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ABSTRACT
PERDURANCE AND PERSONHOOD: A REPLY TO BURGE

by
Joel Knowles

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2013
Under the supervision of Professor Edward Hinchman

This essay is a response to the attack on redusttemd perdurantist views of persons
which Tyler Burge presents in a paper entitled “Meyrand Perons”. Burge’s arguments
appeal to a specific form of egocentric indexintheckde se form, which he suggests is
involved in the individuation conditions of the nainstates entailed in the exercise of the
core psychological competencies of personhoodifitentional agency, perception with
use, inference). Burge argues that the preservafistates withde se form requires the
possession of a veridicdé se memory competency, which in turn requires transtanalp
agent identity. Burge suggests that perdurantestsiwhich convey the persistence of
individual persons through time in terms of cawsaltinuity between momentary selves
cannot be made compatible with this view of thatreh between memory and the core
competencies, and that reductionist accounts wdtiempt to explain personal identity in
terms of psychological continuity cannot avoidifajlinto explanatory circularity in any
attempt to account for the core psychological caempaes. My response comprises
three major parts. First, | argue that Burge’s apipidly endurantist interpretation of the
transtemporal agent identity condition entailedn@mory is indefensible, and that a

perdurantist interpretation is available whichnsemable to reductionist views. Second, |



present an exploratory discussion which attempéstertain the extent to which
egocentric indexing and its relation to memoryratevant to one of the core
psychological competencies, intentional agenciynd that while some form of
egocentric indexing is apparently necessary to @atety accounting for the exercise of
intentional agency, it is not apparent — contrarptirge’s claims — that such indexing
need be considered to be partly individuated imgeof an endurantist conception of
transtemporal agent identity. Finally, | presegfuanents from Sydney Shoemaker’s
response to Burge which | suggest provide a waybtite difficulties occasioned for the
reductionists by Burge’s arguments. Following Shalken, | conclude that Burge’s attack
on reductionism fails because alternate forms otegtric indexing are available to the
reductionists which they may utilize to accounttfue core psychological competencies
in a non-circular manner. | further suggest thatdbnsiderations adduced in favor of
perdurantism provide support to the reductionse sif the anti-reductionst versus

reductionist debate regarding persons.
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A Reductionist Rebuttal to Burge: Perdurantism, ineentional agency, andde se form

In an essay entitled “Memory and Persons”, Tylergguresents arguments
meant to demonstrate that verididalse memory forms are necessary for possessing the
core competencies of personhood. In section lhatfgaper, he claims that these
arguments undermine reductionist views of persdmsiwhold that “an individual person
or agent is to be explained in terms of contingibéstates characterized agent-neutrally”
(Burge, 322). My aim in what follows will be to show that Burgearguments fail to
achieve such a result. Along the way | also hopeiterate through argument the
contention common to all reductionist views of peisviz. the contention that
psychological continuity and not metaphysical idgns what is explanatorily essential
to our notion of persons.

1. Burge’s argument against the reductionist view

There are two interwoven strands in Burge’s argumaich will need to be
treated in turn. The first is epistemic; the secisnahetaphysical. The concerns
underlying Burge’s arguments in “Memory and Persams fundamentally of an
epistemic nature: they concern how we must conagfitiee relation between memory
and the psychological competencies which are essémfpersonhood (i.e. intentional
agency, inference, and perception with use) inrai@eonceive of ourselves as
individual agents who possess the entitlementsimedior the exercise of these core
competencies. A principal claim undergirding Busgg’guments is that the grounds by

which we are warranted in taking ourselves to lntggwho possess such entitlements

lAs Sydney Shoemaker notes in “Careers and Quare&sply to Burge”, Burge “sees attempts to ugertbtion of
quasi-memory to analyze personal identity, an@hidemaker] think, any psychological account of measidentity
along Lockean or neo-Lockean lines, as involvimgisguided attempt to analyze personal identiteims of ‘agent-
neutral’ psychological notions, one that ‘cannaoreerde se notions’ (Burge, 322)” (Shoemaker, 88).



derive from our possessing attitudes with veriddesde form andpresumptionsDe se
attitudes are attitudes with first-person contant] by Burge’s usage, a state whictds
seis one which is marked according to its relevaciné agent’s needs and perspective.
It is by virtue of this veridicatle se form that the agent is entitled to think of himsadf
fulfilling his own previously formed intentions, aging entitled to make use of
previously established conclusions with warranspreed in present reasoning, and as
being entitled to take make use of past perceptiosabsequent thought or action.

The metaphysical strand of Burge’s argument emengethe central role
memory plays in his account of the mode by whichpassess veridicake se attitudes
and, hence, the relevant entitlements. His majotecdion in this regard is that in order
for thede se form and presumptions of the states involved inetkercise of the core
competencies to beridical — that is, for these states to actually be inddgdte agent
who possesses them; aadortiori, for them to actually provide the relevant entiténts
— sameade se form and presumptions must be preserved by methooygh the interval
spanning the time at which the subject forms thevent attitude to the time at which the
same subject makes use of that attitude in theceseeof a relevant competency. The
possession of memory, Burge maintains, entailsreesagent constraint and hence carries
with it a presupposition of transtemporal agennhtdg And in this way Burge’s
argument takes a metaphysical turn.

Here is a recap of the preceding argument which lester draw out its
metaphysical aspect. Part of what it is to be aqguers to exercise certain psychological
competencies. The exercise of such competenciegesdhe possession dé se

memories and memories widle se presumptions. So the notion of a person is partly



individuated in terms of the exercise of certaimpetencies which require the
possession of de se memory competency for their use. Further, the msiee of ade se
memory competency requires transtemporal agentiigdmecause part of what it is to be
a veridical memory is to preserve a past repreientd state that is the rememberer’s
own. So the notion of a person presupposes trapsial agent identity because this
notion is partly individuated by reference to psylolgical competencies which require
for their exercise the possession alese memory competency which entails a same-
subject condition.

Hence, contrary to reductionist views, the notiba person entails as essential to
it the condition that the metaphysical identitytloé subject be maintained over time.
Reductionist views which attempt to bypass thigesal condition of metaphysical
identity in providing an explanatory account of tiegion of persons “cannot recover the
de se notions” (Burge, 322) involved in the core competes of personhood, and
therefore cannot provide an account of those coemgets. Reductionist views lack the
conceptual tools necessary to account for the faestitlement agents must possess in
order to exercise the competencies which are aakembeing persons. Hence
reductionist views are inadequate to account fasfahe psychological notions essential
to our notion of persons.

Burge anticipates and rebuts the reductionist respthat quasi-memory might
be utilized to provide a path out of the difficaltioccasioned for reductionism by the
preceding argument. Since the core psychologicabetencies and their exercises are
themselves partly individuated in terms of the pgs®n of veridicatle se states, these

“competencies and their exercises are partly iddi@ied by reference to relations to their



agents” (Burge, 322). So the individuation of thbasic competencies and their
exercises is not agent-neutral. For this reasomnetthectionist cannot invoke quasi-
memory to explain these competencies without apppesd memory with its same-
subject condition. Quasi-memory therefore cannaidesl to circumvent the explanatory
circularity entailed in giving an account of perabmentity which appeals to memory
because any appeal to quasi-memory would be expldgaeliant on memory in
accounting for the core competencies of personhQodsi-memory cannot aid the
reductionist in escaping explanatory circularitieall.

Burge considers these arguments to undermine #dreral tenet of Shoemaker’s
and Parfit’'s reductionisms [which is] that the loasxplanatory psychological notions do
not presuppose individual identity over time” (Bey@22). Any reductionist scheme
which attempts to construe persons as “continudfesates characterized agent-
neutrally” (Burge, 322) will be unable to accouot thede se notions entailed in the core
psychological competencies of personhood. Thisgssense in which Burge takes his
arguments pertaining to the role of verididalse memory forms in personhood to
undermine reductionist views of persons.

2. Outline of response

The epistemic and metaphysical strands of thisraemi will need to be treated in
turn, though these strands will be as thoroughigrtwvined in my response as they are in
Burge’s essay. My response will comprise three magots.

In the first part of my response, | will addresg@e’s central metaphysical
claim,viz the claim that the notion of an individual persath a psychology entails a

transtemporal identity condition. | will approadhstissue through considering the



‘same-subject’ constraint Burge attaches to vegidie se memory and, in particular,
how we should conceive of the manner in which thigext indicated in this constraint
might be said to persist through time. | will arghat Burge’s same-subject constraint
would be indefensible if the subject in questiomewequired teendure through time,
while conversely that if the same-subject constragre taken to requireerduring
person then Burge’s constraint would be amenabéder&aluctionist view. In support of
this latter claim | will argue that for a personpg®erdure through timpust is for that
person to be a non-branching psychologically catirs series of states. Achieving this
result bolsters the reductionist case while dinhiimg the plausibility of so-called
‘further-fact’ views of personal identity which pbas an aspect of the person a further
substance which possesses a separate existenpendeat of the series of states which
the reductionist identifies with the person.

In the second major part of the paper, | attempjutestion as far as is possible the
relevance of the notion ol se form to the functions essential to the core compeées
of personhood. The purpose of this investigaticio iasttempt to ascertain from a
descriptive standpoint whether the notiordefe form has unique work to do in
explaining the practical functions entailed in #tneempetencies. In exploring this issue, |
will focus on the core competency of intentionatiagy. | will not dispute the point that
the veridicality ofde se form is necessary for providing the essential foahentitlement
entailed in the exercise of the relevant compeemdrather, it will be my aim in the
sections comprising this part to determine whetleese form factors in the metaphysics
— as opposed to the epistemic issues concerniitteargnts — of personhood. This

second major section is largely exploratory in natbut | believe that the discussion



there lends credence to a contention put forwar8ymney Shoemaker (2009)z. the
contention that veridicale se form is not unique in terms of the functional rdalean
play in intentional agency.

