once one haé estabiished that the femem—v
pérer andlthe experiencer are the same person, and one has to do this to
ascertaih.that it is a case of reﬁemberings, then it ié no great surprise
that the remgmberer cannot make a mistake when identifying himself as the
experiencer. The immunity here is, of course, quite trivial. It consists
of no more tﬁan saying that once one ha§ established seTf—identity then

one cannot be making a mistake in repeating the identification.

It takes nothing away from this de jure immunity to note~that’a
mistake wasvpossible earlier in the proceedings, before the rememberingS
was established. To point out that perhaps one could always be mistaken

is to miss the point. If one is mistaken then there never .was a case of
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remgmberingS anyway.

De facto immunity is discussed in the last chapter. I have
estab]ished that it is the only sense of immunity open to Shoemaker in
any useful way, but it seems that he is not content to settle for de facto
immunity.‘-To see this we have to look at the previously mentioned last
" paragraph of "Persons and Their Pasts" where he writes that because
rememberingw is always rememberingS there is specia] access as character-
jzed in Sect. I. In Sect. I special access was characterized by de jure
immunity and the: strong previous awareness condition. I have made khe ’
point about immunity and so I leave it until I discuss special access in

-

the next section of this chapter.

In Chapter IV I discussed, briefly, the notion of misidentification.
I nbw discussxsome more points Shoemaker makes about misidentification.
I am not quité clear as to how we are supposedvto receive these points.
It seems that Shoemaker is attempting to persuade u§ that immunity to
misidentifﬁcation'in first person_instances when there is the possibility
of rémemberingw has much in common with the de jure immunity associated»

with the stfong logical position.

He first makes the distinction betweén misidentification in first.
persoh repbrts and misidentification in third person’reports. This 1is the
point mentfoned in Chapter IV. He then argues that misidentification in
instances of first person ren’)e_mberingw is radically unlike the sense which
he has distinguished in third person reports such as, "John shouted thaf
Johnson should be impeached". There certainly is a radical unlikeness,

but whether or not the unlikeness is what Shoemaker requires is far from



clear. 1 argue that it is not what he needs. He writes,
But a misidentification on this basis (first person
remembering), while basically possible, would be radically

unlike the misidentification that actually occurs in the
making of third person reports.9

-

/}he first sort of immunity is that under the strong sense of "remember"

in first person reports. There if the memory reports are veridical it

is not possible to misidentify the experiencer fgr he must be oneself.
Immunity is de jUre. In the second instance tﬁére is no ﬁnnunity for,
under third person reports, it is quite possible, and often happens,

that mistakes can be made over idéntification even when the memory reports

are veridical. The mistake can be made at the moment of observation.

Shoemaker theh produceé the case where it is basically possib]e to
misidéntify, the case of rememberingwf He claims it is radically dffferent
from misidentification in third person reports. This is true, but of

"1ittle interest to us in the present discussion. The important distinction
is between thosé cases where there is no possiblity of misidentification
<and those:cases where there is such a possibility. This is the distinction
between those cases with de jure immunity and de facto immunity. Looking
at the distinction this way fhen~third person reports and r‘ememberingw
should be grouped together ahd distinguished from the strong sensé bf.

remembering. - ' . -

Shoemaker is not c]ear about his intention here, but he seems‘fo be
suggesting thaf first person remembering in the strong sense should be
grouped‘with first person rémemberingw and,distimguished from third person
reports. As I have pointed out the grouping is tenable, but of no use to

* Shoemaker in his arguments.
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I come to the last of the three points, the question of special
‘access. In the last paragraph of "Persons and Their Pasts" Shoemaker
claims there is special access in thé strong sense characterized by the

strong previous awareness condition and the de jure sense of immunity.

1 haVe argued above that if we permit the rememberingw the most
that can be claimed is de facto immunity. There is the trivial sense
of de jure immunity, but it is unimporfant. If Shoemaker based his Q15im
for special access on the trivial‘sense then the claim would be trivial
also.  In other words, if one has shown that the rememberer and the
experiencer are the same person then the rememberer has special access to
his own past and his own identity - it has just been shown that past is

his. This is neither surprising nor interesting.

On thg other hand Shoemaker might be claiming something quite dif-
ferent; He may be c]aim%ng the‘de jure sense of immunity associated with
the strong logical claim. It should nof be forgotten that he claims fhe
strong sense of special accéss found.in Sect. I and that was before he had
introduced remémberingw. By admitting that fémemberfngw isApossib1e

Shoemaker gives up the strong logical position, so it is difficult to see

how he could revert to such a claim in the final paragraph.

