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everyone forget about the Pension-
steal ing and focus on the s i tuat ion

in Rwanda instead.

Le Clerque: I guess not.
De Selby: Right. Yet you sanctimoniously

accuse me of getting mY Priorit ies
al l  wrong when I  ra ise the issue of

animal  wel fare.  I  f ind that  odd.

Conclusion

Many of us think it Just obvious' that it 's morally

acceptable to k i l l  and eat  other  species of

animal. I did unti l I started reading philosophy.

But  I 'm now f inding i t  increasingly  d i f f icu l t  to

defend my meat-eating l ifestyle. lf, l ike me, you

eat  meat ,  then you should take the arguments

in th is  chapter  ser iously .  Perhaps our  meat-

eat ing can be defended.  But  the onus is  sure ly

on us omnivores to show how.

What to read next

This chapter looks at one

part icular moral issue: is i t

r igh t  to  k i l l  an ima ls  s imp ly  to

satisfy our taste for their

f lesh? In Chapter 20, ls

Moral i ty l ike a Pair of

Spectacles?, I  aska rather

dif ferent and more

fundamental sort of question:

what is moral i ty, and where

does i t  come from?

Further reading

The essential read, both

access ib le  and gr iPPing ,  i s :

Peter Singer, Animol Liberotion

(London:  P iml ico ,  1995) .

A short overview of manY of

the key arguments is

David DeGrazia, Animol Rights

(Oxford : Oxford UniversitY

Press, 2002)'
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THE PUZZLE OF

IDENTITY

PERSONAL

I  was leaf ing through an o ld photograph a lbum the other  day.  As I  f l icked through
the photos, I saw pictures of myself at different stages of my life. There I was at
graduat ion,  in  my f i rs t  school  uni form and in my cot .  I  was st ruck by how much I
have changed over  the years,  both physical ly  and psychological ly .  My body has
become much bigger, for example, and my store of memories has massively increased.
And yet  i t  was st i l l  mysel f  that  lsaw in each photo,  despi te a l l  these changes.  What
was i t ,  I  wondered,  about  each of  the people I  saw in the photographs that  mode
them al l  me? What  connected a l l  these indiv iduals together  as a s ingle person.
What's essential so far as beinq me is concerned?

The Animal Theory

Here ' s  a  seeming l y  p laus ib le  answer  t o  my  ques t i on .  When  I  l ook  a t  t he
photographs in my a lbum, I  see the same l iv ing orgonism each t ime:  a member
of  the species Homosopiens.  I  don' t  mean that  i t 's  the same lumo of  mat ter  in
each  case .  The  ma te r i a l  ou t  o f  wh i ch  my  body  i s  made  i s  cons tan t l y  be ing
replaced,  so that  only  a smal l  f ract ion of  the atoms that  went  to make up my
two-yea r -o ld  body  fo rm pa r t  o f  my  body  as  i t  i s  t oday .  Wha t  l see  i n  each
photograph is  rather  the some l iv ing creoture,  the same onimol ,  a t  d i f ferent
s tages  o f  i t s  deve lopmen t .  So  pe rhaps  wha t  each  pe rson  i s ,  i n  essence ,  i s  an
animal .  l f  that 's  t rue,  the n necessar i ly  each person ends up wherever  the re levant
a n i m a l  e n d s  u p .

Let 's  ca l l  th is  theory about  what  people are and where they end up the onimol
theory. As I say, prima facie, the animal theory does sound pretty se nsible. At least,
that  is ,  unt i l  you star t  th ink ing about  the fo l lowing sor t  of  case.
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The Brain Transplant Case

