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Abstract
Hylomorphism offers a third way between animaligb@aches to personal identity that maintain
psychology is irrelevant to our persistence andlmmkean accounts that deny we are animals. A
Thomistic-inspired account is provided that expddime intuitive responses to thought experiments
involving brain transplants and the transformatiborganic bodies into inorganic ones without hgvin
to follow the animalist in abandoning the claimtthias our identity that matters in survival nor
countenance the puzzles of spatially coincideritiestthat plague the neo-Lockean. The key is to
understand the human being as only contingentlrémal. This approach to our animality is one that
Catholics have additional reason to hold givenaderntiews about Purgatory, our uniqueness as frde a
rational creatures, and our having once existerygstes.

I

Introduction.While the hylomorphic account of the person hasbreeeiving increased attention in
philosophical forums that previously ignored itetté is still a need for a sustained look at how the
approach deals with the thought experiments thatape the personal identity literaturduch of the
appeal of the neo-Lockean or psychological appresith personal identity comes from thought
experiments involving cerebrum transplants andganoic part replacement. The apparent switching of
bodies or the replacement of a living body withirmerganic one in a manner that leaves one’s mental
functions intact are often taken to reveal thatanenot animals — or at least show that we don’t

consider ourselves to be such. However, not ondsdienying that we are living animals not sit well

! Eleonore Stump, “Non-Cartesian Substance DualistiMaterialism without ReductionismFaith

and Philosophyl2 (1995): 505-531; David Oderberg, “Hylemorphicdlism,” Social Philosophy and
Policy 22 (2005):70-99; Lynne Rudder Baker “When Doegsén Begin?'Social Philosophy and
Policy, 22 (2005): 25-48, at 40-43; Eric Olséhat Are We (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007),
171-76. While hylomorphism is not the theory ofgmral identity that | personally favor, | thinkista
promising and wrongfully neglected research project
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with the Catholic philosophical tradition, it ruitgo problems explaining what is the relationship
between the human person and the human animalmdeuof metaphysical difficulties arise if in the
reader’s chair there are two distinct entitiesuméin person and a human animal.

It will be argued that the proper Catholic constifsour animal nature is that we are
contingently animals, i.e., we are living creatuoes can still exist without being aliVéVe are unlike
all other animals in virtue of being made in Goid'smge with certain mental capacities. This is often
interpreted to mean that we, like God, are persapable of free, rational and moral action. Such an
account provides some reason to believe that agigtence conditions are unlike those of other
animals and thus deserve a different treatmertdrstandard thought experiments. As free and ration
creatures, we are to be found wherever our capfiifyee and rational thought and action is fousd.
accepting, for the sake of argument, the standesdription of the brain transplant thought experime
we could be moved if our brain was, or at leastitueial parts of it werdMoreover, we wouldn't exist

as living animals after such parts were surgicamoved and before the second operation completed

2 My claim is, on the face of it, at odds with whajuinas actually says that “animal is predicated
essentially of human being and ‘human’ is not pikicethe definition of animal but conversely.”
Summa Theologiae, 76.3 1 a. As will become evitehdw, | don't think Aquinas should have said
this, given other claims that he makes. And modérmmists shouldn’t follow him on this matter.

% | am not committing myself here to the claim tbhae’s mental properties are a result of just matter
configured in the way one’s brain is. The transplameing described in a way that is compatiblin\ai
soul arising from the brain’s activity as theorizmdemergent dualists, being causally linked to the
brain in the manner envisioned by Cartesians, ofigaring the brain’s matter in a manner acceptable
to the advocate of hylomorphism. What is being aesiliis only that thought, or its immediate physical
effects, is occurring where the brain is. Thus wadimain has been removed from one skull but not
transplanted into another, it will be supposed ghperson could think at that time and will be tedisto
that brain much as it was related to the body lectioe transplant.
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the transplantation. This is to be contrasted tithtransplant of a cerebrum of a lower animalitagk
free will and rationality. Transplanting such aet@um would not move an animal from one body to
another. Furthermore, if many of our animal orgamse replaced with inorganic substitutes that would
sustain our capacity for thought, we may still ekist without any longer being physiologically aiv
Such positions can be defended without denyingaaimal nature as is done when it is posited that we
persons are entities distinct from though intimatelated to the human animal. In order to provtde
intuitive response to the thought experiments weumderstand “Human animal” not as a substance
sortal but rather a phase sortal like “adolescédntdther words, since we are only contingentlyniiy
animals, our persistence conditions are not detexdhby our life processes but by our capacitiesfor
certain kind of mental life.

A benefit of this approach is that the advocateybddmorphism doesn’t have to explain away
the popular thought experiments as animalists ¢idmaAlists have typically responded in one of the
following four ways when confronted by the intuitethat transplant scenarios elicit. They can admit
an inability to incorporate the recalcitrant intoiits into their metaphysics but this is a philogoaly
unsatisfying position. They can deny the physicasibility of a brain transplant which seems akin t
insisting in the 1940s that there will never badnky transplant. They can retort that they willyon
worry about incorporating such bizarre events th&ir metaphysics when they actually occur which
renders them a sort of ontological ostrich. Thay aecept that such transplants could happen bigt ins
that we wouldn'’t then “go” with our brain. This tawove involves claiming that we are misled into
thinking that we would be transplanted becauserofséaken belief that identity is what matters $am
our survival. This is the Parfit-inspired view mdstously defended by Eric Olsdi¥et it is not easy
to construe ourselves in the Parfit-Olson mannemasterested in our personal survival and conakrne

only with our psychology continuing even if realizey someone else. Many of us do not find

* Eric Olson,The Human Animal: Identity without Psycholof@xford: Oxford University Press,

1997), 42-79.



persuasive the standard defense of this positaninkrolves a hypothetical brain division and deubl
transplant in which we fission out of existence dutt psychology is retained by two resulting pesson
This doesn't strike us as good as our own persaun@ival and thus fails to show that our being
identical to a future person is not what matterssoA hylomorphic approach to personal identity is
appealing precisely because it allows us to consideselves animals while justifying our respondimg
the intuitive manner to the thought experimentsthig to hold onto the belief that it is our identhat
matters in our survival.