The final major part of this essay will presentuangnts which account for how
the reductionist can recover the entitlements kttan possessing the core competencies
of personhood without appealing to verididalse memory. Here | will present
Shoemaker’s (2009) arguments in reply to Burgeaciton the reductionist view. These
arguments form the core of the response to Buageesnpted refutation of reductionism,
and | view the section on the same-subject cométaaid the persistence of persons
through time, and especially, the exploratory sectn the function ofle se form in
intentional agency, as being supplementary to themaents Shoemaker presents.

The result of the arguments of these three majds péthey are successful, will
be a cumulative case in favor of the reductionistwthat psychological continuity is the
primary explanatory construct involved in the notaf persons. In addition, to the extent
that these arguments are successful this will sstggat Burge has committed a misstep
in attempting to derive metaphysical claims pertario personhood from thae se
forms necessary to providing epistemic warranixer@ses of the core psychological
competencies.

3. Burge on memory andde se content

It will be necessary before treating Burge’s arguatrdirectly to briefly consider
his claims regarding memory add se content. Burge distinguishes between three types
of memory: experiential memory, substantive conteemory, and purely preservative

memory. The content of an experiential memory regmés a particular event or action



which the rememberer experienced first-hand. Sabigtacontent memories take the
form of beliefs thap, wherep is some proposition derived from reasoning, peroapbr
various other means. The representational confensobstantive content memory need
not be linked to experience. Purely preservativenorg is distinguished from the other
types in that it merely retains representationateot from previous inferences or
perceptions for use in future reasoning. Burge sstggpurely preservative memory
contrasts with experiential memory and substardorgent memory in terms of its
functional role: it does not introduce new contentvarrant, whereas the latter two types
of memory do.

Experiential memories are dé se form, which is to say they are egocentrically
indexed (i.e. indexed to the needs of the subjBct)ge identifies two conditions as
being necessary for a representational state tedese form. First, ade se element must
be present in the state which marks all entitiesremced in its content in terms of their
relations to the rememberer’s perspective. Sedbedie se element must mark all such
entities as being relevant to the needs, aimse@pective of the rememberer. Any
representational state which lacks such markingjdailito possess veridicale se form.

Burge further distinguishes three grades®s$e involvement which will be
relevant in what follows. The first grade d# se involvement is common to all
experiential memories, and involves the actionveng referred to by the state being
marked as having been experienced by the agensd@dmnd grade marks the agent as
being active in the action or event representethbystate, and the third grade is present

just in case the state represents its referent fnrenagent’s perspective (i.e. in terms of



how the action or event felt or appeared to thenbge it occurred). Some experiential
memories arele se at one or both of the second and third grades.

Not only experiential memories possesse form: other memories as well as
other representational states can bdede form. For instance, substantive content
memories and purely preservative memories may psdsee form, but this is not a
constitutive requirement for being a memory of eitbf these types. However, Burge
does assert that all memories of all three typest imavede se ‘presumptions’. Burge
states that “@resumption that p is associated with an individual’s being in a
representational state if and only if veridicalaguition that p would rationally derive
from fully informed, conceptually mature reflection the conditions that make that state
possible from the woul d-be per spective of the individual in that state” (Burge, 292;
italics preserved from original). Unpacking thiglaapplying it to specificallyle se
presumptions, Burge appears to be saying thatrageptational state carriesi@se
presumption if and only if the individual in thaate would correctly recognize that state
as beingle se upon reflecting on how that state came about, gheewas apprised of all
the relevant facts about the formation of thatestatd understood the relevant concepts.
As Shoemaker (2009) writes, this “seems to meanfatig informed and conceptually
mature reflection by the subject would result inegatance of first-person propositions”
(Shoemaker, 92).

Burge’s less technical elaboration of this notidfpoesumption’ grants helpful
further insight into what he means when he claithsyamories carryle se
presumptions. As he writes, “substantive contennorées and purely preservative

memories need not hade se form. But all of them havéde se and first-person



presumptions. To be any kind of memory is constiély and necessarily to preserve a
past representational state that is the remembeayen ... Having a memory with a
certain representational content presupposestaattnemberer was in a
representational state with that content, or aerdrthat implies it” (Burge, 293).

This is Burge’s presentation of what | refer tdlees ‘same-subject’ constraint on
veridical memory forms. Havinde se and first-person presumptidnsi.e. being ‘any
kind of memory’ — entails that a memory preservesrepresentational content of a past
representational state of the rememberer. A merwamyot carrye se presumptions
unless that memory preserves representational motéeived from a past
representational state of the subject to whommiehory belongs, because failing to
meet this condition would entail, by Burge’s lighfigiling to be the sort of state which a
‘fully informed’, ‘conceptually mature’ subject wttbaccept as being his own—i.e.,
about which he would accept first-person proposgidience, according to Burge, in
order for a memory to be veridical — i.e. to redlya memory, rather than a ‘memory
illusion’ — the subject who entertains that memamyst be the same subject who
occupied the representational state the contemhath is preserved in the memory. That
is, in order for a memory to be veridical the rerbener and the subject of the experience
remembered must be the same subject.

A relevant question to ask with regard to Burgasie-subject requirement is
what sort of subject Burge takes the ‘remembecebd. In the next section | explore this
guestion in context of the issue of the mode bycwipiersons persist through time.

Although the same-subject constraint Burge attathesemory requires that the identity

2 Burge mentions first-person presumptions in additbde se presumptions, but he does not discuss the
former in detail and the distinction plays no disdiele role in his argument against reductionisime T
distinction will play no role in the present essay.
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of the subject be maintained over time, the arguskea presents in “Memory and
Persons” do not explicitly address the debate vatard to the persistence of persons
through time. In this sense, Burge is vague akdémature of the subject he has in mind.
4. The persistence of persons through time

An important question regarding personal identdgaerns the sense in which a
person can be said persist through time as a single, self-same entity. Inrasiing this
issue, David Velleman (2006) employs a distincbhetween two conceptions of the
persistence of objects through time. The first emtion considers persistence through
time on analogy with extension in space: an obgesaid to persist through a period of
time by occupying each of the moments within thexiqu with a distinct temporal part of
itself, much as an object extends through a regi@pace by occupying the points
within that region with its spatial parts. On thanception of persistence, persons are
described aperduring through time by occupying one moment after anothtr
successive temporal parts.

In another paper with Thomas Hofweber, Vellemantdativeber (2010) describe
the temporal parts of the perduring person as ‘nmang person-stages’, each of which
exists as an experiential subject in a single mamgtime? Considering the temporal
parts of the perduring person in relation to memdejieman and Hofweber write,
“When | remember a past experience, | remembewtrll as experienced from the

perspective of a past subject ... my memory has aoeggric representational scheme,

% Throughout this paper (with the exception of insts in which context indicates the endurantisinige
being discussed) | use the terms ‘person-stagaf,,'and ‘subject’ interchangeably, while reseryin
‘person’ to indicatehe complete series of person-stages (i.e. momentary selves, momestadijgcts)
which extends through the interval during whicheaspn exists. In this sense, on a perdurantistieais
the ‘same-subject’ requirement would actually beaane-person’ requirement; in this paper | willynke
the term ‘same-subject’, but context will suggebether the endurantist or perdurantist construal is
intended.
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centered on the person-stage who originally ha@gxiperience from which the memory
is derived” (Hofweber and Velleman, 13). In entgitag a memory, the mind muddles
the distinction between the momentary person-stagegpying these perspectives, so
that the past person-stage who was the subjebeatmembered experience easily
becomes conflated with the subject who is preseatliyembering the experience. This
tendency to conflate the past subject of an expeeigvith the subject who remembers it
gives rise to the illusion that a single subjeqinssent in both the past moment of the
experience and the present moment of rememberalprivan and Hofweber suggest this
illusion is one reason that the notion that pergmdure is counter-intuitive to many, as
it contributes to the perception that a personalgtpersists through time through being
wholly present in every moment of its existence.

This alternative conception of persistence throtugle is known agndurance.
Endurantists insist that extension through timeniske extension through space.
Whereas an object extended in space must compasialsparts which occupy the points
across which it extends, an object extended in teweholly present in each moment in
which it exists. In this sense, an enduring obfeast be without temporal parts as a
temporal part of an object must occupy a single er@of an object’s existence but an
enduring object is one which is present in itsretyiin each moment of its existence.
Hence the enduring person is an entity which exd¢hbugh time without temporal
parts. This conception of persons as enduring tiirdune is consistent with the
egocentric scheme in memory which represents teederson perspective of the
rememberer as identical with the first-person pectipe of the subject of the

remembered experience. As there can be no distingtiterms of temporal parts of the
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person, the subject of an experience must be mMith the subject who remembers
that experience. Hence on the conception of perasenduring through time, the
egocentric scheme present in memory is not mishegaliter all.