0ne n ight ,  whl le  Freyja and Ferne are s leeping,  a l iens sweep down and land thei r

f ly ing saucer outs ide Freyja 's  and Ferne's  house.  The a l iens creep into the two

humans'bedrooms, where they per form a complex surg ical  procedure.  They open

up Freyja 's  and Fe rne 's  skul lcaps and carefu l ly  remove thei r  l iv ing bra ins.  Wi th thei r

advanced technology,  the a l iens then re insta l l  each bra in in  the other  human's body,

tak ing great  care to reconnect  a l l  the nerves and other  p lumbing.  They then replace

the two skul lcaps and use a specia l  technique they have developed to heal  a l l  the

scars inv is ib lv .  F inal ly ,  the a l iens leave.
Next  morning,  two people awake.  The human in Freyja 's

bed jumps out  of  bed and looks down.  Her body seems to

her  to have changed.  And when she looks in  the mir ror

she gets a shock. For she sees Ferne's face staring back

at  her ,  not  the face she remembers.  Then she sees

what  appears to be hersel f  walk in  through the

door.  'What 's  going on?'  she says.  'Why do

vou look l ike me,  and I  look l ike You?'
0f  course,  the k ind of  oPerat ion

described in the above story is not yet

a medical  possib i l i ty .  Nevertheless,  there

seems no reason in PrinciPle whY a

human  b ra in  m igh t  no t  come  to  be

housed in a diffe rent animal body' We

\ a l ready t ransplant  organs and l imbs.

Why not  a whole body?

Now ask yoursel f :  where do Freyja and

Ferne end up? Most  of  us,  when asked to test  our  in tu i t ions on th is  sor t  of  case,  say

that fhe two people involved hqve swopped bodies. Freyja now has Ferne's body and

Ferne has Freyja's.
Why is  th isT Af ter  a l l ,  i f  some other  organ -  the l iver ,  say,  or  the heart  -  were

swi tched round,  the person would not  go wi th i t .  What 's  d i f ferent  about  the bra in?

The answer,  of  course,  is  that  i t 's  pr imar i ly  the bra in that  determines what  a

person is l ike psychologicolly.Your memories, abil it ies and various pe rsonality traits'

for  example,  are largely a product  of  how your bra ln is  put  together  -  how the

neurons are spl iced,  how the chemicals are balanced,  and so on.  So when Ferne's
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brain is transferred to Freyja's body, so, too, are these psychological properties. Ask
the person wi th Freyja 's  body who they are and she wi l l  say 'Fernei  For  she has a l l
Ferne's  memor ies and var ious other  personal i ty  t ra i ts .  But  then sure lV she nas
everything that's essential so far as being Ferne is concerned, despite the fact that
she now has Freyja's body. That, at least, is how the situation strikes me.

A Problem for the Animal Theory

But if my intuit ions are correct and Freyja and Ferne have swapped bodies, then the
animal  theory is  mistaken.  whi le  each of  us might  happen to s t ick wi th the same
animal  body throughout  our  ex is tence,  i t 's  not  necessary that  we do so.  In  which
case r t  cannot  be correct  s imply to ident i fy  the person wi th thei r  animal  bodv.  you
happen to have a par t icu lar  body,  but  you could in  pr inc ip le par t  company wi th i t .

The Brain Theory

so it appears that the animal theory is false. But what if we were to revise the tneory
s l i g h t l y ? w h a t i f  w e c l a i m , n o t t h a t i t i s t h e  w h o l e a n i m a l b o d y t h a t i s r e l e v a n t t o
the ident i ty  of  a person,  but  merely  a por tof  i t :  the bra in.  our  in tu i t ions about  the
brain swap case don't contradict this revised theory for, of course, in the brain swap
case each person does end up where her  bra in ends up.  so perhaps the theory that
you are, essentially, your brain is the right one. Let's call this the broin theorv.

Few phi losophe rs are prepared to e mbrace the bra in theory.  one of  the mosr
obvious problems wi th i t  is  ra ised by the fo l lowing ta le.

The Case of the Brain Recorder

This is the broin recorder. Place it on someone's head and fl io
the 'on '  swi tch,  and i t  then scans exact ly  how that  person,s
bra in is  put  together :  how the neurons are in ter twined,  how
the chemicals are balanced,  and so on.  Al l  th is  in format ion is
then stored.  Place the helmet  on a second person's  head and
f l ip  the appropr iate swi tch and the re corder  then re conf igures
th is  second bra in exact ly  as the f i rs t  was conf igured.  The
neurons in  the second bra in are re-spl iced so as to match
exact ly  the way they are spl iced in  the f i rs t  bra in.  The g lands
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are re-balanced so as to funct ion in  just  the same manner,  and so on.  The resul t  is
that the second body ends up with the psychological properties previously associated

with the first.
0 f  course,  such a device is  current ly  a technological  impossib i l i ty .  But  there

seems no reason in pr inc ip le why such a machine should not  be developed.

