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|. Introduction

Within his large work “Reasons and Persons”, Derek Parfit deafisncept of Personal
Identity examining the questions concerning what a person is and iraypleaton’s existence
over time consists. Thereby, he intends to pr&eductionism to be the sole logically
coherent reconstruction of reality and thus should provide the fundamentaly TKeof

morality and rationality his whole work is aimed at.

In the following, | will reconstruct Parfit's argumentation and implications on
rationality and morality, presented in Part Three “Personal tgignitefore discussing some
guestions raised by his point of view. This essay concentrates onrdeapie twelve, as they
introduce the theory of Reductionism, fourteen and fifteen which preaéiittsfconclusions

concerning morality and rationality.

[I. Personal Identity

1. What We Believe Ourselves To Be

To introduce his main questions about the nature of a person and of ideetitjime,
Parfit gives a science-fictional exampl&he consideration of mere imaginary cases will
encourage us to take an intuitive position regarding the question, detioewtwo people at
two different times ar@ne and the same (oats.) person, since our beliefs about ourselves
become most explicit when considering imaginary cases {2@@me of these “natural
beliefs” are shown to be relying upon false assumptions. By analgsthgorrecting them
Parfit wants to argue in favour of his understanding of a persorsterge and to present its

implications on morality.

First, two kinds of identity are differentiatedumerical identity which means to be oats.,
and qualitative identity, a synonym of exact similarity. The question of what charaegef#$
0. t. as well as our concern about our future chiefly refer to nuahedentity though this
might be influenced by changes in qualitative identity.

Approaching his central questions “What is the nature of a person?Wamat is it that
makes a person at two different times oats. person?”, Parfistagifres two criteria to answer

the latter as by doing so he can provide parts of an answer to the first (202).

! Compare the example of Teletransportation, sedon
2 All page numbers refer to Derek ParReasons and Person, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1984.



The Physical Criterion (PK) focuses on the physical persistence of a person, namely the
spatio-temporal continuity of his brain and body. This means, that thareantinuous line
between the past and the present person and that at each point thexepgraon whose
existence was partly caused by the existence of the immgdméeeding persorPhysical
continuity (®C) includes states, in which only the compontunfsa whole exist, and the

replacement of certain components with exactly similar spares.
Parfit concludes

The Physical Criterion [204]: (1) What is necessary is [...] the continuedtence
of enough of the brain [...].X today is oats. person &sat some past time iff (2)
enough of Y’s brain continued to exist, and is dw brain, and (3) there does not
exist a different person who also has enough ofbY&n. (4) Pl o. t. just consists in
the holding of facts like (2) and (3).

On a psychological level, Parfit differentiates two possibdité explaining identity o. t.:
either there is a certain mental entity (like a CarteBignm) whose continuity resembléxC,
or Pl o. t. rather consists ipsychological continuity (¥C), an overlapping chain of
connections between certain psychological featufBisese can principally hold to different
extents; whereas psychological connectedness involves only someulaartdirect
connections whereakC is constituted by overlapping chains of strong connectedness (206).

Whereas strong (direct) connectedness lacks transitivity andateei@nnot be itself a

criterion of Pl 0. t.¥C provides Pl o. t. because of its overlapping connections
Analogous taDK, there is

The Psychological Criterion [WK, p. 207]: (1) There i&¥C iff there are overlapping
chains of strong connectedness. X today is oatsop&s Y at some past time iff (2)
X is psychologically continuous with Y, (3) this m@uity has the right kind of
cause, and (4) there does not exist a differerdgmewho is also psychologically
continuous with Y. (5) PI o. t. just consists ie tholding of facts like (2) to (4).

The “right kind of cause” mentioned in sentence (3) could be any cause.
Later it will be shown, why Parfit includes requirements (3) @dOdK as well as (4) and

(5) on thePK, the specification of (3) is necessary to cover Parfit's imaginary exsmpl

% E. g. a wooden ship whose components are exchdraradime to time (203 ).

* Hereby Parfit revises John Locke’s concept thetaimemory is the main constituent of Pl o. tmpare p.
205.