The position that we are not essentially alivecisially supported by certain Catholic positions,
though this implication is often not explicitly imgnized. For example, if we are to be found in
Purgatory after death and before resurrection, aw'tvbe there as metabolizing, homeostasis-

maintaining living bodie$.And Purgatory is rather metaphysically and morpiigblematic if it is

® It is not even clear that our post-Purgatory “died” resurrected bodies will be what contemporary
biologists would describe as animal bodies. Aquinetes: “Consequently those natural operations
which are directed to cause or preserve the primearfection of human nature will not be in the
resurrection: such are the action of the animalitifman...and since to eat, drink, sleep, begetaiper
to the animal life, being directed to the primaeyfpction of nature, it follows that they will nbe in

the resurrection.Summa Theologiae Supplemedt 82 a. 4. See also Lynne Rudder Baker, “Parso
and the Metaphysics of ResurrectioRgligious Studie43 (2007): 338-48. One might wonder how this
claim about the glorified body coheres with Jesaing with his disciple after his resurrection,
supposedly a model of our future resurrection. Agsimay have to claim that Jesus needed to convince
his disciples that he was real, flesh and blood,ret an apparition. Partaking in a meal wouldda.t
Norms of courtesy, hospitality and solidarity, eatthan physical need, may also prescribe shanirg i

meal.



populated not by the deceased but only one of fieeis, the soll. The view that we are contingently
organisms may even get support from claims tha¢aah existed once as zygotes and then two-celled
embryos. Standardly, when a one-celled organisidely there is a death of the cell. If we were
identical to the celdnd essentially alive, then we should cease to exignithe cell’s life ends. But if
we are only contingently alive, then we could cond to exist as a two-celled entity after the davis
and death of the first cell. This view about ouinzadity can be reinforced by claims that embryasrfr
the two-celled stage up to gastrulation do not medin criteria for being living (multi-cellular)
organisms. A living organism functions as a unijmmining homeostasis, metabolizing food, excretin
waste, assimilating oxygen, maintaining its boupddc. The particular cells (blastomeres) in thdyea
embryo are doing all of this individually but n&t a whole.

Il
Two Thought ExperimentShere is a time worn metaphysical tradition thafrok it is possible for
persons to switch bodies. Sometimes this invollkessbul (usually construed in a Cartesian fashion)
moving from one body to another body, on other simrss it involves a brain being reconfigured to
subserve a different person’s psychology, but énrttost popular and “neurologically respectable”
version, a brain is removed from the skull of ooeyand placed in the empty skull of another. Since
some animalists believe that the human animal egpueloed down to the size of the whole brain, the
transplant thought experiment is sometimes cawigdvith just a person’s cerebrum being

transplanted.This rules out the description of an animal movirgn one place to another. The

® David Hershenov and Rose Koch-Hershenov, “Perddeatity and PurgatoryReligious Studies}2
(2006): 439-51.

"Van Inwagen and Olson believe that the whole bfaird brainstem) transplant would be relocating a
maimed but still living human animal. Peter van &gen,Material Beings,(Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1990), 172-180 and Eric Olsbhe Human Animal: Identity without Psychold@xford:

Oxford University Press, 1997), 44-46. Alan Shewroéfars a neurologically informative account that
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cerebrum is thought to be the physical realizatisreach person’s unique psycholdgylost people
respond that they would have switched bodies/asinvakn told that the parts of their brain respdesib
for embodying their psychology will be placed inearly identical animal body. So if people can &av
behind their body or animal, then it appears thaytare not identical to an animal for no one eavé
himself behind.

The second thought experiment involves replacemientganic body part3If we are
essentially living beings, then we couldn’t exfsbur body wasn’t engaged in life processes such as
metabolizing food, assimilating oxygen, maintainirgneostasis, excreting waste, etc. If enough
organs are removed and replaced with inorganictsutes, a point will come where there is no longer
living creature. Nonetheless, there still is thenpelling intuition that we might survive such a obae.

We normally survive full (or nearly full) graduarganic part replacement. The reason why many

downplays the role of the brain and brainstem ehiological life of the human animal. Shewmon’s
account suggests that the whole brain transplamitihe moving of an animal that previously had a
trunk and limbs. D. Alan Shewmon, “The Brain arahfatic Integration: Insights into the Standard
Biological Rationale for Equating ‘Brain Death’ WwiDeath,”Journal of Medicine and Philosopl26
(2001): 457-78.

8 For a way to handle worries about the cerebrundingehe brainstem to function and the transplant
being the moving of a maimed organism, see Davidd&shenov, “The Death of a Persodgurnal of
Medicine and Philosoph$1 (2006): 107-20. For a real life example of sitlosng for a brainstem see
Shewmon'’s discussion of R. Hassler, a German neigmtist, whose comatose patients that were
aroused by electrical stimulation above their lesbbrainstem. D. Alan Shewmon. “Recovery From
‘Brain Death’: A Neurologist's ApologiaLinacre Quarterly64 (1997): 30-96, at 51.

° See Peter Ungelgentity, Consciousness and Val@xford: Oxford University Press, 1991), 120-
123; Lynne Rudder BakePersons and Bodies: A Constitution Vid@ambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 2000), 106.



people believe they survive such extensive pataogment is that it leaves their psychological
capacities and connections intact. So it may bewkacould survive inorganic part replacement if ou
mental life is left intact. We don’t even have maeigine our brain being replaced with an inorganic
mentation-preserving duplicate. All that we havetwision is maintaining our natural organic
cerebrum with whatever inorganic support systemesded. The cerebrum is not a small organism, so
no organism would survive the material transforprathat leaves only the cerebrum organic in
composition:® And the cerebrum combined with the inorganic paitsnot together compose an
organism since such parts don’t cooperate in achayacteristic of a living being. The robotic pats
not involved in the reciprocal dependence of Witgan systems, they don’t grow or decay in unison
with each other or the cerebrum, nor function agitiin maintaining an organism/environment
interface through which energy sources are acquinebwaste products removed. The robotic parts are
merely there to facilitate the cerebrum’s cognifiwections. This scenario doesn’t seem on the ddde
to be metaphysically impossible and doesn’t seemiad boggling as replacing all of the brain’s sell
with silicon chips in a way that preserve’s thesog¥'s cognitive capacities and identity. And sittoe
Thomist is committed to the rational soul functimpin Purgatory without the sensitive and vegegativ
operations, the Catholic hylomorphic thinker caargue that rational capacities could not exist eith
vegetative and nutritive ones.