However, Velleman and Hofweber argue that thisception of persons as
enduring through time is incoherent. The notiomwbject which is extended through
time but which lacks temporal parts is incoherarthat it is not clear what it could mean
to claim that an object which extends through aste dimension cannot be taken to
have parts corresponding to the parts of that danoen If time is divisible into smaller
and smaller periods, there is no reason to supbes@ersons, which extend through
those divisible periods, cannot also be taken topese distinct parts, each of which is
present in exactly one part of the temporal dim@nsiust as the ‘whole’ extended entity
corresponds to the ‘whole’ period of time acrosscwhit extends, so there must be ‘parts’
of the extended entity which correspond to thetgarf the period of time across which
it extends. If the period of time across which atitg is extended is divisible, then the
entity must itself be divisible in correspondingligon. Hence the conception of enduring
persons as being extended through time without eeahparts is incohererit.

The notion that persons perdure rather than ertlusagh time has important
implications regarding the proper conceptions ofmagy and personhood. As noted

earlier, Velleman and Hofweber hold that the egtreerepresentational scheme present

* As | recognize that endurantists (as will emetdake Burge to be one) would likely protest thavould

be possible to muster a rebuttal to the argumescudsed in this section, | should say that itaugioh

serves more to point out what | believe is one sémsvhich it is implausible to suppose personsuead
through time, rather than to show decisively thathsa view is incoherent. | simply follow Vellemand
Hofweber in referring to the endurantist view agtherent’, because | believe their complete arguisia
“How to Endure” (2010) go some way toward demoristgathis stronger conclusion. | have decided not t
include their more detailed arguments concerniegiisbate over persistence in the metaphysics efftm
reasons of space and relevance. The primary athiopaper is not, after all, to attack Burge'sipos
views, but to defend the perdurantist/reductiovistvs he takes his arguments to militate against.
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in experiential memory gives rise to the tendemcgdnflate the present self with the
person-stage who was the subject of the rememlesad. The remembering subject
seems to be present in two distinct moments —inatie present as the remembering self
and in the past moment as the subject of the rerarrdlexperience. As Velleman and
Hofweber put it, “the self appearstie a momentary person-stage that exists at more
than one moment — one and the same temporal patingxat more than one time, which
is no more possible than a spatial part existingvim places at once” (Hofweber and
Velleman, 13). Velleman and Hofweber suggest thecgire of memory is responsible
for the illusion of transtemporal identity whichvgs rise to the appearance of coherence
in the incoherent conception of the enduring perstie egocentric representational
scheme of memory leads the rememberer to experevasds in memory as though they
were actually indexed to the perspective of thegme remembering self. This
impression that the self in the present momerdastical to the self from whose
perspective the remembered event was actually iexped gives rise to the false notion
that the present self has traveled through timeaamedpied each moment from the
moment of the remembered experience to the monieatrembering, all the time
retaining the identity actually possessed onlyhl®/momentary subject who exists in the
moment of rememberiny.

The view that persons endure through time musejeeted once this illusion is

dispelled, as the distinction between momentarggestages implies that the subjective

® A particular self cannot be strictly identical wiany other self. This is somewhat trivial: stidntity
between two selves would require sameness betwesga selves across all aspects, including
spatiotemporal aspects. However, a given individe#flcan be the same as another individualiself
respect of some particular shared aspect. For instance, when | speak of any two of my monrgrdalves
these selves will be the same in respect of thath being human. Likewise, any two of my momentary
selves will be the same in respect of their boihdéhe same person, where this just means thatvempf
my momentary selves will be psychologically conting and causally connected in the right way (i.e.
causally connected without any manner of ‘branching
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perspective indexed in any particular memory mesassociated with a distinct
momentary self. On the spatial analogy suggestatidperdurantist conception of
persons, the subject of an experience rememberedrisore identical with the
remembering subject than the right hand is idehivith the left. However, just as both
hands are parts belonging to the same body, sonwvoentary selves may belong to the
same temporally extended person (Hofweber and ivalle 2010). Hence on the view
that persons perdure rather than endure through time notion of identity is considered
to apply to the momentary self and to the temppttended person under different
conceptions.

What there is of the person in a particular monesufficient to fully determine
the identity of the momentary self which existsyonithin that moment, but that identity
is distinct from the personal identity of the termgdty extended person. The identity
conditions of a particular momentary subject cosgthe identity conditions of a
particular person-stage (i.e. what is true of graaticular temporal part of the person),
whereas the personal identity of the temporallgeaéed person is a matter of successive
person-stages which are psychologically continmdscausally connected in the right
way. Personal identity in the latter sense mayrzkerstood as corresponding to the
notion of sameness in a process which extendsdhrome. A process extends through
time and by virtue of the causal connections betweseconstituent process-stages, the
temporally extended process is considered to rethaisame process through time
despite the non-identity between its constituentess-stages. On analogy to this, the
temporally extended person may be considered toyecess composed of successive

person-stages (i.e. momentary selves) which argatigiconnected in the right way. No
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two person-stages are identical, but together plagtycipate in the same temporally
extended ‘person-process’.

The conclusion that persons must be conceivedrdsipeg series of distinct
momentary selves rather than as individual subcssibstances which endure through
time bears on the central themes of this essayontays. First, showing that the only
defensible same-subject constraint on memory isadneh is consistent with viewing
persons as series of states undermines Burge:saghictionist stance that metaphysical
identity is an essential aspect of our conceptigmeosons. The fact that a perduring
personjust is such a series — and hence can be cashed outnis ¢épsychological
continuity between distinct momentary selves — eesdirivial the identity condition
involved in being a perduring person. The fact that series amounts to a person and is
self-identical, and therefore possesses a pergdenatity, says nothing in addition to this.
And this, of course, supplies further support ® iductionist contention that
psychological continuity rather than metaphysidahitity is what is important to our
notion of persons.

Second, the incoherence of the endurantist cormeptiggests that either (a) If
Burge conceives of his same-subject constraint (aeictfore his account) as requiring an
enduring subject, then his account is incohereiheasonceives of it; or (b) If Burge
conceives of the same-subject constraint as baitigfied by a perduring person, then the
account he gives of the core competencies coulttbepted in major part by
reductionists (except that reductionists would appede se* form rather tharde se

form in characterizing the relevant staté€onsidering Burge’s stance against

% The distinction betweede se form andde se* form will be discussed in detail in Section 7e tthird
major part of this paper.
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reductionist accounts, it seems plausible to supgtat he has in mind an enduring
subject as the satisfying condition of his samgestilzonstraint. Hence, because of the
apparent affinity between the perdurantist view dredreductionist view Burge is
attacking, | will employ an endurantist readingBufrge in the exploratory discussions of
de seform as it stands in relation to memory (Sectiomi) in relation to intentional
agency (Section 6). It should further be noted thigtaffinity between the perdurantist
view and the reductionist view suggests that Bisrgtack on the reductionist view may
be taken to be an attack on perdurantist accosntsel.” For this reason, | consider the
arguments | present in the remainder of this papstand in defense of the coherence of
the perdurantist construal of persons as well aefanse of the more general
reductionist view. The perdurantist account isgradill, primarily a fleshing-out of the
mode of persistence of persons which is implicitaductionist accounts.

The exploratory account set out in the next twdiges is an attempt to explain
without appeal to any mode of preservationl®$e content the functions of intentional
agency which Burge argues are dependent upon téngio:n ofde se content in memory.

If the account were successful, then dependentteeafore competencies on possession
of ade se memory competency would be circumvented and theesarject requirement
would fall out, thereby undermining the metaphyssteand of Burge’s argument against

reductionism. However, | believe the account ultehafalls short of being an account of

" Burge suggests as much in the closing of his papeliscussing the implications of his arguments i
Section 12 of “Memory and Persons”, he suggestsitheontext of those arguments, “Attempts to reduc
personal identity to a sequence of psychologi@dkst or a sequence of arbitrarily small time slieach of
which has the relevant states seem to me to failtde, 327). So while the argument discussed in the
present section is intended to function (when takeronjunction with the broader discussion in ¥eilan
and Hofweber (2010)) to illustrate the indefen#ipibf endurantist views, it seems Burge shouladds as
considering his arguments in “Memory and Persossllastrating the indefensibility of perdurantist
views. As noted, the remainder of this paper isrided in part as a rebuttal of this implicit cotitamin
Burge.
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intentional agency as it is involved in personhbedause in attempting to eliminate
retention ofde se form from the explanation of this competency itddo take account of
the role Burge has argued the preservatiattese form plays in providing the
entitlements essential to such agency. That isatcheunt attempts to address the
metaphysical strand of Burge’s argument while neiglg the primary epistemic strand.
For this reason the account does not itself cartstdn adequate rebuttal to Burge’s
attack on reductionist/perdurantist views of pesséiollowing the presentation of the
account, | will set out in more explicit detail tpeints on which it goes astray. | will also
present a brief discussion which may resolve thi@&eulties in part, though not in full.
The final major part of this paper adduces argusi@otm Shoemaker’s (2009) reply to
Burge which account for the shortcomings of thelergtory discussions of Sections 5
and 6. Since Shoemaker’s arguments constituteatteeaf the rebuttal to the primary
epistemic strain of Burge’s argument, the substardspects of the account | present in
the next two sections should be considered supplamneto Shoemaker’s arguments,
rather than vice versa.

The primary contribution of the exploratory accoigito bolster the contention
that Burge would bear a heavy burden of proof iiMeee to maintain thate se form
plays a role in the essential functions of intemtlcagency which no other alternative
form of egocentric indexing could perform. If the=ssential functions can be explained
in large part without appeal to veridia se form, then it becomes difficult to see how

Burge could defend the assertion that possessian afternative form of egocentric
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indexing (e.gde se* form) would be inadequate to account for the ¢thge dynamics
involved in intentional agency (or, rather, intentl agency*}.
5. Forms of quasi-memory

| will not contest the notion that intentional aggmust be informed by
representational content retained from past reptasenal states. Hence before treating
Burge’s argument for the reliance of intentionatacy onde se memory it will be
necessary to briefly describe the differences betwle se memory and certain forms of
guasi-memory and to present an alternative formepfesentational content retention.