Now suppose that  instead ofswapplng Freyja 's  and Ferne's  bra ins round,  we use
the brain recorder instead. We use it to move Freyja's psychological properties over

to Ferne's body, and Ferne's over to Freyja's. The question is: where do Freyja and

Ferne now end up?
Intuitive lV it seems to me that the right answer is that Freyja ends up with Ferne's

body and Ferne ends up with Freyja's. They swap bodies. After all, the person that

now has  F rey ja ' s  body  w i l l  t h i nk  she  i s  ca l l ed 'Fe rne i  She  w i l l  have  a l l  Fe rne ' s

memor ies,  menta l  t icks and fo ib les.  But  then sure ly  she wi l l  have everyth ing that 's

essent ia l  so far  as being Ferne is  concerned.

And yet notice that no physicol port of Ferne was moved over to Freyja's body,

not  even her  bro in.  So i t  seems the bra in theory cannot  be correct  e i ther .  l t  is  in

pr inc ip le possib le for  a person to par t  company not  only  wi th thei r  or ig inal  body,

bu t  a l so  w i t h  t he i r  o r i g i na l  b ra in .

Thinking Tools: Philosophy and Science Fiction

At this point you may be wondering about the use of science fiction stories

to draw philosophical conclusions. 'Surelyl you may argue, 'such stories

can't tell us anything. After all, they are not even frue. How can you gain

any genuine philosophical insight simply by making up some fantastic tale/

Here is one traditional answer to this question (l shall leave you to

decide whether or not it is adequate). As philosophers, we are interested

not just in what happens to be the case, but in what is essential. Scientists

investigate how things actually stand - about what the laws of nature are,

about how matter is actually arranged, and so on. As philosophers,

however, we are interested not merely in what happens to be the case, but

in what must be the case no rnatter what. We want to establish what is

true in principle.
Now, we can test a given claim about what is true in principle by

constructing a science fiction scenario. Consider, for example, the

philosophical claim that each person is essentially a particular l iving body,
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so that it is in principle impossible for a pe rson and their body to come
apart. lt 's enough to refute this claim that we can come up with a
situation thatis in principle possible in which a person and their body part

company. Whether or not the situation described happens to be a medical
or technological or scientif ic possibil i ty is quite beside the point.

The Stream Theory

We have seen that  whi le  each person has a par t icu lar  animal  body,  thei r  ident i ty

does not  appear to be essent ia l ly  bound up wi th that  body.  Rather ,  each of  us seems
essentially t ied to various psychological properties, properties that could, in principle,
pass f rom one body to another .

0f  course,  a person's  psychological  propert ies can change.  Take memory,  for
example.  My store of  memor ies has been added to over  the years.  And there are
plenty of  th ings I  have forgot ten.  In  fact ,  I  have no memory at  a l l  o f  when I  was
two.  My personal i ty  t ra i ts  and abi l i t ies have a lso changed drarnat ica l ly  s ince then.
Yet  I  remain the same person as that  two-year-o ld.  Why?

According to many phi losophers,  the reason I  am one and the same person as
that  two-year-o ld is  not  that  we are psychological ly  exact ly  a l ike -  we are n ' t  -  but
that we are psychologicolly continuous.

Here ' s  an  examp le  o f  psycho log i ca l  con t i nu i t y .  l can  remember  no th ing  o f
when I was two. But su00ose I can remember when
I  was ten.  And suppose that  when I
was ten I could remember being ..J{ Kcrr' '

f i ve .Supposea l so tha twhen  V
I  was f ive I  could remember . /
belng two.  Then there , t  , /

ru;*:nr**jlT (tr.ff
am today back to that $(
two-year-old. Psycholo- 

'$

il'J|il,il,fi:,;l:;:'' 4ts
But we are psycho- /V
log ica l l y  con t inuous .
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Let 's  refer  to  the theory that  i t  is  psychological  cont inui ty  that  determines
personal identity as the streom theory. We can think of the identity of a person as
resid ing in  a st ream of  propert ies,  a s t ream that  might ,  in  pr inc ip le,  f low f rom one
animal  body to another .