Most people’s initial intuition is that they sureithe transplant and the organic part
replacement scenarios. They identify with that eimich continues to realize/instantiate or stand i
some sort of ownership relationship to their bsligfiemories, desires, intentions etc. This shoais th

they don't believe themselves to be organisms. difien taken to reveal that they aren’t even

19 See Eric Olson’s discussion of the organ/orgamiigtinction in hisThe Human Animal: Identity

without Psychology15.



contingently organisms since they have left an nisga behind? If the same organism exists both as a
thinking creature before its cerebrum is removedithen after as a mindless creature, then it ¢aen't
maintained that people are contingently organisniké way people are incontrovertibly contingently
adolescents. People can cease to be an adoledoemthey age but they can't be physically separated
or exist independently of that adolescent as itliesn conjectured is the case for the person and
organism. In other words, you and the adolescemiatago your separate ways because you are
identical to the adolescent. Since you and theesdeint aren’t distinct substances, neither couldwau
the destruction of the other. You can cease tainistte the property of being an adolescent butingt
goes out of existence when it ceases to be answdwie The individual that is an adolescent just
becomes a young adult. The term “adolescent” celyes to pick you out in virtue of properties that
are not essential to you.

On the standard neo-Lockean or psychological agpesato personal identity, you would be
spatially coincident with an organism prior to urgéng a cerebrum transplant or inorganic part
replacement. The advocates of this approach clain‘person” is a substance sortal. That term picks
you out in virtue of properties that are essentiglou and as a result determines your persistence
conditions. They usually maintain that “organism’ai distinct substance sortal. Human persons dre no

identical to human organisms but stand in somerttienate relation to each oth#r.

" The best known exception would be Baker’s accofiderivative properties. Her persons are
contingently organisms since they borrow propeffties: the organism constituting thefersons and
Bodies46-58, 191-212. | will be arguing for a very dif@t conception of ourselves as contingently
animals later in this paper. My approach renderi&lantical to an animal while Baker’s has us
borrowing our animality from an animal that congis us but to which we are not identical.
12\While the thought experiments may provide the nsostipelling reason to believe that we are
essentially persons rather than essentially orgasjithey aren’t the only defenses on offer. Theee a
also the various arguments of the dualists su@ppealing to modal intuitions of disembodied

9



1]
Neo-Lockean and Animalist Treatments of the TwagdhbExperimentEric Olson and others have
shown there are major metaphysical problems lurkiglgind the psychological approaches to personal
identity that claim we are essentially thinkingiges, not living ones. The puzzles of spatial
coincidence involve explaining how two things, sashthe organism and the person, could be
physically indistinguishable and in the same relahip to the environment yet have different modal
and psychological properties. It would seem th#teéf person can use his brain to think, the organis
that possesses the exact same brain should atsapbble of thought. And if both spatially coincitien
entities can think then there arises the “Problémom Many Minds.” There would appear to be two
minds and a pair of thoughts where we would priefgrone. Moreover, if each can not only think isut

also alive, then why aren't they are both clasdifie organisms and persons? Olson calls this the

existence. The strategy of some soul theorists @efend their position by the default of their
materialist rivals. They claim that the materiatiahnot provide a plausiblsmiquecandidate for the
subject of thought. This tact is taken by Dean Zamman “Materialist People,The Oxford Handbook
of Metaphysicsed. Dean Zimmerman and Michael Loux, (Oxford: @dfUniversity Press, 2003),491-
526. Other immaterialists argue that the problemt 8 much finding the material thinker amongst
apparently equally good candidates, but findinghemee appropriate material candidate. Alvin
Plantinga, “Against MaterialismFaith and Philosophg3 (2006): 3-32. Grounds for positing that we
are essentially persons rather than organismsatbatnly contingently thinking beings have evernnbee
put forth by materialists who stress the distinetiess of our inward life or first-person perspextiv
Lynne Rudder Baker, “The Ontological Significanddrersong Philosophy and Phenomenological
Researcl65 (2002): 370-88. Baker claims that these capsciteparate us from the animal kingdom.
She argues that classifying us as our animalskedp the animal kingdom from being unified for ther
will be a divide between organisms that have rofitsttperson perspectives and those that don't.
Persons and Bodie&2-20, 147-164.
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“Duplication Problem.*® Furthermore, there are puzzles in determining ndresomeone is the
organism or the person since both share a braimahthink similar thoughts. If the person believe
that he can be transplanted, so will the organi®mis how can any one be sure that he is not the
erroneous organism rather than the right thinkiegpn? Olson labels this the “Epistemic Problem.”
The opponents of animalism have made various miovesponse. Sydney Shoemaker claims
that the organism can't think because it doesnvehthe right persistence conditions to possessahent
properties. He insists that just as the aggredadeganic molecules composing you is too shortdive
have a thought given the scattering of millionsimims with each breath, animals too have the wrong
persistence conditions to be thinkers. Shoemakagiimes that the mental solving of a math problem
may begin before the thinker's cerebrum is remdeedransplantation, continue during the procedure,
and end only after the cerebrum is placed in amatkal in a second operation. Shoemaker contends
that the math problem could not have been thouglinborganism since it has the wrong persistence
conditions, not continuing to exist wherever itsetgum continues to functiofiAnother response is
made by Baker who, unlike Shoemaker, allows thgamisms can think. She claims that the organism
thinks the numerically same thoughts as the pettsaint constitutes. There aren’t two minds or two
thoughts in the constitution scenario any more thane are two bruises when a person has a bruised
elbow. There are instead two things in a unitytietaeach sharing the instantiation of the same
properties: at any moment there is only one ingtiah of a conscious thought, only one tokening of
the property of personhood, and only one toeintheforoperty of animality. Just as an elbow and an

arm instantiate the same bruise, the person andrffamism instantiate the same thought. Another

13 Eric Olson. “The Thinking Animal and the Referemdél,” Philosophical Topic80 (2002): 189-
208.

!4 Sidney Shoemaker, “Self, Body and Coincidenéeistotelian Society Supplemer (1999): 287-
306, at 300-01. For a critique of Shoemaker’'s antdSee Eric Olson, “What Does Functionalism tell
us about Personal IdentityRous36 (2002): 682-98.
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option, championed by Harold Noonan, is to claiat thhe problems are mitigated by a form of
linguistic revisionism? Both the person and the organism refer to theopenien they use the first-
person pronoun “I.” Since the organism is unablditectly refer to itself, it can’'t wonder whiching

it is and thus the epistemic puzzles don'’t aridés Essay is not the place for exploring theseaesgs,
my aim in providing the readers with a samplinghef peculiar nature of the proposed solutions is to
simply wet their interest in an account where thgmnly one thinking entity in the reader’s chaid it
is not co-located with a dumb organish.