® Direct connectedness means the holding of direehections between two persons at two points dlagtpand
t2 (at some past time), and between t2 and t3 (&uiner in the past) without concluding that thare the same
connections between tt and t3. In contrast, ovpitapchains of connectedness exactly imply thisctumion.
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Having found these criteria to be essential features of Pl bististexplained as involving
only a number of particular facts which can be described imperspnadlyneither ascribing
them to a particular person nor presupposing this person’s existenseinif@rsonality
which is characteristic of thReductionist View Parfit supports cannot even be affected if in

describing theontents of a particular thought a person is mentidh@d.0).

In contrast to Reductionism another view of Pl o. t. is sketched, and getigmisputed
throughout the following discussion. on-Reductionism, Pl consists in a “further fact”
(210) beyonddC or¥C, i. e. an ideal entity which exists detached from provable fslctst
of Parfit's attacks against this view aim at the Cartesiaderstanding adeparately existing
entities (SEEs) as pure mental substances, although moderate theoridsribfea fact are

dismissed in the same way.

Instead, a person’s existence

“just consists in the existence of a brain and beaahyl the occurrence of a series of

interrelated physical and mental events” [211],
and therefore, despite of the actual existence of persons,

“a complete description of reality [can be givemjthout claiming that persons exist”
[212].

There is some importance laid upon this way of describing readpggrsonally assuming
that by the description of the constituents of a person’s existargéstalready implicitly
included, and that an additional mention of this person would be redundant.

Beyond impersonality, a second important consequence of Reductionisnt Bl tben
sometimes béndeterminate®: The question, if a person at two different times is oats. person
cannot always be answered by “Yes” or “No”, though all relevamucistances can be
completely described. Parfit calls such a kind of questiopty, i. e. concerning a certain
process there is onlyne outcome to consider, differences in descriptions are merelyatitfer
interpretations of the same facts. If we now choose one answechthice will be arbitrarily

set without any plausible reaséns

® The reference of persons within thoughts doesmply their existence, to refuse self-referentf@ughts (in
First-Person-Mode) to be an indicator of the thifskéentity with the contained person, Parfit &tithes the
concept of quasi-memory (220 ff.).

" One of Parfit's favourite analogies to the natof@ersons is the nature of nations only includietual facts
such as citizens or a certain territory.

8 Indeterminacy assumes requirements 46nand 5 on¥C, meaning the lack of SEEs.

° Applied to PI, this means that, in case of merelyuced holding of’C, the question if a particular person
“survives” (= is still oats.) a certain developmeannot be plausibly answered. Compare the redestatent of
clubs (213 1.).
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Thus, Parfit disproves PI to be the feature “what matters” (2db$idering a person’s
persistent existence, but proposes another one to serve this purpose, namely
What matters iRelation R [215]: psychological connectedness and/or cortgnui
with the right kind of cause [i. @any cause].
One further Reductionist implication upon the nature of persons is delagenely the
ascription of different experiences at one time and throughout a Wfel® one single

person, or: how to explain the unity of consciousness? (217).

Summarising his arguments, Parfit claims that there aretwnlglternatives explaining Pl
0. t. and the nature of a person: Reductionism or the belief in SE&s. d6sume that our
existence involves an SEE, we have to consider Pl to be deter@aate be what matters in
“surviving” throughout time. Furthermore, the unity of different mentednés constituting

consciousness is explained by ownership

On the contrary, if Reductionism provides the true explanation ofyigdlicannot always
be determinate. Considering existence o. t. and the unity of consciqu$eekscus lies on
Relation R or on the relations between different experiences cwlyete the claim that

reality can be described impersonally.

In the following chapters Parfit intends to reject some objectmiise Reductionist View,
arguing in favour of his theory in more detail, and to examine theidatigns of
Reductionism on our “natural beliefs”, thus giving reasons for the meekainge our moral

understanding.

2. How We Are Not What We Believe

a. Unity of Consciousness and the Subject of Experiences

Parfit continues his examination of what we are by focussing onuthty of

consciousness, especially on the relation between P¥@ndr consciousness.

195, e. we can integrate different simultaneous eepees into one consciousnégsause they are had by oats.
person.
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To support his claim PP WC, he has to reject an objection to Reductionism expressed in
Butler's'™ assumption that psychological events, when experienced as being hageujfia

person, already presuppose PC(—> PI) and therefore cannot be its necessary constituent.