0f  course,  l 'm not  suggest ing that  people do swap bodies.  I  rather  doubt  that
has ever  happened.  My point  is  s imply that ,  on the st ream theory,  i t  couldhappen.

Making Two of 'You'

We have se en that, so far, the stream theory seems rather more plausible than either
the animal  theory or  the bra in theory,  for  i t  g ives in tu i t ive ly  the r ight  resul t  in  the
brain swao and bra in t ransplant  cases.

But there is a notorious diff iculty with the stream theory. This diff iculty is called
the reduplicotion problem, and it 's nicely i l lustrated by another imaginary case.

Suppose a machine is  developed that  can dupl icate physical  objects.  Let 's  ca l l
this machine the object copier. Place an object - a vase of f lowers, say - in cubicle A,
press the 'start ' button and after a short pause there is a flash and a fizzing noise.
A oerfect atom-for-atom reolica of the vase is created in cubicle B.

Unfortunately, in the process of creating the duplicate vase (which is put together
out  of  a s tore of  brand-new molecules) ,  the or ig inal  vase is  instantaneously
vapor ised,  leaving a smal l  heap of  ash on the f loor  of  cubic le A.

Now suppose  we  pu t  you  i ns ide  cub i c l e  A  and  p ress  t he ' s ta r t ' bu t t on .  Wha t
happens nextT 0n the animal  theory,  you are k i l led.  For  the or ig inal  animal  wi th

which you are supposed to be identical is reduced to a heap of grey ash. lt is merely

someoneTust  l ikeyou that  mater ia l ises in  cubic le B.
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But  on the st ream theory we get  a d i f ferent  resul t .  The machine doesn' t  k i t tyou,
it transportsyou from cubicle A to cubicle B. lt is not me rely a copy of you, but you
yoursel f  that  appears in  cubic le B.  True,  you no longer have your  or ig inal  animal
body.  l t 's  a dupl icate body that  mater ia l ises in  cubic le B.  But  on the st ream theory
that  doesn' t  mat ter .  As the person that  appears in  cubic le B possesses a l l  the r ight
psychological  propert ies,  they are you.  This machine only copies physical  objects,
but it tronsports people.

Perhaps th is  s t r ikes you as the r ight  way to descr ibe what  occurs:  you real ly  do
get  t ransported f rom cubic le A to cubic le B.  But  now suppose th is  happens.  An
addi t ional  cubic le,  C,  is  added to the dupl icator  machine so that ,  rather  than one
dupl icate body being produced,  two now appear.  You step in to cubic le A and press
the 's tar t '  but ton.  Where,  i f  anywhere,  do you end up?

We now face a problem. For on the stream theory, as both these future individuals
are psychologically exactly l ike you, it follows that both oreyou. But that is impossible,
for it would follow from the fact that they are both identical with you thot they ore olso
identicol with eoch ofher, which clearly they are not: there are fraro of them.

This is  the redupl icat ion problem, and i t  const i tu tes perhaps the most  ser ious
diff iculty facing the stream theory.

Thinking Tools: Muddling Two Sorts of 'ldentity'

Philosophy undergraduates often become confused at this point in the
debate. They say something l ike the following.

You said to begin with that the object copier produces exact
duplicates. So the people that get out after the button is pressed
will be exactly the same - they will be identical in every way, both
physically and psychologically. Yet now you say that these two
individuals are not identical - they are nof the same person. So you
have contradicted yourself. In fact, I don't see why we can't say that
the two people who get out of the machine ore both me. What's the
problem with that?