While the neo-Lockeans certainly have their proldetealing with spatially coincident entities,
the animalist’s explanation of the standard respdaghe thought experiments is not intuitively
appealing. Animalists usually claim that identiyniot what matters to us in survivalThat is, they
insist that we don't really care if we survive lmnly that something continues to realize our
psychology. In the actual world, we and our psyobplnever go our separate ways. But in thought
experiments it seems possible that this could happkson, and Parfit before him, relies upon togin
reactions to the case of cerebral hemispheriamfisand transplantation. They state that we could

survive if one of our cerebral hemispheres werdrdgsd. To undermine the transplant intuition, they

5 Harold Noonan, “Animalism versus Lockeanis®fiilosophical Quarterly48 (1998): 302-318 and
“Persons, Animals and Human Beings” in eds. J. Gathand Michael O’Rourk&ime and Identity
(Cambridge: MIT Press,) forthcoming.

18 A thoughtful study of the cognitive capacitiesBafker’s organisms and the persons they constitute
can be found in Dean Zimmerman, “The ConstitutibRersons: A Critique of Lynne Rudder Baker’s
Theory of Material Constitution,Philosophical Topic80 (2002): 295-338. For a critique of Noonan,
see Olson “Thinking Animals: The Reference of ‘I.”

" Olson, The Human Animad2-72; David B. Hershenov, “Countering the Appeahe Psychological
Approach to Personal IdentityPhilosophy79 (2004): 445-72. The source of this approadbeiek
Parfit, Reasons and Person®xford: Oxford University Press, 1983): 246-280.
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then ask readers to consider a case of cerebsaiffiag and a double transplant. Both of our
hemispheres are removed, and then each is tratsplisnto a different skull of a physical duplicate

us. There would be little reason to claim that vezevone of the resulting persons rather than ther ot
The standard response is that we have fissionedf@xistence. But Olson and Parfit point out tinég
hardly seems as bad as death. If we could sunitreome hemisphere intact, where the other is
destroyed by disease or injury, why should we eetipy both hemispheres surviving? The post-fission
persons each possessing one of our cerebral heznéspivould manifest our personalities, pursue our
hobbies, promote our political agendas and so féténfit and Olson conclude that our continued
persistence is not what really matters to us; rattie only the continuation of our psychology eenif

we are not subserving or realizing it. Olson thégstto explain away our intuitions that we would b
moved if our undivided cerebrum was transplantetithat we could survive inorganic part replacement
by insisting that what matters to us continues éf/e® don’t go with our upper brain nor survivesth
dramatic change in our physical composition. Olseggests that we are misled by the survival of our
psychology into thinking that we switch bodieshe transplant scenario and survive in the caskeof t
inorganic part replacement.

Unfortunately, it is not that easy to reconcepieahatters as the animalist suggest. Many of us
imagine having less concern for the post-fissidneidgs with our cerebral hemispheres than we would
have had towards our own futures if we had survilteid not that easy to imagine post-fission &fe
attractive. Which of them will carry out one’s prizes, reap the rewards or punishments of one’s
earlier actions, continue to live with one’s spoasd children etc.? If one of the products of &gasi
apologizes, is the other released from doing sa?le-fission person wants to be the first female
president of the United States, would either perssalting from her fission be content with theeasth
fulfilling the earlier person'’s intention? Bakeragoso far as to maintain that “our practices of

apologizing, promising and intending become incstesit if we suppose that our interest in idensty i
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really an interest in only psychological continuit§ Thus it is not easy to give up the intuition that
identity is what matters to us. We don’t each wapsychological duplicate of us (or our loved ortes)
survive into the future; we want ourselves (andgséhwe care about) to continue to exist. It seena®to
us little good that post-fission beings will thitiley are each identical to us and act liké®us.

One might also question whether the initial Pahfitught experiment designed to show that
identity doesn’t matter may violate the only x anaile ° Parfit's thought experiment involves
imagining ourselves surviving if one cerebral hgghexre was destroyed by a stroke. If the remaining
hemisphere was transplanted into a new body, weédAtave switched bodies. But if we imagine a
different scenario where neither cerebral hemispiedestroyed, but they are separated and each is
placed in the skull of a different body, then iéses that you fission out of existence. Noonan'oisim
is that whether you (x) survive as a post tranggdanson (y) should be determined solely by the
intrinsic properties and relations between you thad future person. It shouldn’t be affected by twvha

happens elsewhere, whether there is another p&kuiith one of your hemispheres. It can’t be tihat

18 Baker.Persons and Bodies: A Constitution Viet29. See also Unger’s discussion of fission & hi
Identity, Consciousness and Val2é,1-294.

¥ The intuition that identity matters in survivalse strong that Four-Dimensionalism even becomes
more attractive than it would otherwise be too maefhys. Four-Dimensionalism is the view that easti
are extended in time, much as events are. In additi spatial parts like your nose, you have temlpor
parts that are not present like the first half @fiylife. The Three-dimensionalist denies that \aeeh
temporal parts, instead arguing that we are “whaiisent.” Identity mattering can be preservetefé
were two worms each sharing the pre-fission pessstages as temporal parts of their existence. Ted
Sider,Four Dimensionalism: An Ontology of Time and Pdesise (Oxford, Oxford University Press,
2001), 152-161, 188-208.

? Harold Noonan argues that Parfit's claims do t®kheOnly x and y rud. See hi®ersonal Identity
(London: Routledge Press, 2003), 129-130, 163-2¥%-230.
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one world you survive as y with one hemisphere,itbainother possible world, where the same
functioning single cerebral hemisphere exists éangame skull, you are not identical to the person
possessing it because there is another intact pheris to be found somewhere else.
vV

The Hylomorphic Account of Thought ExperimeHtgomorphism offers a way to capture the belief
that we are organisms and yet that we go with @msplanted brain and could survive inorganic part
replacement. So it is an attractive third way betwanimalism and Neo-Lockeanism. The hylomorphic
tradition does not understand the human being ® d@mposite of two substances: a body and soul.
Nor does hylomorphism claim we human beings arstidal to just an immaterial soul that is
intimately related to a body that is not a panisf Instead, the hylomorphic tradition construésiman
being as a single substance, a thinking, livingizne resulting from a soul configuring matter. The
hylomorphic human being is a thinking person afigiag animal body, not a part of the body, nor
constituted by it. The body can't survive apartira soul that configures it. So hylomorphism
understands the human being, human body, humarahaimd human person in your chair to be one
and the same individual. In addition, the soulh&f human being is unlike the souls of the reshef t
animal kingdom for it possesses capacities of matity and freedom. According to Aquinas, the
rational soul doesn’t emerge from matter approelyatrranged, as do the sensitive and vegetative
souls, but is a result of a divine creation.