A first interpretation of this assertion might be that our concéptmental events is
basically self-referential, i. e. the person having a certaperence is identical with the
person contained in this experience (230).

But Parfit rejects the reliability of the perception of mengsfents as one’s own
experiences, as being a false assumption, creating for this parposeept of psychological
guasi-experiences (concrete: quasi-memory). These include not omgrsan's own
experiences, but may even include some experiences of other'pedpierefore, the identity
of the person having the mental event and the person who is mentionecointétsts cannot
be deduced through the experience of having a particular mental egefft As
psychological life consists in a large variety of experieticeaunity of this person’s must be
selective:Y'C just holds if there is an overlapping chain of strong connections dretveetain
experiences, otherwise these experiences refer to other people¥Thdses not presuppose
the identity of theexperiencing person and the persoontained by these experiences and can

be a constituent of B

Now Parfit makes an interesting statement by admitting (1 )peaple exist and (2) that a
person can be calledsabject of experiences (SOE) as these are had by somebody, but this is
based merely on “the way in which we talk” (223).

Nevertheless, the awareness of a subject of experiences asdddecause its distinct
continuous existence is unlikely — an SEE itself might be justriassof connected SEEs.
Thus, we cannot be sure that in referring to such an entity wmaeed referring to our
continuous selvés$ and should therefore be inclined not to distinguish “awareness of the

continuity of an SOE” from “awareness‘8C” (224).

Neither are we allowed to deduce an SEE from our experiencefit fédlows
Lichtenberg’s objectiolt to Descartes’ most famous conclusion. From the specific mental

event “thinking” itself, no existence of a thinking subject can beredeunless we merely

™ Compare p. 219. Parfit refers to Joseph Bullee,Analogy of Religion, first Appendix, 1736.

2E.g. memories in First-Person-Mode surgicallypsfarred into another person’s brain.

13 A second interpretation of Butler's statement rhigk that experiences in First-Person-Mode refetheo
person’s own identity as a subject of his expegsrice. being aware of himself as an SEE.

14 An objection to Parfit's example might be thatdase of Teletransportation the involved SEE might b
continuous, whereas its container has changed.

15 “Es denkt, sollte man sagen, so wie man sagt, lgs"b(517), Parfit citing from: Georg Christoph
LichtenbergSchriften und Briefe, Sudelbucher I, Carl Hanser Verlag, 1971.
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ascribe thoughts to thinkers as we do in everyday-language, and even legs eoerced to
deduce an SEE, since an impersonal description of mental expergamcesport the facts
completely (225).

Moreover, even the ascription of thoughts to different thinkers or theanesftdifferent
people within these thoughts can be realised impersonally, though ineacomplicated
way'™:

In the particular life that contains the thinkinftlee thought that is expressed by the
utterance of this sentence, it is thought: ... [226].

Therefore, Parfit considers an impersonal explanation of the unéypefson’s life to be
most plausible: Even without claiming that experiences are bctuadl by subjects, “we
could describe the interrelations between all of the mental andcphgsients that together

constitute a particular person’s life” [226].

b. Pl as a Matter of Degree

As there is no plausible reference to an SEE or an SOE considleeindentity of one
person at two different times, how can we diagnose PI o. t. usimpyokological and/or the
physical criterion?

Temporarily assuming that his physical state maintains, a per#enthroughout a certain
period of time basically consists in varied changes in his psychkaldgatures. Depending
on the importance of these changes, the degrédéCotan be more or less reduced: This is
portrayed by thd’sychological Spectrum (231 ff.) ranging from full'C to no psychological

connection at all.