The reductionist view of persons precludes exptayatliance on the
presupposition of transtemporal agent identity, g precludes adherence to deee
memory construct which Burge describes. But to desrystemporal agent identity
should occupy such a central explanatory role igamdeny thatle se elements have any
function in relation to memory. Parfit and Shoemadach present versions of quasi-
memory. On Parfit’s view, both memory and quasi-ragnpresent a past experience as
though it is indexed to the perspective of the namerer, though in the case of quasi-
memory this representation is not veridical. Shdemalso suggests that quasi-memory
contrasts with memory in lacking a requirement thatsubject of an experience and the
subject who recalls that experience be identiaalhle posits a further difference in
claiming that quasi-memory does not invotesse content suggesting such an identity
relation between experiencer and rememberer. Paiifdsde se content into the notion

of quasi-memory whereas Shoemaker does not.

8 Intentional agency* involves intentions* ratheathintentions. Intentions* are individuated in teraide
se* form rather tharde se form. So intentional agency* is exercised by cresguwhose states are
individuated in terms ode se* form. The distinction betweege se* form andde se form is discussed in
Section 7.
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The notion of representational content retentiowhach | will appeal is closest to
Shoemaker’s quasi-memory construct in that it lolghies identity between the subject
of the experience remembered and the rememberbjgcsand rejects the notion tho
se content should be taken to be bound up in quasiongnihe first point is a fairly
transparent implication of the perdurantist viewpefsons: If no two momentary selves
are identical, then the representational conteralied in the act of remembering must be
that of a past representational state experiengedgast momentary self, not that of a
representational state of the remembering self.sBeend point follows from an
independent analysis of memory which construesipipearance afe se elements in
memory as arising only by virtue of an interpretelement comprised in the process of
memory recall. Just as the content of a memorgisn objective record of perceived
events, but is instead the residue of an inteywetognitive process, so memory recall is
not a replaying of an exact record of that residwe rather involves filtering that residue
through interpretive cognitive processes which easpte elements relevant to the
perspective of the rememberer. On this analysesafipearance that egocentric indices
are elements intrinsic to memory is an illusiorsiag from the fact that the interpretive
filtering involved in recalling a memory is an antatic process which occurs without
conscious effort. The representational contentmdst experience is preserved in
memory over time (though, as is discussed belogh santent can be altered through
recall), but thede se markings which are associated with rememberingdbatent
emerge from the interpretive process of recall. Memmecall consists in a cognitive
operation functioning to present past represemtaticontent as being relevant to the

rememberer’s needs, aims, and perspective. Asettspgctive of the rememberer is
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indefinite at the time the impression of the repreational content of an experience is
initially consolidated in memory, the relevancdludt content to the perspective of a
future rememberer is indefinite. Hence the appeaanhthe specific relevance of
content to the rememberer should be construed asgerg from the process of recall,
rather than through the process of initial consdianh.

Entities represented in the content of a memoryrasked in terms of their
relevance to the rememberer’s needs, aims, angdqunge not because sudése
markings are intrinsic elements built into the meyritself asde se content, but rather
because such markings are the products of theonetere process involved in recalling
the memory. Hence quasi-memory as | conceivelwdth lacks a transtemporal agent
identity requirement and lackstrinsic de se form or content.

It seems some elaboration of the interpretive @eeg which | have suggested are
involved in the process of memory recall is in erdich elaboration may best be
presented in context of a direct critique of Busgaew of veridicalde se memory forms.
Burge requires that in order to be veridical a mgmmoust not only preserve an earlier
representational state of the agent who remembdistialso must preserve the precise
de seform of that earlier representational state. Thatdar Burge, a veridical memory
comprises representational contents which are rdarkeerms of the needs, aims, and
perspective of the subject who experienced thetexeaction which is the referent of the
memory.

Even supposing for the sake of argument that tbgesuof the remembered
experience and the remembering subject are idéatnchthatde se form is built into

memory, it seems the interpretive nature of memecgll makes it implausible that
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identicalde se form and content should be preserved over timenEgsuming
transtemporal agent identity, the perspective, sieaad aims of the agent change over
time. The act of recalling a memory at a time digantly removed from the time it was
formed may involve filtering that memory througlperspective significantly different
from that under which it was originally formed. Th2-year-old who witnessed his
drunken father beat his brother will have had \dfferent interests, beliefs, and means
of interpretation than will the 30-year-old who rembers the experience after having
spent years studying for certification as a clihgsychologist. When the 30-year-old
recalls that memory he interprets the event to witicefers quite differently than did the
12-year-old, and the nature of the relations betwtbe rememberer and the entities
involved in the memory will be far removed from tiedations which held between those
entities and the 12-year-old subject of the expere The 30-year-old’s recalling the
memory alters it to reflect his present knowledgeerests, and understanding of the
event; the actions of the father and the brotHer ta different meaning following this
episode of recall than they could possibly havedtatie time the event was experienced
by the 12-year-old. Hence the act of recallingrttemory alters the representational
content of that memory through altering the meawipe elements referenced in that
content and alters thae se form of the memory through altering the distribuatiof
egocentric indices among those elements (i.e.loligion of egocentric indices differs
because different elements of the memory will beviant to the rememberer’s
perspective than to the experiencing subject’'spaats/e).

After the episode of recall, the memory will haweeh altered so that the entities

it references become marked according to the ne@ds, and perspective of the
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rememberer whex hypothesi is identical to the subject of the experiencevilibse
needs, aims, and perspective differ drasticallygnftbose of that original subject. In this
way, thede se form of the memory of the event is altered throtlghinterpretive process
of recall. Such a memory would meet Burge’s requéet that memories belong to the
rememberer (because the rememberex lg/pothes identical to the experiencing
subject), but such a memory would fail to meet Bigdurther requirement that the
memory preserve some past representational stdte ofmemberer. At the moment the
interpretive process of recall alters the represg@nrtal content of the memory, the
memory fails to meet this requirement and henceeseto possess veridiachd se
presumptions. Since possession of veridiesde presumptions is a necessary
requirement for being a memory on Burge’s vievpliows that merely through the
process of being recalled a memory may cease &gonmbemory according to Burge’s
criteria.

Alteration ofde se form through the process of recall does not regqyéars and
drastic changes in perspective in order to ocouagine you are a student and have just
arrived in physics class, having just come frommiew®y you failed an exam in
economics. As you are mulling over the repercussairthis fact and berating yourself
for failing to properly prepare for the exam, a aotic interest you have been courting
for a week comes into class and walks by, failmgpeak to you. In the midst of your
self-deprecation, you think, ‘That just figureseshkould have lost interest in me just
now'. A memory of this experience is formed, conpleith this thought and an
accompanying sense of foreboding. Now fast forveavekek later. You're in class once

again, and the same romantic interest enters agidda conversation with you. You
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learn that last week she had just come to class Wisiting her grandmother in the
hospital and had been very worried and distradtigodn learning this, you recall your
memory of her coming into class last week andrfgito speak to you. But as you recall
her behavior you now associate with it a sensemgfaehy rather than a sense of
foreboding. Recalling the memory in the contexyadir present knowledge and affective
state has altered the memory to reflect your ptgserceptions and interests. Recalling
the memory therefore causes it to become indexgdubpresent perspective, though the
perceptual representational content derives frgrash experience. Though you axre
hypothesi the same subject who experienced the event theonyaepresents, your
perspective has changed significantly and undsrahered perspective the act of
recalling the memory has altered the representtmontenof the memory. Hence the
act of recalling a recently consolidated memorylhtesn its becoming non-veridical
according to Burge’s criteria.

Burge asserts that being “any kind of memory isstitutively and necessarily to
preserve a past representational state that iethemberer’s own” (Burge, 293). The
cases | have considered have involved agents resrarglwhat ar@x hypothes their
own memories, but in those cases the interpretivegss of recall causes the subjects’
memories to be altered to reflect the interesth®frememberers, with the result that the
memories cease to ‘preserve’ past representatibaids. \When the content of a memory
is altered to reflect a reinterpretation of an eydrat memory ceases to have the same
representational content as the experience fromshwihoriginally derived. Hence
Burge’s view seems to commit him to the claim thatprocess of recall results in a

memory’s ceasing ‘to be any kind of memory’ at @#t, most (if not all) cases of recall
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will involve some adulteration of memory througimterpretation, at least insofar as the
rememberer’s perspective, needs, and aims diffen those of the subject of the
remembered experience. So it seems Burge’s reqgeimetinat memory preserve a past
representational state may exclude too many cdselat we intuitively want to
consider memories. Whether or not the remembe@riseived as being the same
subject as the subject of the remembered experianeealled memory will fail to meet
Burge’s requirement. This argument does not showgd®s conception of memory to be
incoherent, but it does cast Burge’s conceptiosuifficiently unfavorable light as to
warrant considering the view implausible and hanageed of revision or replacement.
Before moving on | would like to quickly reply top@ssible response to this line
of reasoning. It could be argued that the noti@t thterpretive recall alters
representational content (thereby making a matth avpast representational state
impossible) fails to entail that veridicdé se presumptions cannot be retained after a
memory is recalled, ade se presumption could be retained via a match betwdatea
memory and the representational state of rementpéerims line of argument would
entail considering a past instance of remembeanrigeta representational state which
may serve as the referent of a later instancerénebering (i.e. one may remember
remembering the content of a past representatgiatd). Representational content could
change upon recall, but the requirement that memedey to an actual past
representational state would still be upheld, addater memory would be a memory of a
past representational state of remembering. Butongof the sort suggested here would
be distinct in kind from experiential memory, whiefers to past actions or events. Such

memories would be memories of memories, or meta-onies But such memories
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would lack the sort of representational contert gontent referring to past actions or
events relevant to the present perspective ofdkeatawhich Burge takes to be necessary
in order for a representational state to play difegte role in directing intentional

action, inference, and perception with use. Suchanies would not have the
representational content Burge needs them to have.