The hylomorphic animal is a special kind of anifiwalit has a rational soul. On Aquinas’s
succession of souls version, this soul takes dwefunctions of the vegetative and then sensitdss
On another, but less literal Thomistic version yibmorphism, there is one soul throughout the entir

pregnancy, its rational capacities latErivhat distinguishes the human soul from all otfigrsot its

%L Rose Koch-Hershenov, Jason Eberl, Patrick Leelahd Haldane all claim this biologically more
realistic view is loyal to the spirit of Aquinasyllomorphism. Jason Eberl “Aquinas’ Account of Human
Embryogenesis and Recent Interpretatiodsyirnal of Medicine and Philosopl®® (2005): 374-94;
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capacity to govern life processes, but its freedmah rationality. This is why the human soul hath¢o
imposed by God from the outside rather than emerges appropriately configured matter as with the
souls of nonhuman animals. Aquinas thought no riztergan could give rise to or be responsible for
such capacities.

Hylomorphism does not posit the spatial coincidesice human person and human animal.
There is only one animal-size creature in the réaddair. So what happens with the cerebrum
transplant? According to the animalist, an orgaseen removed but you, the animal, stays behind
with a partially empty skull in what amounts tofgin a permanent vegetative state. Since the
hylomorphic account on offer claims that the persoidentical to the animal, the reader might think
that no one was transplanted when the cerebrumliithg. person is the animal, then a transplara of
person would also be the moving of the animal. tBatanimalist states that no animal has moveden th
transplant scenario. Olson stresses that you nawve an animal by moving its cerebrum any more than
you can by transplanting one of its kidneys. Moexpwne can’'t make the case that the cerebrum in a
transplant scenario is a maimed animal for it lablksintegrative functions characteristic of amaati

To understand why the human animal on the hylomorpdnstrual behaves differently than
does an organism - human or otherwise - on theaistraccount, readers need to keep in mind the
Thomistic claim that the human animal is a distireanimal. Its soul has the capacities for ratiibya
and free action unlike any other animal. If thoapazities have gone with the cerebrum then there is

reason to think that the person has mdatthat is left behind is a mindless animal that dddsave

Patrick Lee and John Haldane “Aquinas on Ensoulpfgmrtion and the Value of Life Philosophy

78 (2003): 255-278; Rose Koch-Hershenov “Twinnifigtipotency and Ensoulment at Fertilization,”
Journal of Medicine and Philosopi3l (2006): 139-64. The authors of all three articiave all

claimed that ensoulment at fertilization is comiplatiwith Aquinas’ metaphysics.

% Throughout this paper, references to an undetatdeedbrum” should really be interpreted as “matter
arranged cerebrum-wise lest a puzzle of the spatiatidence of the person and cerebrum and the
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the capacity for thought and action. In fact, iegio't even have the potential to acquire or mangfesh
capacities as the normal fetus does. There is tuvalalevelopment of the cerebrumless animal that
will give rise to thought in the way there is witie developing fetus. If the soul provides the ciépa
for rational thought, and the person will be fowvttere their soul is, then one has some reasoratm cl
that the soul and the person have moved when teéren doed® The person’s soul will configure
less matter during the transplant procedure thdidibefore being the cerebrum was removed, armd the
will configure more and different matter after terebrum has been “replanted.” In the interim pkrio
the time which the cerebrum has been removed froens&ull but not yet put in another, the person
becomes physically very small, just cerebrum-dinee could say the person’s arms, legs, trunk, lower
brain, face, and skull have been amputated. Instadnfiguring the body of an organism, the ragion
soul configures merely the matter of the cerebriinis is assuming a Shoemaker-like story where
thought is preserved during the transpfrithis is not to say that the person then thinkslgatith a
material organ, the cerebrum. The small persomadhts about immaterial things like universals doul
still as Aquinas believed, a power bestowed bynamaterial soul rather than a material organ.

The animalist will protest that if human people amientical to human animals as the
hylomorphic theorist admits, then they wouldn't mawith the cerebrum if the same animal that once
had a brain is still in the original operating rooma brainless state. Animalists insist that fioring

cerebrums are not needed for an animal to peksishan embryos existed early in their lives without

problem of too many minds arise during the trangplahis also avoids a problem of an unwanted
embedded thinker prior to the transplant. SeerRete Inwagen’s treatment of a virtual brain in his
Material Beings (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1990), 173.

% We're assuming the typical description of the $gglant where rational capacities are found whege th
cerebrum is located and in the middle of the trmgprocedure there is a person able to think even
though it is the size of its cerebrum.

24 Sydney Shoemaker, “Self, Body and Coincidence(-G0.
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cerebrums and older humans in permanent vegetttites have non-functioning and liquefying
cerebrums. So it might seem that no human aningaghbae out of existence with the removal of its
cerebrum in the thought experiment. Moreover, tlier® denying that after the removal of the
cerebrum for transplant there is a living cerebrsslanimal in the operating room. It would seerh tha
if the hylomorphist theorist claims that the pastasplant cerebrumless animal is not identicahéo t
human being with a cerebrum that was brought inéoaperating room prior to the surgical procedure,
then there has come into existence a new humaregnimerely as a result of cerebrum removal! How,
asks the amazed animalist, can the hylomorphi&éhiaccept that a new animal has popped into
existence when there hasn't been any noticeablegehia life processes during the operation? It
certainly doesn’t appear that an organism diecheroperating table and a new animal took the pbéce
the deceased. Furthermore, since the hylomorphkarigt maintains that the human being has moved
with its cerebrum, placing that cerebrum into adtess animal body will bring about the demise ef th
animal and its replacement by the human animalttteatransplanted human being was identical to. The
animalist protests that placing a cerebrum in alm&mmless entity can no more bring about the
replacement of one animal with another than canrtresplant of a liver. Claims to the contrary jaus
bad biology?