Now we have to decide which degree of holding psychological connectidhis whe
spectrum is sufficient to state a person’s “survival” throughoutdleyant period (231): At
the “near end” (almost ful’'C) of the spectrum, the person’s “survivialis as obvious as his
“death” is at the “far end”. Concerning the middle of the spectrhenctucial point between
death and survival is not easy to fix: On the one hand, there arelighly dfferences in
degree between the cases in the spectrum, but on the other hand erenabffbetween
survival and death is intuitively supposed to be significant. Thus, thei@®ecip to which
percentage of psychological connections Pl is granted must be tddiaridy without any

' The natural use of personal pronouns just seesart@ simplification of every-day language.
¥ Survival means that the person remains oats. giiaut the period, he iglentical at both times whereas
“death” assumes merely a few connections left
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plausible reasons. Consequently, a person’s identity in the middle o$péarum is
indeterminate, and the question concerning his survival is éinpty

Analogously, there are different degreesbd, created e. g. by replacing a certain number
of cells with qualitatively identical copies, which together fdatma Physical Spectrum (234
ff.) providing unambiguous statements on a person’s survival near itsvareteas the cases
in the middle of the spectrum remain indeterminate. Assuming hibatdrrier of¥C is the
brain, the past person is fully psychologically continuous with the miretespite of the

physical alterations.

According to either of the spectra, the other one of the two relexigeria for Pl is always
met, wherefore the complete maintenance of one requirement migint tee provide PI
sufficiently (236).

This argument fails when both spectra are fused toCibrebined Spectrum (236 ff.)
involving all of the varying degrees of psychological and physical coeeess. Thus, the
outcome at the “far end” does no longer reflect the complete detathof either the
psychological or the physical connections, but establishes insteadiraty ehistinct person.
Drawing a borderline between “death” and “survival” in the middldhefgpectrum cannot be
plausiblé® since the differences between two cases are as trivilabss in each of the single

spectra.

Taking the Reductionist assumptions regarding the existence of@femd the carrier
of his psychological featur€sinto account, the Combined Spectrum proves the claim that a
person’s identity is not always determinate. Thus, the concepthadsPtio be enlarged (240)
to cover the cases in the middle of the Combined Spectrum abolishingedhssity of a
borderline which — arbitrarily drawn — cannot reasonably have any noorahtional

significance anyway.

This conclusion has first significant consequences for our attituderdewpl o. t.: Since

the fact that Pl is not always determinate conflicts withktblgef that Pl is what matters for

8 The outcome of the process, namely the degreehiohw?C holds, can be described without making a
statement on his identity.

9 Wwithout claiming the existence of a “further faot” SEE.

20 A person’s existence “just consists in the existeat a brain and body, and the occurrence of @seri
interrelated physical and mental events” [211].

2Lj, e. the brain.

22 241. After all, Parfit still aims to examine exgcthe relation between a coherent concept of Rl an
morality/rationality.
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our continuous existence, this belief should be abandoned in favour of Reducttaiimmg
Relation R to be what matters and denying the existence of laerfufact, and the

determination of Pl in every case (241).
3. Why Our Identity Is Not What Matters

Subsequent to his rejection of the determination of PI, Parfit inthied#nal refutation of
three Non-Reductionist presumptions, hamely the unity of consciousnebg|idien SEES,
and the claim that the degree of PI o. t. is significant regguolir permanent existence and
our concepts of rationality and morality.

For this purpose, he contemplates the equal division of a person’s consesousmHeo
streams, each of them fully psychologically continuous with the pergmevious united
consciousness (245 ff.).

If the unity of consciousness is explained by its SOE, the sceofatle division of a
person’s mind into two equal streams of consciousness must impth¢hatare two distinct
SOEs related at oats. time to oats. person — which is regardeeinasimplausib€ and
thereby additional empiricdl evidence against claiming SOE to be the crucial constituent of
Pl (249).

In contrast, a Reductionist simply describes the unity of conscioutimesg)h several
experiences being co-conscious, i. e. being had at oats. time, wityiogtilaportance to the
— possibly different — subjects they belong to (250).

According to Parfit's view, subjects in fact only exist becausecreate them by ascribing
experiences to something having these experiences, but they assamgceeither for
describing persons nor for explaining their lives’ unity.

On the contrary, he claims that unity of experiences does notifetkisly are had within a
particular person’s life, but that these experiences belong taieuper person’s lifef they

are specially relatéd (252).

The case of dividing merely a person’s consciousness only providesr fodheter-

evidence against the belief in SEEs whereas applying tdEhéhe person’s identity o. t. is

23 One person cannot plausibly be two persons fario time, and as the person before the divisiarot one
of the two SOEs during the time of division, thi®sario must either include even three SOEs, oethist be
SOEs that are not persons (250).