This is an understandable confusion. lt arises because the expressions
'identical'and 'the same' are used in two quite different ways. Suppose
two steel balls are manufactured. These balls are, let's suppose, exactly
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similar in all their qualit ies, right down to the last atom. So there is a ff i
sense in which they are ' identical' and 'the samei But there is also a sense &
in which they aren't. For the number of balls is two, not one. They are not ff i
identicalin that sense of identity'that requires they be oneandthessme "l&"

bcl/. Philosophers distinguish these two senses of identical' by call ing the &
first qualitotive identity and the second numericol identity. ft

Now it's clear that our interest in this chapter isin numerical identity. ;\
The question we asked right at the beginning was: what makes each of the r
people I see in my photo album one ond the same person despite the 4
difference in their quolitiesAnd the stream theory is supposed to ans$/er ,4

this question. lt says that it is sufficient for the numericsl ide ntity of 'e

people that they be connected by a flow of psychological properties. But ' j

then it follows, on the stream theory that the people created in cubicles B :
and C aren't just qualitative ly identical, they are numerically identical, too. ,;
As these individuals clearly aren't numerically identical (the number of
people is two, not one), it follows that the stream theory is false. ,:

Adding to the Stream Theory

Can the redupl icat ion problem be deal t  wi th? Perhaps.  Some phi losophers ins is t  that
we need make only a s l ight  modi f icat ion to the st ream theory in  order  to salvage
i t .  A l l  we need do,  they say,  is  to  add the fo l lowing condi t ion:

l f  two later  ind iv iduals,  who exis t  at  the same t ime,  are both psychological ly
cont inuous wi th an ear l ier  ind iv idual .  then nei ther  of  those later  ind iv iduals
is  numer ical ly  ident ica l  wi th the ear l ier .

How does th is  condi t ion help solve the redupl icat ion problem? l t  a l lows that ,  in
the s i tuat ion where only one person is  produced by the object  copier ,  that  la ter
indiv idual  is  ident ica l  wi th the person that  entered cubic le A.5o far ,  so good.
However,  i f  two people are produced,  then the above c lause k icks in ,  wi th the resul t
that  nei ther  is  ident ica l  wi th the person that  s tepped into cubic le A.  The or ig inal
person has ceased to ex is t ,  and we now have two brand-new people before us.5o
the redupl icat ion problem is  deal t  wi th.  For  the st ream theory,  now modi f ied,  no
longer enta i ls  what  is  patent ly  fa lse:  that  the two people who step out  of  cubic les
B and C are one and the same oerson.
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Let's call this amended version of the stream theory the modified streom theory.
The  mod i f i ca t i on  may  dea l  w i t h  t he  redup l i ca t i on  p rob lem.  Bu t  ou r  t r oub les

aren't over. For the modified stream theory produces highly counter-intuit ive results

of  i ts  own,  as the fo l lowing story i l lust rates.

The Dupl icator Gun

Suppose that  the CIA develop a gun- l ike machine that  is  capable of  producing a
perfect physical atom-for-atom duplicate of whatever object it is pointed at. Point
the gun at a glass of water, pull the trigger and an exact atom-for-atom copy of that
g lass of  water  immediate ly  mater ia l ises in  a cubic le at tached to the gun.  However,
unl ike the object  copier  descr ibed ear l ier ,  the dupl icator  gun does not  destroy the
object  i t  dupl icates.  The dupl icate and the or ig inal  both cont inue to ex is t .

Suppose that ,  as you leave home one morning,  a CIA operat ive secret ly  points

the  dup l i ca to r  gun  a t  you  f rom a  van  pa rked  ac ross  t he  s t ree t .  The  ope ra t i ve
pul ls  the t r igger .  As she does so,  an exact  physical  dupl icate of  you is  produced
ins ide  the  van  (o f  cou rse ,  t h i s  pe rson  wonders  how he  j us t  ended  up  i ns ide  a
van -  he bel ieves that  but  a second ago he was lock ing h is  f ront  dood.  Unaware
of  what  has happened,  the person wi th your  or ig inal  body wanders of f  down the
street  and turns th€ corner .

Now ask yoursel f :  where,  i f  anywhere,  do you end up7
According to the modi f ied st ream theory by point ing the dupl icatorgun atyou

and pul l ing the t r igger ,  the CIA operat ive br ings your  ex is tence to an end.  For  there
are now two indiv iduals around who are exact ly  l ike the one that  s tepped out  of
the door.  At  th is  point ,  then,  the new c lause that  wejust  added to the st ream theory
k icks in ,  wi th the resul t  that  nei ther  of  these people count  as you.