It is worth pointing out that animalists have thaivn version of thinking beings popping into
existence (without having been born) and poppirtgpbaxistence (without leaving any remains). These
cases involve removing a functioning cerebrum faomanimal. Even if thought could be sustained
uninterrupted through the cerebrum transplant ghoe a new person would have popped into
existence. This is because the organism that virlsiilg prior to the transplant procedure is lefhinel
without a cerebrum in a mindless, permanent veigetatate. The person using the cerebrum to think

after it has been removed from the organism isdwitical to the person/organism that was earlier

% An illuminating discussion of the cerebrum tramspldestroying the animal recipient can be found in
Olson,The Human Animall 14-19.
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thinking with that cerebrum. And when a thinkingeterum is placed in the skull of an animal, even if
thought is uninterrupted, that cerebrum-realize@e would go out of existence. The reason it goes
out of existence is that an organism can’'t be dgstt and replaced by another organism due to the
mere addition of a cerebrum and there cannot bi@afigacoincident organisms and persons on the
animalist view?®

The hylomorphic tradition has the resources to takeh of the sting off the animalist’s charge
that no animal would have replaced another whefficifmeer’s cerebrum is removed and that no animal
will go out of existence when the functioning ceteh of another is placed in its skull. It is impaomt
for Christian readers to keep in mind their comnaitinto our being distinct in creation. We are tiold
Genesighat we are made in God’s image. We are the atignal, self-conscious, free and morally
responsible animals. Aquinas rejects the claim ‘th&t image of God is also in the body, and noyonl
in the mind” Instead, he claims “....man is the nqatfectly like God according to that which he can
best imitate God in his intellectual natdfé hese capacities distinguish us from all othentjv
creatures. The Catechism of the Catholic Churchgpes captures all of this in its claim “Being irth
image of God the human individual possesses thatdigf a person who is not just something, but
someone. He is capable of self-knowledge, of sedkpssion and of freely giving himself and entering
into communion with other person€”If such capacities are granted to have ontolbgigaificance
rather than just conceived as contingent features,chen if the matter that composes somethirly wi

such capacities later composes something with@sticapacities, none of us would be identicalg¢o th

% For an honest admission of this problem, see @ison’sThe Human Animal: Identity without
Psychology120-123.

’ST1Q93a. 4

28 Catechism of the Catholic Churc?” ed., (New York: Doubleday, 1995), 102.
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resulting entity’® So it is not as bizarre for the Christian metajitiga to posit in the cerebrum
transplant thought experiment that most of the endkttat had composed us moments before our
cerebrum’s removal, afterwards ceases to do se $irecsoul that makes our unique mental capacities
possible no longer configures that matter. Theltiegubody composed of the matter that used to be
configured by our soul won't even have dormanttgmged mental capacities for they have gone with
the transplanted cerebrum. A cerebrum transplanildh’t be treated like someone undergoing a brain
injury in which the soul is perhaps retained but na longer “master all of its matter,” thus leayihe
individual's thought impaired or stopped. So while animalist treats animals in permanent vegetativ
states as metaphysically no different from thostéthought experiments who have had a cerebrum
removed, the Catholic hylomorphic thinker is notdena similar compulsion.

Let us first look more closely at how the traditiThomistic succession of souls theory could
deal with the transplant thought experiment. Agsibalieved that there is substantial change as a
sensitive soul emerges and replaces the vegetativeand then substantial change again occurs when
the rational soul is implanted by God and it tateesr the vegetative and sensitive functions. Ration
ensoulment means that a new living entity has appean the scene but there isn't a noticeable ahang
in life functions. It has been called “delayed hoizéation” and recently revived by Doncé@So the
traditional Thomistic theorist posits a new ratibsaul smoothly coming to configure matter that had
been configured before by the sensitive soul. Wkatrs with the removal of the cerebrum in the
transplant thought experiment is basically the rexeWe can call it “departed hominization.” Whethe
this involves the reappearance of the same seasitivl and organism that existed before the origina

rational soul had been implanted or the emergehaenew creature is not that important to our

29| am using “capacity” to cover first and second@rcapacities. Fetuses have the second-order
capacity (potential) to later manifest rational @eities.

% Joseph Donceel, “Immediate Hominization and Delageminization, Theological Studie81
(1970): 76-105.
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purposes. What matters is that the advocate ofgs metaphysics has to accept substantial change
and the replacement of one organism by anotherenmhere appears to be no death and no corpse has
appeared’ So claiming that substantial change has occurped the removal of the cerebrum doesn’t
involve any radical adjustment to the tenets oftthditional Thomistic hylomorphic theory in order
accommodate our intuitions that we have moved.

It is likewise for the recipient of the transplathtgerebrum. One mindless animal has been
replaced by a distinct thinking animal with the aisition of a single organ because there was anati
soul configuring that organ. The soul that confegithe cerebrum during the transplant procedure
comes to configure the entire organism that resedifte transplant. Although it didn’t look like the
death of one organism and the replacement of it aitother, this occurrence is in principle no déf
from what happens in the Thomistic succession ofssatory with the substantial change from a
creature with a sensitive soul to one with a rai@oul.

Matters are a little trickier with the non-successof soul’s version of hylomorphism. On this
account, the rational soul was there from the dega’s beginning, it just didn’'t manifest its rat&in
capabilities as an embryo any more than it didadgsacity for adolescence. But what is important is
stress that the rational soul has the capacitiethémght. If these are no longer to be found whieey
were before, then there are grounds to believewibadre not dealing with the same organism. The
sameness of soul is crucial for the identity actoee of the hylomorphic human being. And there are
two reasons for claiming that the animal prior épebrum removal is not the same ensouled animal as
the cerebrumless one after the surgery. The fastiieen touched on before; there is not even the

natural potential in it for thought as there ighe fetus and this points to the absence of amaitio

31 Aquinas seems to defend departed hominizatiornwiites: “In the course of corruption, first the use
of reason is lost, but living and breathing remé#ien living and breathing go, but a being remains,
since it is not corrupted into nothing...when humaing is removedanimalis not removed as a
consequencefh Librum De Causis Expositi@0-21).
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distinctly human soul. But one might say that ifydrue for the normal fetus. There are congenitall
retarded fetuses or anencephalic fetuses thatha&ckatural potential to become thinkers. The iwlig
hylomorphic theorist doesn’t deny they are ensauléetir opportunity for thought will come only with
a miracle in the next life. But that admission doeseally cause a stumbling block for the hylontaip
account championed here. There is an additionabreto believe that the original rational soul ddes
remain with its rationality blocked or dormant hettransplant thought experiment case. And that is
because we would have evidence that the soul fgeoimg just the cerebrum during the transplard an
then the entire body of the cerebrum recipient.okding to the way such thought experiments are
typically described, there is rational thought eirethe interim period when the cerebrum is “betwee
bodies,” perhaps being maintained in that wondmhibsopher’s vat. Given the appearance of the
same cognitive capacities - abstract reasonintsski well as private biographical knowledge r¢he
would be considerable reason to say the same perssis in the interim period, though presentlgain
maimed, much smaller form. So the continuation b&tappears to be the same psychology and
rational capabilities gives us reasons to sayttteasame soul that earlier configured an intactdrum
animal is now configuring just the cerebrum. Thigtidguishes the post-cerebrum removal situation in
the transplant thought experiment from the scenartbe “thwarted” soul of the extremely retarded o
anencephalic child or patient in a permanent véiyetatate®