24 Compare p.245: the consequences of cerebral guiayguerception and consciousness.

5 Therefore: not L (common lifep U (unity), but U> L.



not affected and still can be considered to be the deciding criteriaiagnosing his

continued existence.

This claim is challenged by Parfit's next example: the plamation of an equally split
brain into two identical bodies (section 89, p. 253 ff.). As Relation®Ilding between the
previous person Y and either present person X to the same extent, shiergae to who of
both X is identical with Y is empf§, the outcome can be described as “two future people,
each of whom [...] fully psychologically continuous with” the past per&@®). Thus, the
case of division argues th#C does not presuppose PI, too, since it is not possible that both
X are identical with Y despite of being fully psychologically connected with him $261)

What are the reactions to this case? Parfit regards Y’si@ivias being “as good as
ordinary survival” (261) since the only obstacle to state Y’s Plie.His duplication whereas
the YK as well as thebK is perfectly met. The main reason for intuitive suspicion agains
valuing the division case positively consists in the conflict betwshgplication and the

“natural” concept respectively the original meaning of “identity”.

Therefore, Parfit concludes, PI cannot be the crucial feature wig d@ncerned about
one’s own future, it is rather Relation R which matters becdus@es not require a one-to-
one relation between X today and Y at some past time comparedPtibnsisting in the
unique holding of Relation R: Pl = R + U (26%) For R expressing the “intrinsic nature”
(263) of the relation between X and Y, R is the more important coastiof Pl with U only

slightly changing R’s value.

Now | will briefly summarise the Reductionist View of existe and identity of persons

before reconstructing Parfit's deduction of its implications upon rationality anaitgor

According to the Reductionist View, persons indeed do exist, distorottheir brains and
bodies, and experiences, though they are not SEEs: A peestsiéhce only consists in a
particular brain and body, and a series of mental and physical events.

Thus, Personal Identity over time just consists it#C and®C in a one-to-one form and

therefore is unlikely to be the feature which matters in a person’s permanésmexis

%6 This time, the emptiness of the question allowsesst description” (260) of the outcome: Y would meither
X, therefore: Y will not survive (259).

" This example proves the necessity of requiren@ois®K and 4 on¥K.

8 U describes the fact of a one-to-one relation.
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Unity of Consciousness is explained by th&C as one state of being aware of different
simultaneous mental events, tdbject of Experiences depending upon the relation between
these experiences (and not vice versa).

As there is no SEE, the carrierB€ is the brain whos®&C can be reduced to any degree.

Proved by theéPsychological, the Physical, and theCombined Spectrum, Pl is not always
determinate, and the decision whether a person X today is oats. as a persaoiaipast

time sometimes is an arbitrary answer taeampty question.

Though our “natural beliefs” in determination and importance of ideatéydisproved by
Reductionism on an abstract level which allows the conclusion thanéne holding of
Relation R without any uniqueness is as good as ordinary survival, litar$elf admits that
it is “hard to believe” and he himself “would never lose [his] imteitbelief in the Non-
Reductionist View” (280).

[ll. Implications Of Reductionism

After introducing Reductionism, Parfit presents some implicatiomgshwthis view of PI

provides regarding our attitudes towards life, and our concepts of rationality andymnorali

1. Changes in our Attitudes towards Life

Parfit pathetically claims the “Liberation from the Sel?8(), meaning that since there is
no SEE included in a person’s permanent existence and Pl is not watiatsmthe anxiety
about one’s own future diminishes. Moreover, death and the separatenesgplef paatly
lose their importance because the consideration of the future nieceises orrelations
ignoring questions on the persistence of persons. Therefore, a certiddmity of relations
between a present person and his future self on the one hand, and betwszanetheerson
and another present person on the other hand can be stated, and the difiseeen two
persons is reduced.

Death itself only indicates the ceasing of certain relatiomaghaRelation R, whereas less
deep indirect relations to this person still hold, e. g. by memory. Tiheigerson loses his
quality of an SOE, as he does not exist any longer apart fronothents of other persons’
mental events, but his existence fades away rather slowly instead of having erghé81).
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By describing reality completely impersonally as constituteddned relations, a person
can adopt a more objective view of his future which allows him to reeosome of his

concern and to maintain calmness presently.
2. Rationality

According to Reductionism, any rational anxiety about the future carbenbased on the
holding of certain relations, especially Relation R, making any conabout Pl o. t.
redundant. Thus, Reductionism provides an objection to the rationality df-eersied

attitude towards the future since this presupposes one’s own permanent existence (283).