1 think that Shoemaker is under the illusion that if the strong previous

¥
awareness condition is satisfied he is entitled to make a stronger claim

than he can support. To make a claim for special access, in the strong

sense, is either to make a trivial, but true, claim or an unjustifiably

o
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strong claim. A1l he can claim is that a person has access to a past and
an identity which is very likely to be his own. The immunity to mistake
is de facto immunity of a vef& high order, there are no known instances

of mistake, but this is very different from claiming that there could not

possibly be a mistake and this is what Shoemaker wants.

Discussion in the above three sections show that Shoemaker has in-
surmountable problems in trying to juggle the cuncepts dealt with §n those
sections. In the next chapter I set out an analysis of the relationship

between memory and identity which seems to be more brantica1 than Shoemaker's
4 .
dual senses of remembering. It will be neccessary to give up claims to

special access and de jure immuﬁity, but Butler's objection is avoided

satisfactorily.

N
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FOOTNOTES
Shoemaker, "Persons™, p. 281 %ﬁ
2 1bid., p. 281 DO
“ 15‘\\ .
Ibid., p. 281 Lo

‘Wiggins, Identity, p. 27-80 inc.”
[bid>7 p. 27-40 inc.

Shoemaker, "Identity", p. 28]
Ibid., p. 281

Ibid., P. 281

Ibid., p. 284

Wiggins gives more conditions than those mentioned in my
discussion. 1 think Shoemaker considered them as being
fulfilled. I do the same otherwise the discussion would
be extremely long. A full consideration of the conditiong

is to be found in Wiggin's book.



CHAPTER SLVEN

o
'

Up to this point | have shown that the strong, I(H;ibnl‘;ur.ition
is not tenable. There is little disagreement about this. We have seen
Sidney Shoemaker, who had been one of the proponents ot the strong
Togicalposition change his mind and admit that there is the possibility
of a sense of "remember" in which thefe is no requirement that the

rememberer and the experiencer are one and the same person.

However Shoemaker wanted to accommodate three notions. First, he
wanted to avoid Butler's objection; second, he wantéd to retain immunity
to misidentification; third, he wahted to retain special access to one's
own past and identity. To accommodate all these at the same»time he
introduced as dual sense of "remembering" viz., rememberingS and
rememberingw. [ have argued in the previous chapter that the\jntroduction
of this dual sense engendered confusion. [t seemed that Butler's objection
was not avoided, the sense of immunity was not clarified though he did
claim he qualified it to de facto immunity and either he had strong special
access in a trivial sense or he was not Justified in claiming any sogggff_

special access.

‘I intehd now to offér an analysis of the relationship between memory
and identify which is more reasonable than that offered by Shoemaker. I
shall not try to acconmodate the th%ee notions_as Shoemaker djd. My ob-
jection to attempting this is a methédo]ogica] one. I think conceptual
analysis should be approached with_as few preconceptions as possible ana

"with aim of evaluating the philosophical concepts related to the area in
) .

59



60

which the analysis is being undertaken.

We heve seen‘if it is assumédlghat, for any genuine case of
remembering, the rememberer must be the same pe}son as he who experienced
what is remembered, Butler's objection seems insurmountable. The york
of Dav1d Wiggins' suggests that,perhaps there is no snch necessary identity
between rememberer and expér1encer 1n cases which we would wish to ca]]
genuine cases of remembering. The m1stake‘wh1ch is made’ by the proponents
‘of the necessary re]ation of identity is that they>th1nk the continuity
keqnired by genuine cases of memofy'is continuity of pefsbna] identity.
Wiggin's dual transplant cases indicete"that this is:not SO. Fon him the

écont1nu1ty of an equishphere wou]d sat1sfy the requ1rement of a genuine

o

" case of remember1ng. ‘Mere cont1nu1ty of an equ1sphere would not guarantee

~z

persona} identity. It is one of the requirements, a necessary requ1rement,
but it is not sufficient. The fnfner requirements that no fusion nor
fission had taken p]ace‘wou1d also have to be satisfied. (Wiggins has
nine other.reqnirements, but~for(ﬁhe sake of simp]ieity I shall ignore

-

them).

My suggestion is that we accept that_memory and identity are separate
concents which are not neceSsari]y re]ated.‘ They can be estab]ishgd
separafe]y for instance, a1though memory is”by far the most common fact
used to estab11sh cont1nu1ty in personal 1dent1ty, it is not necessary
The con;rnu1ty is necessary, but the memory is not. There can be cont1nu1ty
of.person-and yet lapses in memory. Complete amnesia would be an instance
of th1s Other functions of a human being'can replace memory in casestof

-

amnes 1 a —
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’It is very simple analysis which I have just offered m&@emory and

identity are not logically related. Because I have concentrated much

“attention on But]er s objection, 1mnun1ty to misidentification and special
a3

access in this‘thesis, I shall now look at these three .in the light of the

simple analysis.