But this is wrong, surely? Intuit ively, it seems right to me to say that it 's youthal
walks of f  down the st reet  and turns the corner ,  and not  merely  someone just  l ike
you.  How can i t  make any d i f ference to whether  or  not  i t 's  you that  some CIA agent
has secret ly  run of f  a  copy of  you in the meant ime? |  don' t  see how i t  can.  Yet  that
is  what  the modi f ied st ream theory enta i ls .

Let 's  now consider  a s l ight ly  d i f ferent  scenar io.  Suppose that ,  just  as the copy
of  you mater ia l ises in  the van,  a p iano fa l ls  out  of  a window and squashes you f la t .
Where do you end up now?

According to the modified stream theory, you are transported to the van. lt 's not
merely  someone just  l ike you that  mater ia l ises in  the van,  but  you yoursel f .  For  in
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this case there is only one person around psychologically continuous with the person
that stepped out of your front door.

But  again,  th is  seems wrong.  Surely  you' re dead.  For  the animal  that  s tepped out
of  your  f ront  door  has been squashed f la t .  The fact  that  the CIA have produced
someone Tust / ike you in the van doesn't alter this fact.

These two cases pull us strongly back in the direction of the theory with which
we started:the animal theory. For, unlike both the stream and the modified stream
theory the animal theory actually gives the rrghtverdict in both cases. ln the first
story as it is the some onimolthat walks down the street and turns the corner, so it
rs the same person. In the second story, as that animal is kil led, so, too, are you. The
fact that a second, duplicate animal is produced elsewhere is quite beside the point.

A Puzzle

So we f ind ourselves be ing pul led in  two d i rect ions at  once.  0n the one hand,  when
we consider the brain transplant and brain recorder cases, our intuit ions very strongly
support the conclusion that the body is irrelevant so far as the identity ofthe person
is concerned.  You could,  in  pr inc ip le,  swap bodies wi th someone.

Bu t  t he  dup l i ca to r  gun  cases  d raw  ou t  a  con t ra ry  i n tu i t i on :  t ha t  t ha t  pa r -
t icu lar  animal  body is  very re levant  indeed to your  ident i ty .  l f  we haven' t  got
that  par t icu lar  animal  body -  the one you have now -  then we haven' t  got  you.  We
have, at best, merely got someone just l ike you.

So which in tu i t ion are we to t rust? And whv? That  is  a problem wi th which
phi losophers are st i l l  s t ruggl ing.

The problem ra ised in th is  chapter  is  brought  in to sharp focus by my last  s tory.  I
shall leave you to decide what the narrator should do.

The year  is3222,  and I  am Joe Jones.  At  least ,  I  th ink I  am. Let  me expla in.
The Tifrap Deep Space Mining Corporation introduced the tele-matic three

years ago. They use it to 'te leport' employees to and from work here on Borax3
on a daily basis. lt would take hundreds of years to reach Borax3 from earth
by spacecraft. The tele-matic was developed to allow Tifrap Corp's employees
to travel here in a matter of minutes.

Then,  today,  there was a revelat ion.  l t  turns out  T i f rap Corp has been
dece i v i ng  i t s  emp loyees .  The  managemen t  o r i g i na l l y  t o l d  us  t ha t  t he
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te le-mat ic  t ransports  people to and f rom Borax3 by f l ing ing thei r  bodies

through space at fantastic speed. But they l ied. What really happens is this'

You get  up in  the morning and step Into a te le-mat ic  machine back on ear th '

I t  scans your  body.  The te le-mat ic  records exact ly  how your body is  put

together .  This  in format ion is  then t ransmit ted to Borax3,  where a per fect

atom-for-atom dupl icate body is  created.  Your or ig inal  body ls  then

instantaneously vapor ised.  The person who steps out  of  the te le-mat ic  on

Borax3 is  in  every respect  exact ly  l ike the person who stepped into the

machine on ear th.  But  they have a brand-new body'

