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The over arching theme of these chapters being the validity of our intuitions in relation to personal identity.  Don’t lose track of that fact that Gendler is not arguing against these cases per se, but arguing against reasoning that gives utility to personal identity thought experiments. 
Chapter 3

Question of the Day:

When should we trust our judgments about far-fetched and imaginary cases?

-the chapter’s argument is in two parts:

A)

if, the imaginary scenario is adduced to illuminate a concept structured around a set of necessary and sufficient conditions, and if these conditions play a role in how we identify candidates as falling under that concept.

then, our judgments about the far fetched imaginary cases may help us to separate essential features of the concept from accidental ones.

if not, 

then they are likely to be misleading

B)

personal identity falls into second class and therefore may not illuminate the concept in the way they have been purported to.

Introduction
Under what conditions(S/N) are P2@T2 the same as P1@T1 ?

*time spectrum to illustrate the problem.*

Physiologically? (Same Body – flesh, tissues, molecules and atoms)

Psychological/Mental? (mind- beliefs, desires, memories)

- traditional philosophical literature on PI TE has focused on assuming a freaky friday type of scenario and then addressed questions like who is who, which body should be punished for the others actions before the “switch? etc...” 

-Gendler argues that this sort of reasoning is unreliable.  

“Conceptual separability does not equal distinctness. “

e.g. Psychology vs. Biology

Gendler believes even if two features need not coincide in all possible cases, we have no mechanism by which we can distinguish them conceptually if they do not exists separately in nature.  

So as a matter of thought experiments, humans are simply biological elements that came into being through a biological process and self conscious beings with a variety of psychological elements that for the most part cannot be pinned down to their biological process.  There are, however, no cases where a single set of psychological characteristics can be present in more than one body. This contingency, that all single minds are associated with a single body, plays a central role in how we make judgements about the nature and importance of personal identity.

The Lockean Background:
Non-living (atoms and matter – identity define by sameness of mass) and living substances (define by sameness of life – sapling to a tree).

Entity preserving (growth, drinking) and entity destroying changes (transformation)

None of the criteria of identity for bodily substances can do justice to what Lock will call “personal identity”  which outlines his distinction between man and person (sameness of a rational being).

This leads us to the Prince and the Cobbler case:  the soul of a prince enters the body of a cobbler:  “everyone says that the new entity would be the same person as the prince, but who would say it is the same man?”

Crucial elements of the Lockean story (according to Gendler):

1) The set of psychological characteristics previously associated with the prince are now associated with the cobbler

2) The story describes a mechanism or movement carrying the soul from one body to another.

3) This mechanism is such that there is a substance that was present in the prince that is now present in the cobbler

Gendler contends that we are given a narrative that is imaginary but nonetheless makes us think we have found a substantially less mysterious way for the prince and cobbler case to occur.   But, “from the fact that we can tell a story about how the world might come to be configured in some way other than the way it actually is , it does not follow that we will be able to make judgments about the various combinations of features that Lock has isolated. “

Gendler then goes on to discuss more contemporary thought experiments that increase in complexity but, in view, in no way differ from the failure of the Lockean case in terms of their success over allowing us to make informative judgements.  In fact, she believes that the increasing complexity of which these cases introduce “wreaks havoc on our ability to make informative judgements about them.” 

The Variations:

· Brain transplant case / the brain switch case – (a simple change instead of the soul being transferred it is the brain being “transplanted.”  So a change of substance.
· Fission – which we will discuss in the next reading which.... occurred in response to split – brain research.  This led philosophers to believe, according to Gendler, that “a single brain might be in principle able to support two loci of consciousness.  Gendler doesn’t say much about fission here… she simply claims it is “deeply perplexing” and moves on.
· Brain state transfer, brain state exchange, brain state duplication – assumes the source of psychological form can be reproduced elsewhere.
· Tele transportation and replication – assuming the same kind of matter would produce the same kind of properties over and over again
In all these cases, Gendler sees it undeniable that we can make sense of such scenarios but nonetheless cannot make informative judgements about them… the state of affairs are physically, or at least metaphysically impossible in all these scenarios.

Contrast these scenarios with some physically possible scenarios that would have been thought experiments in Lockean times:

Quadriplegic with failing organs receiving a “theoretically” possible head transplant.

Split Brain research: Blindsight experiment

Dr. Michael Gazzaniga interpretation of split brain phenomenon:

“What this teaches us is that the mind is made up of a constellation of independent and semi-independent agents and that these agents can carry out a vast array of processes without our awareness. Even though this happens, there is some final stage, some final system, which I happen to think is in the left hemisphere, that pulls all of this information together into a theory… to explain all of these independent elements.  And that theory become our particular theory of ourselves and the world.”