It may not be clear at this point why the concapt quasi-memory | am
arguing for isnon-de se quasi-memory, rather than simplgn-veridical de se quasi-
memory. This arises from the fact that on this vielevantde se form is not recalleés
itis (veridical or no) from memory, but is instead ¢eekin the process of memory recall.
Sincede seform is a product of an interpretive cognitive pss, such form is not an
aspect of memory but something which is attachetttwough recall. Since memory
lacks intrinsicde se form, it cannot properly be said to possésse form. To put the
point another way, on this viesgmembering hasde se form (courtesy of interpretive
recall) whilememory does not. This conception of nda-se quasi-memory will be
crucial in the arguments pertaining to intenticagéncy which will be the subject of the
following section.

6. Intentional agency and memory

Burge’s argument for the view that possessiodedke memory capability is a
prerequisite of exercising intentional agency camdndered as follows:

(2) Intentions are ofle se form.

(2) Exercising intentional agency requires having ihtes.

3) From 1 and 2: Exercising intentional agency recuiraving intentions ale se

form.
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(4) In order for an agent to have intentionslese form, de se memory must retain
those intentions together with thele se form over time.
5) From 3 and 4: Exercising intentional agency recuiravingde se memory.

Burge states premise (1), that intentions amesk form, without argument:
“[Intentions] arede se at the second grade” (Burge, 293). Burge clarifibat he means
by this: “If | intend to listen to all of Brucknex'symphonies, | am committed to my
doing the listening. Someone else could not cantynoy intention” (Burge, 293). This
elaboration is purely descriptive; he gives no argat in support of this notion.

However, some notion of Burge’s thinking here maygbkeaned from the reasons he
provides in support of premise (4), the claim th@tingde se intentions depends upon
having those intentions retaineddase memory. The notion operative in each of these
reasons is that intentions must persist througk tmorder to serve their functions:
“intentions are not point events...[most] require kg out over time” (Burge, 294). In
order to serve their functions, intentions mustdiained by memory over time. Two
such functions of intentions are suggested inliheet primary claims in support of (4)
that can be discerned in Burge’s discussion ofittgeendence of intentional agencydan
se memory:
€)) In order for an intention to guide intentional &tt$i, the intention must be
retained by memory through the period of that atgtiv
(b) In order for a creature to have a psychologicalsd@s not repeating an act it has
already carried out, thde se form of its intention to perform that act must le¢arned
over time so that memory can record a match betwesrnntention’sdle se form and the

de seform of the memory of performing the act.
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(© In order for a creature to have a psychologicalsdas not repeating a series of
actions in the intended order which it has alrezalyied out in the intended order, it must
retain thede se form of its intention so that a match can be rdedrwith thede se

memory of carrying out the intended acts in thended order.

The two functions suggested for intentions bygéhelaims are: 1) Intentions
function to guide intentional activity over time); Phede se form of intentions functions
to permit a match with the intended action (oreseof actions), thereby marking the
intention as fulfilled for the agent’s future redace. If an individual lacks the capacity to
guide his activities in a manner which accords withintentions or the capacity to
recognize which of his intentions he has alreadilled, that individual will be
incapable of exercising intentional agency.

| will not contest the notion that intentions setliese two functions. Instead, |
will attempt to show that thae se form Burge attributes to intentions is superfluous
through arguing that node se intentions can be substituted for their embellished
counterparts to no effect. To be clear, my aim nolt be to show that intentions lad&
se form, but to show that it is noecessary that intentions havde se form in order for
them to perform the functions Burge attributesent. If such form is not necessary for
these functions, then Burge’s stated suppositiahittientions posseste se form at the
second grade is an unsupported assumption (aB iagk the support of any reasons
provided by Burge). If this key premise in Burgatgument is thus shown to be an
assumption, then Burge’s argument will be underahingofar as this assumption needn’t
be accepted. If this assumption is not acceptedathpument fails to go through. If Burge

has not provided arguments sufficient to estalthehtruth of the claim that intentions
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havede se form, then his account will have failed to estdblisat intentional agency
depends upode se memory.

Unless exercising intentional agency depends ombastentions with
specificallyde se form, there is no function in relation to intent@d@mgency that requires
de se memory. Hence by aiming to show that it is unnemgst positde se form for
intentions in order to explain the functions ofintions in intentional agency, | intend to
show that Burge has failed to demonstrate deae memory is a necessary prerequisite
for at least one of the core competencies of péisaah.

Burge claims that intentions adle se at the second grade. By this he means that
intentions are marked as having been formed bytacpkar agent and as entailing an
element which requires as a condition of the flaffént of that intention that that agent
and no other must be the agent to carry out theraathich is the content of the
intention. As Burge puts it in a line already qubtéf | intend to listen to all of
Bruckner’s symphonies, | am committed to my doimg listening. Someone else could
not carry out my intention” (Burge, 293).

Given the presumption that Burge intends an emdistareading of his same-
subject constraint, it follows that by Burge’s ation subjects as conceived on the
perdurantist view are incapable of forming and sgbently fulfilling intentions. On the
perdurantist view of persons, there is not a siegléuring subject who both forms the
intention tox and carries out that intention. Rather, on the yrawmtist view the ‘I’ who
originally forms the intention to doand the ‘I’ who eventually doesare distinct
momentary subjects. So on the perdurantist viesmé&one else’ does carry out the

intention of the subject who originally formed\WWhat makes this unproblematic on the
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perdurantist view is that these distinct momensalyes are parts of the same temporally
extended person. The act of forming the intentiawth the act of performing the action

that is the object of that intention both belonghe same temporally extended person.
Hence when the later momentary self performs tleyaat action, that action becomes
properly predicated of the temporally extended gerés the formation of the intention
became properly predicated of the temporally ex¢dmaerson at the time that intention
was formed, it may be said that both the formatibthe intention to da and the act of
doingx may be properly predicated of the same temporaligreled person. And, in this
sense, the fulfillment of the intention to Banay also be properly predicated of the
temporally extended person.

So on the perdurantist view it is not necessarytttea'Burge who forms the
intention to listen to all of Bruckner’s symphoriibe identical with the ‘Burge(s) who
listen to all of Bruckner’s symphonies’ in order #Burge to be considered to have carried
out his intention upon completing the listeningr Edo be true of Burge that he formed
and fulfilled an intention to listen to all of Brkiger’'s symphonies, it need only be true
that the person ‘Burge’ comprises a series of dpusannected person-stages who
formed the relevant intention and carried out #érges of actions comprising the content
of that intention. Hence on the perdurantist vidwersons, Burge’s stipulation that the
‘subject who forms the intention’ and the ‘subjedto performs the intended act’ must be
identical is an unnecessary and false constraith@irfulfilment of intentionsf Burge
intends an endurantist construal of that stipulation. On the perdurantist view, it is only
necessary that the ‘Burge who forms the intentamd the ‘Burge(s) who listen to all of

Bruckner’s symphonies’ be the same in respect imfgggerson-stages in the same
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perduring person; what is not necessary is thaethe a subject ‘Burge’ which retains
the same identitgua enduring person in order for Burge to form an intention and fulfil
that intention at a later time.

This strips intentions of Burge’s second graddesde form®: an intention is not
marked as having to be fulfilled by the same sulédw originally formed it. Of course,
the momentary selves who participate in formingn@ntion to dox and in performing
the act of doinggk must be psychologically continuous and causallynected in the right
way. Without this caveat, stripping intentionsdefse form at the second grade would
imply that entirely unrelated subjects could fuliihe another’s intentions. So distinct
subjects may be involved in the forming and fulig of an intention, given that those
distinct subjects both comprise parts of the sangbrally extended person.

As to the first gradee se form of intentions, it is of course true that whem
intention is formed it is formed by a particulareag It is this first gradde se marking
which marks the authorship of an intention and Wwinakes coherent the requirement
that subsequent selves who participate in actionsyant to that intention must be
causally connected in the right way to the subjdud originally formed the intention. If
intentions were not marked as belonging to a pddragent, then it would be proper to
say that an intention is fulfilled even when analated agent carries out the action which
is the object of that intention (or, possibly, ga@rould be no coherent sense in which an

intention could be ‘fulfilled’ at all). But intuitiely this seems not to be right. It seems that

° This would only follow if Burge stipulated thee se form must be individuated by reference to an
enduring person. The discussion of second gdade form just completed actually assumes a varietyeof
se form, albeitde se form individuated by reference to a perduring pensther than an enduring person.
This would not turn out to be Shoemakeatesse* form because — as will be discussed in Sectierds se*
form is individuated by reference to a particudaareer whereagle se form individuated by reference to a
perduring person would ke se form individuated by reference to a particutareer. This is because a
perduring persojust iswhat Shoemaker calls a ‘career’.



31

the first gradede se marking of an intention needs to be maintained awee in order to
index the agent who originally formed the intentambeing its author. If such an index
were absent, there could be no coherent requirethanan intention must be fulfilled
through the action of some agent causally connentdte right way to the agent who
originally formed the intention.