Similar lessons can be extended to the thoughtrempat of inorganic part replacement so dear
to neo-Lockeans. Let's imagine that every organthetperson’s cerebrum has been replaced by an
inorganic counterpart. The capacity for thought beesn retained. The person no longer participates i

biological processes such as metabolism and hoa®@estnd thus has ceased to be alive but hasn’t

% | actually believe the two cases should be tretitedscame on danger of violating tBely x and y
rule. | think Shewmon makes this mistake when he daimat whether we could end up brainless
depends upon whether our brain was removed orsisayed in situ. Shewmon, “Recovery from Brain
Death: A Neurologist’s Apologia,” 71.
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gone out of existence. The soul has either consenéigure just the remaining organic part of thaitr
or has actually come to configure the inorganidcgas well. What might make one say the lattenés t
case is if the person can control some of the Btiggparts. That is, the thoughts of the persosedue
inorganic parts to move just as it did earlier witharms and legs. But since the inorganic paststd
grow and decay, nor are reciprocally dependent @waah other as are the vital organ systems of an
organism, readers might prefer the first intergretaof what is configured by the soul of the perso
Either way, the person survives the loss of lifections. The person has ceased to be alive butthasn
ceased to exist. That means the person is nottedbealive. No animal that is essentially alivarc
survive without being alive. That follows from whae mean by “essentially.” Thus although human
persons are identical to human organisms, theg@ie the same way that | am identical to a father,
husband and professor. None of these terms picunim virtue of properties that are essential ta m
Just as | am not essentially a teacher or parespause, so | am not essentially an animal. | am no
spatially coincident with such entities but ideatito each of them.

If the devotees of hylomorphism accept the view tiaare contingently animals, that is,
organisms distinguished by our mental capacittesn they can have their metaphysical cake and eat i
too. They can save the intuitive responses toltbeght experiments that are the bread and buttireof
psychological approaches to personal identitydoutt have to do engage in any dubious metaphysical
acrobatics to avoid the problems of spatially ciant thinkers that plague such Neo-Lockean

accounts® Of course, this can be done only by acceptingwatire merely contingently animals and

33 Someone might claim that split brains and possjtoff double transplant support the idea thateher
were two minds all along. Since most theoristsviitiliate minds by causal connections/psychological
unity, there is little reason to claim that therergitwo minds before the brain was split. But igintibe
thought that a problem arises when the brain’s Bphg@res are split and if this split was maintaised
there was no communication between the hemisploedesrning what the other knows. But this isn't a
problem for the hylomorphic account. The hylomoga¥iew doesn'’t identify the soul with the mind or
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the acquisition of an organ, the cerebrum, cangbaivout the replacement of one animal by another.
That may seem like bad biology to many theoristg. \iBe have already seen that organisms coming into
and going out of existence with the acquisitioogs of capacities for thought has a storied piad¢ke
Catholic tradition. And the claim that we are urdqamong living things also has a long Christian
tradition. So we shouldn’t be too surprised if parsistence conditions are different from othenets.
Non-human animals don’t go to Heaven or Hell. Arelwill see in moment that their not going to
Purgatory may force upon Catholics the view thatwman animals are only contingently living
organisms.

\Y
Contingently Alive: Persisting Through Death, Digis and PurgationResistance the idea that we are
contingently organisms is a bit surprising comirapf Catholics who believe they will be in Purgatory
sometime between their death and resurrectiorhd§ will someday be in Purgatory, it is hard to
imagine that they will be there as living beingshéy are utterly devoid of a material body. Aq@ina

however, believed that we were each a compositeoaf configured matter and that if only our

the thinker. The theory is not committed to anygb&yogical unity principle for individuating minds
and the persons that posses them. And though thebgphic soul is simple, it configures a complex
object that could be cut off from itself. In theo&k scenario, the same soul is configuring twospafit
the brain, just as it configures other organs. Whitlomorphism is committed to our haviragional
capacities, it is not committed to our thought aimified. It is the human being that is the thigki
subject, not a soul whose contents must be fullgssible and unified. So split brains and mentdkst
cut off from each other don't entail the impossthibf a split hylomorphic soul, and don't give the
hylomorphic thinker any reason to abandon his gwedry. Only a double transplant would create new
minds and persons. This is because there woulditéiving bodies and the hylomorphic soul

configures only a single human body.
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disembodied soul will be in Purgatory then we wit3* He declares “l am not my soul.” That is why
he admits that our prayers actually are heard gdbtb Peter but just by his soilA question then
arises about the fairness of Purgatory if the desare not there. Since Purgatory probably inglve
some discomfort, there arises the question of éasgrto the soul who suffers for what the humangoein
had done earlief The soul is not the responsible agent, the hureamghbs.

More troubling is that if the disembodied soul ¢himk in Purgatory, then it should be able to
think prior to that posthumous disembodied staterwih earlier configured matter. Given that Aquinas
maintains that the person’s abstract thoughtsheredsult of capacities it does not have in vidtigs
physical organs, it is even more difficult to sd@yva soul could think disembodied but not when
embodied. If the sowdnd the human being can both think, that would plagagith a hylomorphic

version of the much discussed Problem of Too Manydsl However, if the soul can’t think on its own

% Eleonore Stump disagrees with this reading of Agsiand claims he held the position that the human
being that had earlier been alive is in Purgatamyith a single part. She writes: “Similarly,isttrue

that on Aquinas’s account a soul is not identioa tiuman being, but a human being can exist whaen h
is composed of nothing more than one of his metsiphalconstituents, namely his form or soul.”
Aquinas,(New York: Routledge, 2003), 53. Jason Eberl &B® maintained this view that people will
be in Purgatory with only a single proper partjteul, but adds that they would still be an adiata
that time. Eberl maintains that the person in Pirngashould be considered an organism becausesof th
retention of the capacity to control life processksuld that person’s soul come to again configjuee
matter of a body. Where | differ from Eberl is thaton’t believe the immaterial person in Purgatory
should be construed as an organism.