Nevertheless, Parfit either does not favour an extreme concegtianfality rejecting every
concern about one’s own future self and demanding an indifferent attitwaeds life and
death (307 ff.). Though he cannot disprove its plausibility, he argues in favaunoderate
concept: If the concept of SEEs being most important is to rehesgatue of Relation R as a
motive of agency increases and hence provides enough reason to beiallyspmoterned

about a person being R-related to a particular other fr&irt).

In addition to the characteristic of Pl being not always detetmiwad thus failing to be a
reliable criterion of rational and moral concepts, the fact#@tan hold to different degrees
and that as a result the relation to a person’s future self cainveloseness supports another
objection to the claim that self-interest is rational. Sintfeirsierest requires a person’s equal
concern about all the parts of his future (313) it implies equal caondsttween the present

person and all of his future selves, and thus contradicts the relativity of Relation R.

On the contrary, the concern for one’s future self should rationallesmnd to the
degree of connectedness between the present and the future persorordhtrefe is a

certaindiscount rate (314) in concern depending upon the degree of connectedness.
3. Morality

The astonishing consequence of this last implication disproves impritiente always
irrational since less concern about more remote future selvedbegrerfectly justified
(section 106). This causes the necessity to extend the scope atyrazahtionality fails to

provide arguments against imprudence (319).

29 Analogous: The special concern for people beirangly related to oneself (e. g. close relatives).
30§, e. behaviour which causes later serious haranéself in favour of present pleasure.
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Common-Sense Morality condemns damaging behaviour towards other people theahus
easiest way of finding a suitable objection to imprudence is thasioo of damaging one’s
future self, either by arguing that in favour of present pleashessum of future suffering is

increased or by regarding this future self as a different person (319).

Both arguments justify a certain moral paternalism as “we onghto do to our future
selves what it would be wrong to do to other people” (320), thereby inveh@nGolden
Rule*! of Common-Sense Morality.

Just as the amount of concern for one’s future self corresponds to dghee def
connectedness according to the discount rate, responsibility and desesre’s past actions,
and, the obligation to hold commitments decrease depending upon increasoigness
from the past seff.

Considering moral theories, Parfit examines the implications edfluBtionism on
Distributive Justice, the Principle of Equality, and Ultilitariamjsthe latter ignoring
boundaries between individual lives (331) which is supposed to be supported by

Reductionism since there the separateness of single lives also lacks imgortanc

On the contrary, Distributive Justice and the Principle of Equal&ygiven greater scope
(334), but less weight: Since according to the Reductionist Viewtbalyelations between
different present and/or future persons are taken into account asleadriteria for moral
principles, and, since these relations between a present person andrhiself can hold to
any reduced degree, the difference between the relations to fatues and to other people
diminishes.

This allows us to enlarge tlseope of these principles by considering not ophgsent, but
evenfuture people in case of distributing benefits and burdens, whose distribution within lives
and that between lives become similar (334).

However, distribution may be given lessight as the Reductionist “partial disintegration”
(336) of persons removes the importance of whether benefits are sptieimdor between
lives, and thus supports thepersonal maximisation of the total net sum of benefits ignoring

the separateness of people.

Since extending the scope of the distributive principles is outweighgiving them less
or even no weight, Reductionism supports or may even — in respeceftedts — result in
Utilitarianism (335).

31 Do as you would be done by.
32 Compare sections 108 to 110.
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4. Conclusions

From the Reductionist conception of persons and their identity o. t. apdshibility of
giving a complete impersonal description of reality, there can theced several revisions of
our attitude towards life, rationality, and morality.

Considering therationality of actions, the principle of self-interest is proved to be
indefensible since it ignores the increasing remoteness of feklves and presupposes an
SEE (346 f.). Thus, by restricting the reach of rationality, the sobpeorality ought to be
extended including certain paternalism in favour of criticising fdractions against present
and future persons (347).