A difficulty for the account | have been advancimgy seem to arise at this point.
If the de se elements which appear to be attached to memorgraated through the
interpretive process of memory recall, then in wdetise can the first grade se
marking of intentions be said to be preserved bgnorg over time? The proper response
for the perdurantist is to suggest that memory acmeseed to play such a role. The first
gradede se marking of an intention is nale se content which must be preserved by
memory. Rather, an intention hdsse marking simply in the sense that there is a fact of
the matter as to its having been authored by &péat agent. Sucte se marking cannot
be separated from an intention, and hence it neetdenpreserved in memory in order to
be retained. The fact of the matter regarding thteaship of the intention is established
when it is formed and it does not change over tiémal it is this fact which is relevant to
the requirement set on the fulfillment of that mtten.

If att | form an intention t, then it is a fact about that intention that msif st
t" authored it. This fact about the intentidoes not change over time and is unaffected by
whether | remember forming the intention or by Wieetl retain any cognitive element
which indexes the intention to my perspective. ¥ ‘self att’ forms an intention to da
and my ‘self at+1’ performs the actiow then att+1 | will have fulfilled my intention to

dox. If someone else unrelated to me doast+1, but | do not, then my intention to go
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will not have been fulfilled at+1. An intention is fulfilled if and only if an agecausally
connected in the right way to the author of th&ntion performs the action pursuant to
that intention. There is nowhere in this requiretrgestipulation as to the agent’s
psychological state regarding the intention ocdatent. The first gradde se marking of
an intention is a matter fully determined by theemstances involved in its formation,
rather than an aspect of its content which mugirbserved by memory over time. The
restriction on an intention’s fulfilment is groued in there being such a fact of the
matter as to the authorship of the intention. Heneenory has no necessary role to play
regarding the requirement on the fulfillment ofeintions, nor is it necessary to posit a
role for memory in conceiving of the first gradese marking of intentions’ First grade
de se marking so conceived may have no functional roleuman psychology, but it
nonetheless is involved in the conditions governulgther an intention is fulfilled.
Hence the intuitive notions that intentions req@ughorship by a particular agent and
that there are restrictions on the fulfillment ofentions may be accommodated without
appeal to memory.

Burge suggests there are two functions of intestighich they can perform only
if their content andle se form are preserved by memory over time. First, Burigims
that “retention of intentions in memory is necegdar guiding and controlling

intentional activity” (Burge, 2003, p. 293). Thisien is consistent with the account |

Witis necessary at this point to include a noteceoning a contrast between the sense in whidhdfiesiede se

marking is built into intentions and the sense frialt Burge maintains a person may hdese form intentions. In
order for an intention to exist it must be formgdsbme person, so any intention must hdase marking at the first
grade—i.e. it must be true of that intention thas iauthored by a particular person. By contiaetge’'sde se form
intentions are intentions which are preserved imony together withde se content indicating the authorship of the
intention by the agent who retains it. Any intentisde se at the first grade, but to lue se by Burge’s meaning is for
an intention to be accompanied in memory by songmitive element which functions as a record obiégng formed

by the agent who retains it. | udese ‘marking’ rather tharde se form to avoid ambiguity on this point, as well as t
imply that thede se element associated with an intention is not a maftés content or substantive nature (‘form’) but
merely a fact about it which is relevant to thetirconditions involved in its fulfillment.
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have been advancing, with the addendum that oratitigunt ‘intentions’ must be taken
to refer only to the intention and its representadl content (or, more precisely, a state of
the form ‘intending to da’, together with content entailing specificationfrather than

to the intention and (as Burge intends) both itgteot and itsle se form. Understood in
this way, there is no difficulty for my accountsnpposing normle se quasi-memory

could retain intentions.

A representational state of the form ‘intendinglto<’ need not entail a cognitive
element which fixes that state to the perspectives@uthor. The relevant state of affairs
concerning the formation of the intention is suéfit to fix the conditions for its
fulfillment. As to the functional role of intentisrnn guiding action, the retention of the
intention and its representational content by tpen&is sufficient to entail that that
intention is endorsed by the agent who retainiére is no need to posit a further
cognitive element which indexes the state to tlenad he retention of such states over
time entails their relevance to the agent’s petsgeanaking superfluous the retention of
additional content which indexes the state to thentis perspective. If a state of the form
‘intending to daox' is true of an agent, that agent must performaitt@ns required for the
completion ofx when those actions become necessary. Choosing petform such an
action entails choosing to abandon the intentiorcwhequires the performance of that
action, at least in the moment of choice (the méenmay be renewed following such
failure, but choosing against the direction of ititention entails rejecting the intention as
a guide to action, which is tantamount to rejecttras an intention). Hence the manner
in which an intention guides action may be undedteithout reference tde se content

which must be retained in addition to the inteniiself. Further, it would be an
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inefficient use of cognitive resources to retaintemt indexing a state to an agent’s
perspective when retention of the state and iteesgmtational content is in itself
sufficient to mark that content as relevant todent’s perspective.

In his third premise Burge introduces a furtherchatg function for memory.
According to Burge, memory must preservedbee form of an intention from the time
it is formed to the time the action pursuant td theention is carried out, so that memory
can record a match between tiesse form of the intention and thee se form of the
memory of the action. If an animal were incapalfleeoording such a match between the
de seforms of its intention and action, it would lackygmsychological basis for not
attempting to carry out an intention it had alre&dfilled. This is the sense in which
Burge thinks thele se form of intentions guides intentional actidde se form lets the
agent knowhis action has fulfillechis intention. If the perspective indexed in the
intention matches the perspective indexed in theamg of the action, the agent
remembers having fulfilled his intention. If tde se form is missing from either the
intention or the memory of the action, the formatad such a memory is not possible.
Without such a memory, the agent does not knove&se attempts at carrying out his
intention. But this requirement also seems to meetonnecessary.

It seems the merappearance of de se matching between intention and action is
sufficient to play the role Burge here posits fotual matching between relevaig se
forms. Whether legitimatde se form exists or not is not crucial to guiding intemntal
agency, because the mere illusion of such form seaye the same purpose just as well.
What is needed for the agent to have a ‘psychoébdpasis’ for not pursuing an intention

he has already carried out is for the agent tortokeuthe impression that he has
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performed the action pursuant to his intention. ¢éamwhether or not the perspective
under which he formed the intention is identicallte perspective under which he
performed the action is not crucial, so long abéleeves both the intention and the
action were his own. This may be achieved as wed mere disposition to regard
recalled states as his own as by an inefficienthaeism for storing cognitive content
which marks each state as his own.

Taking a different tact, one might consider thesfo@ in terms of adaptiveness.
Evolution would seem to favor the development selt-aware creature of a disposition
to regard recalled past representational statbsiag its own and as being indexed to its
present perspective. Such a disposition would beemdaptive than it would be for such
a creature to devote additional cognitive resoutc@sdexing every state to the
creature’s perspective. One might tell an evoldrgrstory along these lines, with the
climax being the conclusion that the illusion ohtinuity in de se perspective (i.e. the
illusion of an enduring self) evolved for exacthys purpose. Self-awareness yields the
ability to reflect on past actions and to consitheir origin. A self-aware creature which
lacked the disposition to assume the states itlses@mehow belong to it may waste time
wondering where or from whom remembered stategtssbuch a creature likely would
not have lived long. The illusion of identity withe past authors of remembered actions
may serve to prevent unnecessary vexation or corfcan arising from such reflection.
Such an illusion could simultaneously provide theature with a psychological basis for
continuing on after having performed the actionspant to its intention. Just such a story
may fit perfectly into the perdurantist accounpefsons, while also providing an

adequate response to Burge’s puzzle.
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Burge also emphasizes the role of preservative mgmantentional agency. In
order for an intention to guide action its contandl force must be preserved over time,
and Burge suggests that “the mere retention ofditee and content of an intention from
its onset to the time when it is acted upon isxara@se of purely preservative memory”
(Burge, 294). As | have been arguing, an altereatizcount of memory is available to
the perdurantist in the form of nale-se quasi-memory. Nomle se quasi-memory retains
the representational content of representatioaést It does not retain the se content
of such states, as an aspect of the memory recaésgs is to interpret the
representational content of past states in terntiseoperspective, needs, and aims of the
rememberer. Burge might argue that while this n@ypant for the retention of content
over time, the maintenance of ttoece of a representational state over time requires that
its de se form must be retained over time. This too is npt@blem for the perdurantist.

What is necessary to ensure the force of the iimtem preserved over time is
that the reasons in support of this intention aesgrved. If thele se content of the
intention were preserved (i.e. an index suggeshegntention belongs to the agent at the
time the action is to be carried out) but the ordjireasons in support of the intention
were not, then the intention would not be carriatiecause the agent would lack any
reason to reaffirm the intention. Yet if only thentent of the intention is preserved and
thede seindex is lost, upon recalling the intention thersgeill interpret it as his own.
And given he retains the reasons upon which thedtion of the intention was based, he
will reaffirm the intention and proceed to perfotine intended action. So the presence of
de se content neither guarantees nor is necessary fagast to carry out his intention.

What is necessary is that the content of the irderiie preserved along with the reasons



37

in support of it, and that the agent interpretititention as his own upon recalling it. The
act of interpreting the intention as his own isaahof reaffirming the intention, and such
reaffirmation will occur only if the agent retaitiee reasons in support of the intention.
Thede se marking of the intention which was imparted totitlee time of its formation is
relevant only in indexing the original author ahéreby setting the relevant requirement
on its fulfillment. Node se content needs to be retained over time if the tetermf the
representational content together with the reasosapport of the intention are
preserved. Hence retentionds se content would be superfluous.