When we were to ld th is  morning about  how the te le-mat ic  real ly  works,

I wasn't too bothered. 'Surei I thought. 'Each time I use the tele-matic, I get

a new body.  But  so what? No one gets k i l led.  I  might  have some sent imenta l

at tachment  to my or ig inal  body,  but  what 's  the b ig deal  i f  i t  d id get

inc inerated? The important  th ing is  that  l 've surv ived,  isn ' t  i t?  In fact ,  I

wouldn't even have noticed that my body had been replaced if Tifrap Corp

hadn' t  admit ted i t :
But then a worrying thought started to nag at me. Was I Joe Jones? Maybe

not .  Perhaps I  have exis ted only s ince th is  morning when I  s tepped out  of

that  te le-mat ic  machine over  the re.  Maybe Joe Jones was inc inerated when

he f i rs t  s tepped into the te le-mat ic  three years ago.  Maybe I 'm merely

someone just / ike Joe Jones. Maybe there's merely been a series of Joe Jones-

l ike people created and then k i l led by the te le-mat ic .  l f  so,  then Mrs Jones

has been a widow these last three years and she never even knew. In fact,

I 've never even met Mrs Jones. Mv memories of her are the memories of a

dead man.
Tifrap Corp has given all i ts employees here on Borax3 the option of using

the te le-mat ic  to take one last ' re turn ' t r ip  back to ear th.  In  fact '  that 's  the

only way we can get  home. Travel l ing by spaceship would take us hundreds

of  years to get  back,  by which t ime we would a l l  be dead'

I  miss Mrs Jones.  I  miss my chi ldren -  i f  they are my chi ldre n.  But  I  don' t

want  to d ie.  So what  should I  do? Do I  s tep in to the te le-mat ic  over  there

and press the red but ton? l f  I  do,  wi l l  I  be t ransported back to ear th? 0r  wi l l

I be kil led? Will i t be me that appears on earth and gets to return to the family

of  whom I  seem to have a l l  these fond memor ies? 0r  wi l l  I  be inc inerated '  to

be replaced by someone merely  just  l ike me?

What would vou do?

&
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What to read next

0ther phi losophical problems

concern ing  the  mind  can be
found in Chapter 8, The

Strange Case of the Rational

Dentist,  Chapter 6. Could a
Mach ine  Th ink? ,  and Chapter

'13, The Consciousness

Conundru  m.

Further reading

A c lear  in t roduc t ion  to  the

issues raised here can be

found in :

Keith Maslin, An lntroduction

to the Philosophy of Mind
(Cambridge: Pol i ty, 2001 )

Chapter  g .

An entertaining discussion

of many of the same issues

can a lso  be  found in

Daniel Dennett 's paper,
'Where  Am l? ' ,  wh ich

appears  as  Chapter  39  o f :

Nigel Warburton (ed.),

Ph i I oso phy: Bo si c Reod i ngs
(London:  Rout ledge,  1999) .
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MIRAC

THE SU

LES AND

P E R N AT U R A L

PHILOSOPHY GYN/ CATEGORY

WARM-UP

i/ODERATE

MORE CHALLENGING

I

Every age has i ts  repor ts  of  mirac les and the supernatura l .  Even today,  wi tnesses

are rife. Almost everyone knows someone who claims to have witnessed a miraculous

happening -  a ghost ly  v is i ta t ion,  a v iv id and h ighly  prophet ic  dream, objects that

appear to have moved by themselves. Given the sheer quantity of evidence provided

by such testimony, you might think that there's 9ot to be sornefhing to it.

0 r  has  the reTTh is  chap te r  i n t roduces  some o f  Dav id  Hume 's  (1711 -76 )  key

arguments on the miraculous.

A Visit to the Psychic

Pat has been to see his PSYchic

Pot'.
Bridie'.
Pot:

Bridie:
Pat:

The Great Mystica really is psychic.

How do you know?
Well, for a start, there's the testimony of her many satisfied

customers.  She has hundreds of  thank-you let ters on her  wal ls .

The test imony of  gul l ib le fools .

You can' t  ser iously  mainta in i t 's  o/ i  rubbish,  can you? Shouldn ' t  you

be more open-minded? There 's  so much evidence concerning the

amazing powers of  psychics,  mirac le healers and other  supernatura l

goi  ngs-on.

i n  Which 'Mi rac les  Happen 'A Sense

In fact, as Bridie now points out, there's at least one sense in which we can all agree

that  'mirac les happenl

Bridie'.
Pot:

I don't wish to deny that miracles can and do occur.

Rea I ly?