On the concept of “realness”… what’s the difference between a thought experiment where we imagine (but don’t know) a brain could be split in two and operate independently and a scenario where we know that a blain can be split in two and operate independently.  And what these two scenarios say about consciousness.  Why is on more valid than the other?   

Frame Dependency:

- as illustrated by Williams in “the self and the future:”

· reconfiguration of the brain in A and B case: should the reward and where should the torture go for A?  It seems right for A to direct the reward to the B-Bodied person but this situation is interesting because it involved a “reconfiguration” of minds as opposed to a transfer of substance.

· case of surgeon: intuition (in this case not a decision but simply the emotion of fear) betrays your instinct in the other scenario where you are in the same body and choose for it to be tortured due to an altered mental state. 

· Gendler argues that these two scenarios illustrate her point because, according to her, our intuitions are frame dependant in these scenarios.  For me, this is invalid simply because ear would arise in the first scenario anyways regardless of what one chose.

-Analogy: the case of frame dependency in a scenario involving rationality:

In a study, 2 “identical” scenarios were presented to participants.  One where they lost a 10 dollars but decided to buy a ticket anyways and another where they lost a $10 ticket and thus decide to proceed.  Question: Does this Constitute a valid Analogy? 

Gendler argues that just as someone may use this as an argument for a “global theory of rationality,” so too may one defend a theory of personal identity; according to which one or the other of the views actually captures the truth of the nature of personal identity.

Gendler then identifies two strategies that might be employed when dealing with exceptional cases:

· the exception as scalpel strategy… involved weeding out entities to acquire the required characteristics of an entity. e.g.(abcd) Y(bl), then b is the required characteristic
·  the exception as cantilever strategy – think on the track of metaphysical universals.  The two entities are similar because they are similar to more typical instances of entities that the theory describes. 
· Applying these strategies to Williams case: scalpel – cuts away too much from the two cases leaving no common factors for personal identity (neither psychological nor physical factors remain).  This suggests that our concept of person is not organized around a set of necessary and sufficient conditions that play a role in how we identify personal identity.  MAJOR allusion back to Gendler’s original thesis, presented at the beginning of the paper:
· Doing the same using the exceptions by cantilever strategy forced us to “cantilever” out from the set to something else.  Therefore, as Gendler concludes, in this instance….  “People are persons by courtesy only”

Chapter 4

I think it’s papers like these that separate us philosophy majors from the pack.  To read and understand it, one needs to be able to tolerate broad periods of ambiguity that can become quite exhausting.
Abstract

Our first order judgements about far-fetched thought experiments may be distorted or even inverted because imaginary scenarios involve disruptions of certain patterns of features that, although coinciding only fortuitously, still play a central role in the organization of our concepts.  

Gendler again suggests that our judgements about far-fetched imaginary cases are limited in their utility.

The merits of provincialism – our understanding of the concept of person rests on the provincial assumption that actual human beings come into existence only through a predictable sequence of events,  even though we can well imagine circumstances where this assumption would be violated.  

Derek Parfit uses a thought experiment (the fission experiment) to illustrate why “personal identity is not what matters.”   Gendler argues that Parfit’s conclusion does not follow from his thought experiment because it rests on a subtle confounding of two kinds of features she calls:

explanatory features (features sufficient to justify the relation)  and common factor features (features that necessarily come with the relation).   We’ll get back to this in more detail later but it seemed to me, prima facie, that Gendler suggesting that all Parfit is doing is mixing up sufficient and necessary factors.  Indeed, what we find out is Gendler thinks Parfit uses M as a common factor features in the first part of his argument but then switches it to an explanatory reading of it in the second part.  