The foregoing arguments comprise an attempt to dstrette that there are
available to the reductionist practical analogueBuwrge’s conceptualizations of
intentions and intentional agency which do not aelpgpon his veridicade se memory
construct but which nonetheless account for thergssd functions of intentional agency.
Non-de se quasi-memory is capable of retaining the contedtfarce of intentions, and
the guiding role of intentions in intentional adiyvmay be accounted for in terms of the
retention of intentions as states of the form talieag tox'. Finally, the mere appearance
of de se matching between an intention and the memory dbpmaing the intended act is
sufficient for providing the agent a psychologibakis for not repeating past intentional
activity.

However, there are two important faults presenhis account as it stands. First,
Burge might suggest that this account has simplgéeeé the question with regard to the
retention of intentions in memory: intentions, higim argue, are partiydividuated in
terms ofde se form, so the representational states which | hallea ‘intentions’ and

which | have claimed could be retained in rd&se quasi-memory without ange se
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content, would not actually be intentions at aihc® it is a truism that in order for an
intention to be an intention it must be the intentif someone in particular, we cannot
claim that a representational state preserved maongwould be an intention even if the
de seform of that state were not preserved as an agp@ctSo nonee se quasi-memory
could not preserve intentions withalé se form, because withowte se form a
representational state could not be an intention.

There are two points | want to make in reply t@ fossible rebuttal. The first has
already been alluded to in the preceding accddmse form need not be built into the
substantive nature of an intention as a part ofrieatal content which comprises it in
order for an intention to be marked or ‘indexedbagng the intention of a particular
person. Rathede se marking may consist in the simple fact of the nradketo the
authorship of the intention. The intention needcwaoty this marking on its face in order
for it to be true that that intentioathe intention of someone in particular. The issue is
over whether or not some part of the substantiveeert of the intention is what makes it
de se. If what makes an intentiatte seis a part of its substantive content, then tieede
content must therefore be preserved by memorydardor the intention to remate se,
i.e. to remain an intention. But if what makes ithtentionde seis simply the fact of the
matter as to its being authored by a particulanggad therefore being the intention of
that agent, then there is no substanti#ee content for memory to preserve. The state
simply isde se by virtue of this metaphysical marking; and thisrkirag consists in the
facts about the intention, not in its content. Buhgs presented no argument to establish

that intentions must hawe se form rather thamle se marking.
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Second, if we claim that in order to actually begarved in memorgs an
intention a particular representational state must havespred with it as a part of its
content thede se form which was attached to it upon its formatidrert we may find
ourselves on a slippery slope at the bottom of Wwkhere is the conclusion thdd se
form cannot possibly be the special ingredienhtentions by which they are
differentiated as intentions from other forms géresentational content retention. For
what is to stop us from considering that the fafige of representational states which are
marked as being the statafsa particular person, and therefore as beimg se, must have
theirde seform preserved with them as an aspect of theirezdnn order for those states
to be retained as the particular types of statasthiey are? That is, what is to stop us
from saying that desires and hopes and fears and ati must have preserved with them
in memory thele se form which they possessed upon their formationrdeofor them to
be retaineds desires ands hopes anas fears, and so on? Just as an intention is only an
intention insofar as it is the intention of a pautar person, so a desire is only a desire
insofar as it is the desire of a particular pergord so on. If we claim that preservation
of originalde seform is necessary in order for an intention to kesprveds an
intention in memory, then it seems there would be no cleaumpts to prevent the same
claim about alde se states. And if this is the case, then it becomtégult to see how it
could be that there is something abdeise form which makes it the special ingredient
which must be retained to preserve a particulaessmtational state as the particular
type of representational state that it is. It sedmegse must be some further aspect of what
it is to be an intention, or what it is to be aidielor what it is to be a hope, beyoteise

form, which marks out these sorts of representatistates as being the sorts of
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representational states that they are. And it sekatst is this further aspect in each case
— the further aspect that makes a belief a beheffurther aspect that makes an intention
an intention, and so on — which must be preseryeddmory in order for that state to be
retained not as some ambiguous ‘typeless’ reprasenél state but as the specific type
of representational state it is.dé se form is common to all types of representational
states by virtue of their being indexed to theipalar agents who form them, then it
cannot bele se form which must be retained in memory in orderdaiven
representational state to be differentiated frone as the particular type of state that it
is.

But if de se form does not play this unique differentiating rdleen it becomes
unclear whyde se form in particular must be preserved by memoryugirotime. Mere
de se marking is sufficient to mark out the facts of #aghorship and fulfillment of a
particular intention (or of a particular desireobra particular hope, and so on). Retention
over time is sufficient to mark the fact that tlemtent of the state has not been
disavowed by the person to whom it belongs. TheiBpeelevance to the rememberer of
various aspects of a recalled memory could, aye laagued earlier, be due to the
interpretive nature of memory recall. So it is olgar what functional purpose is left for
the retention in memory ale se form to perform. And it is for this reason uncledry
we should accept Burge’s claim tligtse aspects of states are aspects of their substantive
content which must be preserved by memory over.time

The second difficulty with this account is the mdificult to navigate of the two.
This difficulty concerns how the foregoing accoengages the epistemic strand of

Burge’s argument, particularly the question of rsmties of momentary selves can
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possess the entitlements essential to veridicateesof the core competencies of
personhood. | will include a few remarks here whitdly engage this issue in some
manner, but | will then defer on this point to trguments Shoemaker (2009) has
presented to rebut Burge’s attack on reductionism.

On Burge’s account, the reliability of memory isicial to the agent’s possession
of the relevant entitlements. Only if memory carréleed upon to presene seindices
in memories just in case those memories represgastarepresentational state of the
rememberer can those indices be taken to be relevéme agent’s possessing
entitlements. An agent who recalls an intentiorhwaitparticulade se form is only
entitled by thatle se form to take that intention to be an intention hevpusly formed —
and therefore to be an intention which he can ndfil~ given his memory can be
relied upon as having maintained theese form of that intention from the time at which
the agent initially formed it, and as having nbtilly attached fals&le se form to this
intention despite is not having previously beemfed by the agent. For instance, the
agent's memory must be relied upon not to blencemory of being told by a friend that
she intends to buy a particular book with a menudrlyimself considering but not
deciding to buy that book to yield the illusionretnembering having himself intended to
buy that book. Thee se form of the memory of forming such an intention \bbe non-
veridical, and hence the agent would not be edtitiehis case to fulfill the intention in
guestion. Hence, on Burge’s view, entitlementsweefiomde se form only insofar as the
mode by which that form is retained over time isat#e.

The same may be said on an account which suggest®ry plays no role in

retainingde se form. Instead of suggesting that it is the retemagpect of memory which
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must be relied upon to ensure tleese form which is attached to recalled states is
veridical, it might be suggested that rather this process of recall which must be relied
upon to attaclde seindices to recalled states if and only if thoseéestavere actually
formed by the remembering subject. The reliancentitlements on the proper
functioning of memory — whether in its retentiv@est or in its recall aspect — is present
in both cases, so it is unclear hderse aspects derived from recall could not possess the
same normative force ae se aspects retained from the time of formation totiime of
recall. If recall can be relied upon to only attaetse form to states markedk se (in the
non-substantive sense) which the agent previoosigdd, then the appearancelefse
form in such recalled states will be veridical (fese such form will indicate the state as
being indexed to the agent only if the agent abtuhd form that state). Hence despite
the absence of retention of substantiese content in memory the agent would possess
the relevant entitlements by virtue of the veritltgaof the de se form attached to the
state via memory recall.

Despite these comments, the issue of engagingthetlepistemic strand of
Burge’s argument in a substantive manner remawmsak point in the preceding account.
Hence | will adduce Shoemaker’s (2009) argumestthese take a different tack in
rebutting Burge and hold more promise for reveadingay out of the explanatory
difficulties pertaining to entitlements which Buigarguments occasion for
perdurantists/reductionists.

7. Quareers and careers, plus de se* form
Sydney Shoemaker (2009) presents two distinctiomssi response to Burge’s

argument against reductionism in “Memory and Pes’sdrhe first is between a ‘career’
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and a ‘quareer’. A career is an ordinary life higtas of a person like us: it is comprised
of the stages of a non-branching psychologicallytiooious series of states (i.e. person-
stages; momentary selves). A quareer is very nmkehalcareer, except that it contains
one episode of fission wherein “a person’s bodyddis into two exactly similar bodies,
and each of the bodies is the body of a persoreéygically continuous with the
original person” (ibid, 88). The creatures whosedi comprise quareers rather than
careers are called ‘Parfit people’, and it is thstom among these Parfit people to put to
death painlessly one of the products of each cagsmn. So there is one surviving
fission product which inherits all of the intentsgrcommitments, and so on of the
original person. As to the psychological contindagtween the original person and the
surviving fission product, Shoemaker says, “hig@r [the surviving fission product’s]
psychological life after the fission is relatediat of the original person in a way that is
as much like the relation between temporally adjapbases of the life of an ordinary
person as is compatible with the occurrence ofpesoee of fission” (ibid, 89). Yet,
because of the fission, the fission product isidemtical with the original person: since
there are two fission products and it cannot becfse that both are identical with the
original person, it follows by the transitivity @fentity that neither is. So the stages that
make up the original person’s career plus thosenttagke up the surviving fission
product’s career do not together comprise a catieey,comprise a quareer.
Shoemaker’s contention is that despite the nontiyebetween the pre-fission
person and the post-fission person, the post-figgeyson can be correct in thinking “that
the warrant of beliefs is preserved across episotiBssion, ... that actions done after an

episode of fission can count as executions of traes formed prior to it” (ibid., 91), and
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so forth. In short, Shoemaker claims that the lentiénts relevant to the core
competencies of personhood can be preserved asddoas from the pre-fission person
to the post-fission person. Since the pre-fissimh @ost-fission persons are not identical,
they cannot possess attitudes with veridileede form and presumptions. Hence Burge
is committed to saying the Parfit people are mistaik thinking that entitlements can be
preserved through fission in the manner Shoemak®ehvisioned for them.