The discount rate of connectedness between a present person and hiseftiallews us
to adjust our judgement concerning responsibility and merit to the ed@jreonnections

between the present person and his past self (ibid.).

The moral focus is transferred from the person as an SOE to the experigmeraeselves
ignoring the boundaries between different lives they occur in. Therdaf@eprinciples of
equal distribution of benefits between or within lives become obsolgtaneing the
plausibility of Utilitarianism: By caring less about the SQBst more about the quality of

experiences (346) the net sum of suffering ought to be minimised (341 f.).

In the best outcome, Reductionism means placing life at a greatewve and thereby
giving less concern to one’s own future experiences, especiallif, dsatouraging more

concern for other people.
I\VV. Discussion
Parfit presents a complex concept of PI standing in the lanygexd of his attempt to

construct a coherent TheoryXvhich is supposed to be the only reliable basic assumption of

Morality.

% This is tried in the following part “Future Gentoas".

14



Even though his argumentation seems to be coherent, there stilhsesoane uncertainty
when reading it which might be rejected by Parfit as belongiogitentuitive aversion to the
Reductionist View.

Concretely this uncertainty may be divided into three categoriebjettions concerning

Parfit’'s methods, the consistence of htencept, and some of hiarguments.

1. SOEs and Unity of Consciousness

One of Parfit's major interests consists in the abolishment @EsSto facilitate an
impersonal description of reality which, being a main feature auB®nism, partly
provides his implications on morality. For this purpose, he ties tisteexe of SOEs to that
of SEEs which are alleged to belong to an indefensible point of vi@selynourway of
talking about “subjects” is justified as a simplification of the more complex impersonal
alternative (e. g. p. 226).

However, experiences can only be claimed to be perceived by one sihjget, if they
are specially interrelated, i. e. if they meet tHK — therefore, reality can be described
without mentioning subjects only based on the description of experiemzksthair
interrelations. This reconstructs reality as a huge web ofagbselations between certain
events; wherein areas where these relations are cumulatesergptee SOES Concerning
the function as constituents of persons, SEEs are thereby replaaechbin of overlapping

connections between mental events.

Parfit overlooks that, instead of static mental entities exgjsteparately in the respect that
they do not presuppose the existence of persons, he constructs a pessibiyoee abstract
concept of a person’s existence: a system of interrelated Inexatiats existing separately
from the existence of persons since their description makes diva that persons exist

redundant.

Thus, in rejecting the Non-Reductionist View regarding the detachmokrgerson-

constituting features (SEEs) from the person himself, he dislodgesqually abstract

34 He explicitly accepts subjects for this reasorj22
% Metaphorically we may consider a spider’s webudaig different centres of threads and between theme
looser connections.
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systeni® of certain mental events from their subject thereby doing thesamnge mistake of

providing a merelybjective view of reality’.

The suggestion that by detaching experiences from their subjadis rRerely replaces
SEEs by SESs could be supported by another consequence of describipgsealiveb of
relations: There will be equally strong connections between oneiexpeand two different
overlapping chains of strong connectedness (i. e. persons). What, ifstheteonly one, but
many experiences equally connected with two of such chains? To whitierafdo they
belong? If they belong to both of th&nare these persons themselves overlapping? If they
are, Parfit has to abolish his claim that persons exist evemvideductionism. If they belong

to neither person, there will be some experiences exis#pagately from persons.

McDowell draws attention to another way of understanding consciousheds Rarfit has
not taken into accoufit Continuity of consciousness can depend upon the awareness of a
persisting subject of experiences without claiming this to refer to an SEE.

On the contrary, a continuous consciousnessitfectively perceivable as a permanent
featurd® a person can identify with referring to it by using First-Besslode in speech and
thoughts. Thus, by detaching consciousness from its personal context, &edoctcan
hardly avoid creating its own SES since self-conscioushess neither be reconstructed

independently from its contents nor exist without its sufject
2. Parfit's Attitude towards Human Rationality and Morality

By giving priority to the impersonality of reality when consideritig foundation of
rationality and morality, their purpose loses clarity since huniaes Irecede into the

background of this contemplation.