Shoemaker was r1ght when he noted that remember1ng was not open to

Butler's objection. Shoemake# ¥nto prob]ems when he attempted to buiild

3

up the stronger notion, remembe) ”gs. I do not th1nk there is such a
strong notion. Our ordinary sense of remember1ng is remember1ng As‘
there 1is no requ1rement of 1dent1ty of the rememberer and the experiencer

But]er s objection cannot get started. - °

The Fonceptue] separatibn of memory‘andupersonal identity in-nO'way
denies the plain fact that, in our world, the two occur. I haye.now szn
'to chaT]enge this_we]].estab1ished fact. To think that because the two
constently co-occur, they are thereforef]ogica]]y're1ated, ié to maEe a
mistake Constant cg:occurrence and 10g1ca1 relationships are two quite

d1st1nct not1ons and s1mp1y should not be confused..

The above leads directly to tnefissue of immunity tofmfsidentifieation
in first person reports. Because tﬁe}e is no necessary re]atfon of identity
between ‘the rememnerer and the exper%encen de jure inmunit§ is a‘chinera
in first person reports However, Because the co-occurrence isAso constant,
I know of -no counter 1nstance, we are sure that in cases of ver1d1ca1 first
person reports we do not m1s1dent1fy the experiencer when we identify him

as ourself. The fee]1ng of security is not due to any logical reason, it

is not logical surety, but is due entirely to the very high level of con-



QV

o}

' , 3y
stancy of co-occurrence. ~

N

ﬂ§:1mmunity is de facto immunity of a very

high'order I have no obJect1on to this sort of 1mmuq1ty, tt 1s de 1

2

immunity 1 obJect to

1 sha11 now move on: to the related subJect of. spec1a1 access. Acf

\’\

cord1ng to the spec1a1 access theory if one had a ver1d1ca] memory then

-one had d1rect access to one 's own past hﬂstory and one 's. own 1dent1ty

c

Shoemaker wants to defend th1s not1on in its strong sense as character1zed

Q

by, at least, the strong prev1ous awareness condition and de Jure 1mmun1ty

to misidentification.” Once the single weak sense of "remember" is, assumed,’
as I have done, and thfsrgense'carries with no imp]ication~that the re-

memberer and tgf exper1encer must be one and the same person, then only .

a

the de facto sense of Tmmunity is- allowed and there is no sense to ‘cor-
respond to the satisfaction of the strong previous awareness condition.

This amounts to giving up the notion of special agcess in the'strong Sense.\

° \

This does not involve giving up the notion that in cases of ver}dical

memory we are very sure that it 1s our own past history we are, remembering

~and the exper1encer was ourself. One is simply giving up the logical

certa1nty, and subst1tut1ng for it thé‘shrety'which‘comes'from the constant . Q

co-occurrence of memo;y and personal identity of the rememberer and thex

experiencer. 7 o .

B “fn’\ ? =
So in accepting a single, weak sense of "remember" one can avoid
g

o . o

But]er s obsect1on, and enJoy‘?”%facto immunity to m1s1dent1f1cat1on in

v1nstances of self- 1dent1f1cat1on and have access to one's own-past and

1dent1ty’wh1ch is based the constant co-occurrence of memory and personal
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zespecia]]y self-identity, is unique]y‘oistinct js based on de jure im-

63

identity, but ngtnon any sort of 1ogica] certainty. This seems to me to :
Y

be a reasonable pos1t1on Shoemaker 's f1rst position, on the other hand,

o

v

was clear]y untenab]e as he h1mse]f recogn1zed and his sgecond is so con- .

'fused as to be virtually useless.

I wish to make one more remark of a fairly general nature by way of.
concluding thié_diséertationi I think one of the under1yingvn6tions

behind Shoemaker’s workhon_personal identity is the idea that personal

'.identity'isddistinct from other sorts-of identity e.g., identity of material

" objects other than persons. The notion that the identity of persons, and
i . K4

«

smunity and specia] access. Tt led Shoemaker to c]aim in Self-Knowledge

[

and Se]f Identw;y that self-identity is non- cr1ter1a1 The idea that

persona] 1dent1ty 1s unique is mistaken, I th1nk My gnalysis of the

re]at1onsh1p between memory and persona] identity is ho ]ess'than an

o

~attempt to demonstrate this by showing that de jure immunity and special

access are chimerae. Persona] identity is essentially the same as other

- sorts of identity. It_is subject to the'satisfaction of the’SameUconditions.

One cannot, “in theory dispense-with these conditions, though in actual fact,
due to the constant co-occurrence of memory and personal identity we usua]]y
do. The main difference between persona] 1dent1ty and other types of
%dent1ty, in part1cu1ar se]f—1dent1ty, js how we gain access to the facts

we use in seeing if the conditions of 1dentjty are satiefied. Ne‘often use

B

introspection to obtain the information whereas in the instances of re-

N

identifying balls of clay we look at them as we look at}any other external

object.
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