Shoemaker’s response here is to introduce a digtmbetweerle se form andde
se* form. Whereas attitudes witle se form or presumptions are indexed to the
possessor’s career or to the possessor of thedatfite se* attitudes are indexed to the
possessor’s quare@e se* attitudes are just likde se attitudes in that they “carry all of
the same sorts of commitments to actiodese attitudes, except that the commitments
may be carried out by the successor self of thegomewho originally formed the attitude,
the attitude and commitments having been passea it person in the way our
attitudes and commitments are passed on to ourefgelves” (ibid., 90). In order to
maintain his objection to reductionism and hisroléinat the relevant entitlements can be
maintained over time only by the preservationi®$e elements in memory, Burge would
of course be committed to rejecting Shoemakeréyadttivede se* form.

Burge does include a short paragraph in “Memod/Rersons” addressing cases
which appeal to fission examples ateke*: “The claim thatde se*-marked capacities
enter into the same cognitive dynamicsdase-marked capacities] is mistaken. ... The
issue is whether the individuals act from their qvemspective coordinating with their
own needs and aims. If they do, they exercise eqpdaily relevantle se memories.

Then reductionism falls into explanatory circubarit” (Burge, 324). Shoemaker says
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“his response begs the question” (Shoemaker, 9b)s“assumes that the only
intelligible application of the notions of perspeet needs, and aims is one on which an
individual’'s having a perspective, a need, or an igiexplicated in terms of how its
states relate to itsareer, and not in terms of how they relate togtgreer” (Shoemaker,
94). If we assume that the states involved in gmsgective, needs, and aims of an
individual are individuated by relation to theirgsessor or their possessor’s career, then
we’ve committed ourselves to Burge’s conceptuahBevork, and in particular to the
supposition that those states must posgessform in order to contribute to
coordinating action. And in order to account fag fireservation of thide se form over
time, we would have to appeal to a verididake memory competency; and if we're
reductionists, our account would then fall intacalarity. But Shoemaker points out that
Burge has given no reasons to accept his claintaipierg to the individuation conditions
of these state’s.Hence there is nothing in Burge’s paper which prgés Shoemaker from
offering an alternative conception of egocentraexing which is more amenable to
reductionist accounts.

As Shoemaker points out, “a good deal of what [Blisgys about the importance
of de seforms in the individuation of intentional stateslanental activities could be
expressed by saying that possession by these atadexctivities ofle se forms is
essential to the playing of their functional rol¢Shoemaker, 93). Importantly, Burge
claims thatde se forms are necessary in intentional states and rhactiaities in order

for those states to contribute to the “coordinabbthe subject’s activities and

" Shoemaker is not mistaken in this: Burge begiaphper by setting out a descriptive accourniece
memory forms which he then goes on to utilize iplieating the function of the core competencies and
their relations tale se memory. He neither argues for the descriptive actotde se memory which he
presents nor presents arguments to show that ailegrconceptions of egocentric indexing would be
incoherent.
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achievement of its aim” (Shoemaker, 93). But Shdempoints out that “functionallgle
se* forms are just as efficacious desse forms in satisfying the needs and furthering the
achievement of goals” (Shoemaker, 93). In ordeebut this claim, Burge would need to
show why only having attitudes witle se* form would incapacitate a creature from
engaging in the exercise of the core capacitiggecdonhood. Again, for Burge to return
to base a rebuttal on “his claims about memorydass attitudes, would be blatantly
guestion-begging” (Shoemaker, 93).

If we assume that an agent could only be rationa#lyranted in thinking of
himself as fulfilling an intention formed at an kartime if that agent’s identity were
preserved over the interval between the formatich@intention and its execution in
action, then we would be committed to the notiaat treridicalde se form is essential in
the individuation of intentions, and that therefergitiements associated with those
intentions require transtemporal identity. But tisiprecisely the assumption Shoemaker
has indicated that Burge has not justified. If vwendt accept this assumption, then
Burge’s arguments pertaining to the reliance ofcii® competencies ale se memory
do not go through because in accounting for thosepetencies we could substitute
Shoemaker’sle se* form in every instance in which Burge claimsse form is required
with the consequence that a verididale memory competency would not be required to
account for the preservation of the attitudes d@ssdn these competencies.

In order to finish disrupting the explanatory a&rah which Burge has attempted
to trap the reductionists, Shoemaker suggests-quasiory can be employed to describe
the psychological continuity between stages ofaregr, and that a personal career can

then simply be characterized “as a quareer that doeinvolve a certain kind of
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branching, for example, the sort of fission thatws in the quareers of the Parfit people
and [we could then] say that the persistence @ragm over an interval just is the
existence of a personal career that spans thavatt¢Shoemaker, 99).
8. Conclusion

The account presented in Section 5 and Sectiony&arlas a stand-alone
rebuttal to Burge’s attack on reductionism andgbedurantist view of persons due to its
failure to adequately address the epistemic stoaflirge’s argument. However, even if
this were the case the arguments contained theosietheless may be taken to support
the notion that thde se form of intentions and other representational stated not be
construed as possessing a fundamental role inutfetibnal aspects of intentional agency
and the other core psychological competencies.trtde extent that the arguments of
those sections are successful under this consthegl,may be taken to support
Shoemaker’s contention that Burge has providedraoorgls for considering thde se
form plays a unique explanatory role concerningcibre competencies whide se*
form could not perform as well. Though ShoemakBgsfit people could not display
intentional agency insofar as such agency is idd&ied in part by relation tie se
intentions, they could nonetheless possess a urally equivalent form of agency called
‘intentional agency*’, which would differ from intéional agency only in being partly
individuated in terms adle se* intentions rather thade se intentions. Parfit people would
possess entitlements which differ from the entidats we possess insofar as their
entitlements would derive from the possessiodesde* states, but Burge has provided
no argument to suggest that this difference woeidier the Parfit people incapable of

carrying out inference, engaging in intentionalragye or making use of past perceptions.
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The only difference between persons and Parfitgersoncerns the conditions and
nature of their entittements, not their functiooapacities. Burge’s metaphysical
arguments have not established that states wittiearde se form are necessary for
these functional capacities, and | believe theragnts of Sections 5 and 6 go some way
to suggest it is implausible to suppose that toetfat differing metaphysical identity
conditions are involved ide se form and inde se* form is in itself any reason to suppose
creatures with states possessing the former coiitise the core competencies while
creatures with states possessing the latter catldxercise such competencies, or
functionally equivalentle se* analogues.

Hence Shoemaker’s presentatiordete* form provides the reductionist with a
manner of accounting for the entitlements entaiteithe exercise of the core
competencies which does not appeal to memory,lfendrguments presented in earlier
sections bolster his suggestion that Burge woudd béheavy burden of proof if he were
to assert thade se* form could not operate in a functionally equivalesie tode se form.
Burge’s argument, then, fails to undermine the céiduist position in the manner he has
envisioned. These arguments do not show to be Balsge’s claim thatle se form plays
a unique role of the sort he has suggested, bytdbehow that Burge’s arguments in
“Memory and Persons” have failed to demonstrate dssertion. | believe the arguments
of this paper suggest that a more promising rout&firge to take in forming a rebuttal
would be to attempt to show that rather than casid de se form to possess some
functional role whichde se* form could not possess, we must consiaiese form to
possess a sort of normative force whiletse* form could not. That is, Burge might

suggest thatle se* states may not be adequate normative guidesimtiercise of the
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core competencies, or even in the exercise ofutthetibnal analogues of those
competencies which Shoemaker suggests the Paofilepexercise.

But to give up the functional strand of the argutmeravor of the pursuit of this
normative strand would entail the disavowal ofairal Burge states repeatedly
throughout “Memory and Persons”, viz. the claimt ttlemory, with itsde se
presumptions and its presuppositions of trans-teaipdentity—deriving from the
individuation of exercises of basic sorts of agentya condition on the possibility of an
individual's having a representational mind” (Bur§66). This is a metaphysical claim
pertaining to the function afe se form in the individuation of mental states; to guce
that the rebuttal to reductionists must be recaabrmative terms would be to accept that
this central claim in Burge’s essay is incorre¢te arguments contained in the present
paper may not have touched the normative quediigrthey have provided grounds for
considering Burge to have overstated the metaphlyisnplications of his account,
particularly with regard to this central claim abthe conditions entailed in possessing a
representational mind. Nothing Burge says in “Meyrammd Persons” would support the
assertion that creatures whose lives involve asoglg of fission could not possibly
possess representational minds.

Nonetheless, it must be stated that the argumdratgd presented in this essay
have been thoroughly exploratory in nature and toigh on a part of the vast range of
issues Burge deals with in “Memory and Personsaubh | consider this essay to have
provided some considerations which support a réohist account of persons, a much

more thorough and more fully considered analysiald/be necessary in order to ground



any definitive conclusion regarding the debate leetwreductionists and anti-

reductionists.
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