Gendler argues that Parfits argument seems so compelling because it purportedly relies on two principles: the ranking of preferences and the assignment of explanatory force. – Gendler argues neither of these principles applies to the fission case in the way the argument requires because it “discounts the explanatory role played be contingent features of the way things happen to be.” (merits of provincialism)
Introduction:

The philosophical methodology that Gendler argues against is one where facts are treated as “provincial truths.”  Specifically, in relation to Personal identity: treating facts of life about how people really generally are as facts about how people happen to be.  So, in relationship to personal identity literature, although the only way we know of coming into existence is through the normal life cycle, these philosophers still think its appropriate to make up imaginary cases.  Quite obviously, Parfit and his fission case fit into this mould as he separates personal identity and physical brain matter.  Two things which never occur separately in nature.  
Gendler argues such methodology violates the following principle: 

If a contingent relationship plays a central role in our understanding of a concept and the concept in question concerns an assessment of value, then imaginary cases or thought experiments where where we “imagine away” the relationship simply won’t work.
So, In Relation to Parfits fission case, Gendler essentially tries to prove that a contingent relationship exists between our rational concern for our future selves and our identity and that this relationship plays a central role in our understanding of identity.  Because of this, Gendler argues that Parfit is unsuccessful in concluding that our identity and concern for our future selves are independent.
The argument and it’s crucial assumptions:

Gendler does not present Parfit’s argument separately so in absence of actually having read his paperfiguring out Parfit actual argument might take time:

Parfits argument is that our survival and well being is not linked to our personal identity and he illustrates this through the fission case.  :
Three triplets are involved in an accident where the body of one and the brains of two others are destroyed.  Brainy’s physiology is such that the he has essentially 2 complete brains inside of him.  Doctors divide his brain in half and transplant them into the brains of the other triplets….

Essentially, in the single transfer case, brainy and lefty are identical and therefore brainy has rational prudential concern for lefty because, intrinsically they are the same person.  

In the double transfer case, Brainy’s relation to lefty is exactly the same.  However, although Brainy can have rational prudential concern for lefty, his identity cannot be a feature of this relationship because he is also related to righty in the same way.  Since identity is not divisible between the two, it is not important in the contexts of having concern to our future selves.  

Before Gendler brings fourth Parfits fission argument she identifies 3 crucial assumptions that his argument relies on.  

-The intrinsicness principle, the necessity principle, the sufficiency principle.

M – the relation that matters for rational prudential concern.  

So here is a progression of Parfit’s argument using Gendler’s assumptions:

(1, 2, 3) In the single transfer case lefty is brainy…. They are the same people there are no other people around and it seems straightforward that they are essentially the same people.  Brainy’s has a relation (because they are the same) thus he has rational prudential concern for lefty.  It can be said that Parfit uses the sufficiency principle here.  

(4, 5, 6, 7) In the double transfer case, using the intrinsicness principle, he derives the parity result.  So Parfit argues that brainy’s relationship to lefty is the same in both the double and single transfer cases because 5)M is an intrinsic relationship ( and don’t forget to keep in mind that these assumptions were not in parfit’s original argument but are added in by Gendler to make her point which come later).

(8,9, 10, 11) Gendler grants that in the double transfer case that lefty and righty are not the same person.  Why? (Gendler says that it is because the occupy separate spatial locations in such.  The reality here is that arguing that lefty and righty are different is not important to Gendler’s argument and thus she leaves it alone… she makes no attempt to attack Parfit’s supposed assumption that Brainy cannot be both lefty and righty and maintain his identity all at the same time.   Essentially In the double transfer case, nobody, neither lefty nor righty is brainy because brainy’s identity is assumed by both authors to be indivisible.   And thus finally, with this we arrive and Parfit’s ultimate conclusion… the unimportance of identity conclusion. Which, as I mentioned before ,is the contention that, since there is a situation that identity is not important, its not important overall.  

So essentially, Parfit has shown one “case” in which identity is not a factor and thereby deduced that it isn’t important.  

Gendler argues that Parfit succeeds by blending three crucial distinctions: (in this section Gendler essentially cements factors she has already outlined in previous sections)

We are dealing with 2 states of affairs:

M: the relation that “matters” for rational prudential concern

1. RPC: A’s prudential concern for B being rational.

The dependencies between these two states of affairs:

- the necessity principle… If RPC then M
2. - the sufficiency principle… If M then RPC
Gendler allows the sufficiency principle to hold but does not allow the Necessity principle to hold without one final distinction about M:

The Common Factor Reading: M is common to all cases where RPC obtains.  So according the common factor reading.  RPC could be something that is common to all cases of M, but not justified by M.

The explanatory Reading:  M justifies the rationality of prudential concern.

3. So we are all in agreement that If we have M then we have RPC… but do we have M if we have RPC?  Not according to the common factor reading.  
This is where Gendler delivers her knockout punch….