There remain doubts as to whether a mere impersonal descriptiealitf can provide an
impulse to act according to certain principles since the conceptoEity and rationality

necessarily refer to the persistent lives of human beings: Gonthband, actions presuppose

% We could call this aseparately existing system” (SES).

" Compare John McDowell, ‘Reductionism and the HFitstson’, p. 233 f.; and Sydney Shoemaker, ‘Parfit
Identity’, p. 138 f.

% As according to Reductionism the last question tempty, these experiences may as well belohgtin
or to neither person.

39 Compare John McDowell, ‘Reductionism and the Festson’, p. 232 ff.

“%|n this case, “permanent* doest mean “static”, but means “persisting over timégwing changes”.

“I The self-perception of a person as a subject.

“2McDowell, p. 244.
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actors, while on the other hand, it seems debatable that an actor abbuidependently
from an individual context of thoughts concerning other present or future activities

Even the Utilitarian principle of increasing the net sum of bendfdgcomes pointless
despite of its impersonal aim when the addressee of these benabtdished: Astonishingly,
Parfit overlooks the fact that principles of morality and ratitypalbncerning human lives are
redundant if they are dislodged from human lives.

This is even less intelligible considering his concept of Phtagio much importance to
indeterminacy and relativity. (Why, in this context, does he urgergd an impersonal
Theory X as the only universal foundation of moral and rational princggdplying to actual

personal lives?)

Additionally, Reductionism contains deep mistrust in the natural eleofdife indicated
by Parfit’s insisting on the falsity of natural beliefs, and dngious attempts to reconstruct
reality impersonall§. Instead, he tries to deduce principles of agency from evidence provided
by impossible examples and thereby overestimates the influersmreauld have on human

attitudes and emotiofts

V. Conclusions

In conclusion, Parfit's explanations of the nature of persons and Riught to be highly
appreciated especially focusing on the relation between the dedre@msnectedness between
past and present persons since their variability in fact maggasding certain legislative and

moral assumptions.

Nevertheless, Parfit's view lacks plausibility concerningritplications upon morality and
rationality since by refusing natural features of actual hunfantdi be worth taking into
account, Reductionism fails to draft a theory of agency which iscapfg to the actual

existence of human beings as rational animals.

3 follow McDowell, p. 246 ff.

*In rejecting extreme implications on morality (8ess 102 and 117), allowing a subject “becausthefway
in which we talk” (p. 222), and attempting to findnoral substitute for according to Reductionisdefiensible
principles of rationality Parfit shows inconsequenide hesitates to abolish all intuitive principssnce.

> This becomes even clearer when Parfit admitsmbeetabsolutely convinced by his own theory. Compar
280.
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VI. Appendix

Abbreviations and Definitions

oats. one and the same SOE Subject Of Experiences
o.t. over time U one-to-one relation

PI Personal Identity @C Physical Continuity

R Relation R oK Physical Criterion

SEE Separately Existing Entity ¥C Psychological Continuity
SES Separately Existing System K Psychological Criterion

Empty questions: (1) Without an answer: A question concerning ragle outcome which can be
answered merely arbitrarily. A complete descriptadrall facts can be given without referring to tipgestion.

(2) With an answer: This consists in the best gésa possible interpretations of one single oute¢260).

The Physical Criterion [204]: (1) What is necessary is [...] the continuedtence ofenough of
the brain [...].X today is oats. person st some past time iff (2) enough of Y’s brain ¢omed to exist, and is
now X'’s brain, and (3) there does not exist a déffe person who also has enough of Y’s brain. (4).R. just
consists in the holding of facts like (2) and (3).

The Psychological Criterion [207]: (1) There is psychological continuity ifigre are overlapping
chains of strong connectedness. X today is oatsopeas Y at some past time iff (2) X is psychatady
continuous with Y, (3) this continuity has the ttigdind of cause, and (4) there does not exist ferdiht person

who is also psychologically continuous with Y. @)o. t. just consists in the holding of facts 1@ to (4).

Relation R [215]: psychological connectedness and/or cortiimuith the right kind of cause [i. e.

any cause].

Survival [231]: a person remains oats. throughout a ceptaiiod, i. e. the fact thad today is oats.
person a¥ at some past time.

Ordinary Survival: Survival with a normal cause.
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