% Aquinas, ST 1g.89a.1 and a.8

% Details about the problems Purgatory poses fovigw that we are essentially animals can be found
in Koch-Hershenov and Hershenov, “Personal Ideatity Purgatory,” 439-57.
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but only the human being thinks, though in virtdiehe soul, this extra thinker can be avoidéd.
Aquinas believes that even intellectual thoughbines phantasms, images left over from sensations,
their production dependent upon material organswktes “Someone who wants to understand a
human being has occur to him the imagination ok do®t tall human being; but the intellect
understand the human being as a human being, maivirsg this quantity’® Pasnau explains:

The point, then, is that the intellect turns tovgapthantasms as a way of grasping the

universal natures of the particular thing depidtethe sensible image. Even once we

have grasped the nature of lines and trianglestiveannot help but think about these

things in light of specific images. We literallyro#ot help it, because our intellects are

too feeble to do anything else.
The soul needs phantasms produced by organs, éthittking is done by the human being that is
composed of matter configured by a soul. If thd smre capable of thinking in the afterlife, a case

could be made that it was also a subject of thoumgbur earthly life. But it must have a divine

3" For some doubts about this see the section omuyjchism in Olson’s forthcoming boahat Are
We?and his “A Compound of Two Substances,” ed. Kevima@ran,Soul, Body and Survivallthaca:
Cornell University Press, 2001), 73-88. For a respao some of Olson’s worries see Koch-Hershenov
and Hershenov, “Personal Identity and Purgatory.”

% He also writes “when someone wants to understdim athere occurs to him the phantasm of a two
foot line. But intellect understands it only witlispect to the nature of quantity, not in respedisof

being two feet long'Sentencia libri De memoria et reminiscengid4-47.

% Robert Pasnad;homas Aquinas on Human Natu(€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002),
291.
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substitute for phantasms for it to perform its filore. So the soul is not capable of thought orws,
even when it is the human person’s only part inatherlife *°

If the soul contributes to thought but is incapatfibeing a subject of thought, then for thought
to occur when someone’s soul is in Purgatory woonddn that the deceased person would have to be
there. It follows that the human being is in Puoggin a bodiless form. There would be an immateria
human being whose only proper part is an immatedal. Such a person would only be contingently an
animal for it would not be involved in any life m@sses during Purgatory.

Evidence that we are only contingently organismsalao come from the other end of our
existence. There is some biological basis for dlagnthat the early embryo taken as a whole is ¢ a
in that the cells of the embryo don't cooperatetf@ benefit of the whole in the way that is typicha
multi-cell organism like the read&rAn organism functions as a unit, maintaining hostasis,
metabolizing food, excreting waste, assimilatinggen, maintaining its boundary etc. The particular
cells (blastomeres) in the early embryo are dolhgfdhis individually but not as a whole. In tfiest
week there is no growth as the cells rely uporotiiginal resources of the mother’s egg. The cedls g
smaller with each division. If one cell is sickinjured, the others don't come to its aid to figitease
or engage in repair etc. as do the parts of thder&abody. Nor are there organ systems in the yonbr
serving the entire entity as there are with thele€a respiratory, circulatory, nervous systems Btd
these absences are not reasons to deny that shemeobject composed of a multitude of one-cell

organisms any more than they would be to denyrtiyatiable, computer or a cheerleader pyramid are

“0'S0 the Thomist conception of the afterlife avdiuts problem of too many thinkers that Olson has
shown plagues the Cartesian compound dualist. Qtso6@ompound of Two Substances.”
“1 Barry Smith and Berit Brogaard, “16 Daysg@urnal of Medicine and Philosopiag (2003): 45-78.
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composite object¥. There is a unity and a telos in the early embhy tould be sufficient for being
considered an object even if not sufficient fomigealive.

The last reason why some Catholic readers mighivaaot to insist on our being essentially
organisms is that at the one-cell stage the omggirism the human being could be is the zygoteifBut
the zygote is essentially an organism then it waglem to have the persistence conditions of a elhe-c
organism. And cells go out of existence when theidd as is widely agreed upon in the case of an
amoeba. If we each were once identical to a zygoteessentially alive, then we should have gone out

of existence when the life fissions out of it. AB@n writes:

*2| am suggesting that the contact, communicati@ahcaoperation of the smaller cells in the early
embryo are insufficient to render the embryo a rugtlular living organism just as they are
insufficient for making the cheerleader pyramidangliving organism. The cheerleaders in the
pyramid are in contact, communicate and coorditfEeselves without composing a giant living
creature. (The cheerleaders could even come frehaged source if they were all identical siblirggstt
emerged from the splitting of the same early embByothe cells of the early embryo could come from
distinct sources if they were a result of the fansid two embryos but are physically just like tledis of
an early embryo that came from a common zygoté&gwise, for various kinds of the cells culturediin
lab. Skin cells and neurons can grow and conneanapform patches of skin and webs of neurons
without thoseunified entities meeting the criterion for being organisiiisat communication and
coordination between cells isn't a sufficient cdiudi for their composing a multi-cell organism is
evident from considering the possibility that tipeisn and egg were chemically signaling each other.
There could conceivably even be a species wheestiglar egg is destined to be fertilized by a
particular sperm, no other gamete could effectitake the place of either. They may be involved in
chemical “courting” long before they are in conthat we surely wouldn’t say they were a single
organism despite the telos.
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Profound changes take place within a cell wheiividds. While the ‘plans’ (the

chromosomes) are being copied, the flow of cheryicalded instructions to the rest of

the cell is interrupted and its enzyme systems ffiungttion without renewal. The

nucleus splits in two, and the cell’'s organellgarge themselves symmetrically around

an internal axis; the biological event that we nhigdll the cell’s life loses its integrity

and divides into two independent streams. It sesgupsopriate to call this event the

birth of two new organisms and demise of the ogbuell*®
But if the zygote is only contingently alive, idd survive the loss of life and subsequently bees a
two-celled and then three-celled entity and soHuman beings could be caught up in life processes a
one time, but not at another. The unity and tefat® early embryo would be enough for us to claim
that the entity that was the zygote survived.

VI

Conclusionl have tried to argue that the hylomorphic thednis the resources to provide a fairly
interesting research program for personal idetitiéy navigates a safe course between the Scylla of
Animalism and the Charybdis of Neo-Lockeanism. Tbosts may appear to be an alteration of our
notion of the modality in which we are alive. It yriaave first been thought that this involves altgri
too much of a Catholic web of belief. | have triedargue that this is not the case. Since philosaph
arguments for a particular position are often jutlgg how well they fit with our other convictions,
Catholics have to accept that we are contingetithg &0 sustain other positions that they want atdh
then it is easier to extend that position to thespeal identity thought experiments. And given thei
belief that we are unique amongst living creatu@stholics shouldn't be surprised if that means tha

we don’t come into and go out of existence in #w®es manner as other living beings.

*3 Eric Olson,The Human Animall14.
*| would like to than an anonymous reviewer for ffigdllgomments.
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