· The intrinsicness principle allows Parfit to derive the parity result and it is the parity result that allows Parfit to derive the Unimportance of identity conclusion.  Gendler argues that on the common factor reading of M the unimportance of identity conclusion does not follow because he has only shown that identity is not common to all cases where there is rational prudential concern.  But this is insufficient for the importance of identity conclusion because it does not follow from showing one case that identity does not matter that we should change our views for what “underpins our concern for our future selves.”  For the unimportance of identity conclusion to follow we would need to understand M according to the Explanatory reading.  However Gendler argues that, in this case, the intrinsicness principle does not hold (and we will discuess why this is the case in the next section).  So, essentially, when we take the concept under scrutiny to have sufficient explanatory force the intrinsicness principle does not hold.  BUT when we take it to only be a common factor, it is insufficient to support Parfits conclusion that identity does not matter.
Mills method of agreement: – Logical reasoning gone wrong

-Remember, when doing the cells, to keep track of the scenario that is represented in each subsection. 

The Match and Incantation case: an example of mills method of agreement

Match, the incantation, and the fire.  Assuming these are the only relevant factors, it seems insane to suggest that the incantation has anything to do with the fire or that striking the match did not light the fire.

A- Strike the match B- “Let there be light” P- the fire is lit

Gendler argues that it is this principle we subconsciously try to apply to the fission case in the following way.  

A-  Relation “R” obtains between X and Y

B- The same relation does not obtain between X and any “non-y” that co-exists with y.  

P- X’s prudential concern for Y is rational

Question: what are each of the scenarios in relation to the single and double transfer fission experiment?  Hint: the upper left corner is the single transfer case.
So as before, is it equally rational to suggest, given these are the only factors, that relation R brings about X’s rational concern for Y?

Gendler makes 3 distinctions on how she thinks the two cases differ :

A) Subject matter – before we were concerned with a causal explanation, but now we are concerned with value. So what does that mean?  Well before we were concerned about what caused the fire, now we are concerned not with what caused X’s rational concern for Y but whether or not it is rational.

B) Internal structure – in the match case the two features are independent and we are trying to deduce their relevant contributions.  Where as in the fission case the two features are not as independent…. The A+B scenario is a specification of A…. we will see more example of this in just a moment.

C) Background Conditions:  in the Match case the factors actually do arise independently in nature where as this is not the case in the fission experiment.

Problems with the Analogy:

Gendler is not saying that there is anything wrong with the Method of Agreement strategy of logical reasoning, just that the factors being disambiguated are “genuinely independent.”

The factors are NOT genuinely independent if A and A+B) are related as Genus and Species.  Another way to interpret this is using mathematical set theory.  Factors A and Factors B are not genuinely independent if B is simply a subset of A.

So Set A-X set B-Y vs. Set A- 1-30 set B- 1

· Boat sinking case:  A- X>/= 20lb, B- X 20lb, P=placing X on the boat causes it to sink.  Leads to an absurd scenario where something that does not weigh at least 20 pounds and weighs exactly 20 pounds at the same time.  
· The following scenarios are less mathematical in that the absurd scenario does not lead to a purely mathematical or logical contradiction, but to a scenario that doesn’t  normally exist in nature.  They are on a decreasing spectrum in terms of their absurdity which lead me to intuit that believe that Gendler’s thesis can involve some sort of sliding scale where the more removed from reality the event, the less likely our thought experiments about it will be helpful.  
· Square case (something that is square like but is not a square).
· Dead Body case (Something that is not a human body but is a living body)
· Stuffed Animal Case (something that is a baby seal but does not have the appearance of one)
· Vegetarianism case (something that is a piece of meat from the factory but does not resemble one)
· The problem is that these scenarios have these empty sets and are thus less informative than scenarios involving completely independent factors. 
· Once again, the fission thought experiment is in this category because it is a case of two concepts, related, but not conceptually separable.  
The positive argument: 

-we are now in the business of replacing Gendlers negative argument for Parfit’s case, with a theory.

Gendler invents the Association – dependence test: suggests that it is the particular rather than the general features that play a role in our explanatory features of an argument.   Suppose we had no knowledge that there could be dead objects.  Would dead objects, would stuffed animals still evince respect?  This is very similar to the exception as scalpel strategy outlined in chapter 3 and I think we are starting to hit home on exactly what kind of far-fetched thought experiments Gendler views as useful.   

SO…. How does all this apply to personal identity cases?

Essentially… R-relatedness fails the A-D test while identity passes.

“if all cases of continuation were cases of mere R-relatednedd, we would lose grip on the relevant concept of prudential concern.”

Discussion: In what way do personal identity thought experiments differ among each other and in what way do they differ from thought experiments like the Galileo falling object thought experiment from the first reading?

