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The Plurality of the Self1

Harry Cleeveley

There are good reasons to think that I am a Lockean person, and there2

are good reasons to think that I am an animal. But there is a problem: an3

animal cannot be identical to a Lockean person, as the two types of entity4

have different persistence conditions. And so the standard response of5

Lockeans has been to reject the claim that I am, strictly speaking, an6

animal. Similarly, animalists, while they can accept that we are persons7

in a broader sense, deny that we are Lockean persons. I find this unsatis-8

factory. Just as I think it is true of me that I would survive the teleporter,9

so I think it is true of me that I would continue to exist in a persistent10

vegetative state. But how can this be so? The answer, I argue, is that there11

are two thinkers at my location, a Lockean person and a human animal,12

and that my use of the first-person pronoun is ambiguous between these13

two entities. Thus there is one sense in which I am a Lockean person,14

and would survive teleportation, and another sense in which I am an15

animal. I also show how my proposal avoids the problem of there being16

too many thinkers at my location.17

There are many problems of personal identity, but two are perhaps the most18

important. The first is the question of our fundamental nature: what sort of19

things are we? The second is the question of our persistence through time:20

what makes a person at one time the same person as a person at another time?21

Although these are separate questions, the answer we give to one will tend to22

influence the answer we give to the other.23

Probably the two most influential theories of personal identity are Lock-24

eanism and animalism. Lockeanism, named for the theory of personal identity25

put forward by John Locke in An Essay Concerning Human Understanding26

(1689), is the claim that we are particular kinds of objects with psychological27

persistence conditions, namely persons.1 To put it in terms of many neo-28

Lockean thought experiments of recent times, my personal identity would go29

1 Views differ on exactly what a person is and precisely what the relevant psychological conditions
are for its persistence. For Baker (2000), a person is an entity that essentially has a first-person
perspective on the world. This incorporates the idea that, to be a person, an object must have
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with my transplanted brain. Versions of this view have been put forward by30

Shoemaker (2004, 2008) and Parfit (1971, 2012), amongst others. Animalism,31

on the other hand, is just the claim that we are animals. This view has been32

advocated by Olson (2003, 2007) and Snowdon (2003), amongst others.33

I start from the perspective of a neo-Lockean. I agree with the thought34

experiments that say that I would go with my transplanted brain, and I think35

that it is at least metaphysically possible that I could persist in a non-physical36

afterlife. But I also think that we are animals. I feel the force of Olson’s (2007)37

point: when I look in the mirror, an animal looks back at me. Surely, then, I38

am the animal – specifically, a primate of the species homo sapiens – looking39

back?40

But there is a problem, which is that an animal cannot be identical to a41

Lockean person. The two types of entity have different persistence conditions:42

a Lockean person can (in principle, as a matter of metaphysical if not nat-43

ural possibility) persist beyond the destruction of its associated animal; but44

an animal cannot survive its own destruction. Therefore a Lockean person45

and its associated animal will have different – in fact, incompatible – modal46

properties; and therefore, whatever their metaphysical relationship may be, it47

cannot be one of numerical identity.48

Thus a common response that Lockeans make to animalism is to deny that49

I am, strictly speaking, an animal. If I am an animal at all, then it is only in the50

derivative sense of being, for example, materially constituted by an animal, or51

inhabiting an animal, or some other such formulation; and if I have animal52

properties, then I do so only in a derivative sense, in virtue of being closely53

metaphysically related to – but not identical to – the animal that directly bears54

those properties.55

I find this response unsatisfactory. Whilst I do not claim to prove that I am56

both an animal and a Lockean person, I do think that there are good reasons to57

accept both claims, and that they can be made compatible. So I want to carve58

phenomenal consciousness – that, following Nagel (1974), there is something it is like to be a
person (at least some of the time) – but it is a stronger requirement. On this view, for an entity
to be a person, it is not enough that there should be something it is like to be that thing: its
consciousness also needs to be organised into a coherent, unified viewpoint on the world. The
conditions for the survival of the person are thus the conditions for the persistence of this unified,
conscious first-person perspective. Broadly, this notion of a person and its survival conditions is
the notion that I have in mind in this paper. (Baker also suggests that, to count as a person, an
entity with a first-person perspective must also be self-aware and, moreover, aware of its own
mental states as its mental states. However, this further requirement seems to me to be too strong
and too exclusive. But I digress.)

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 1
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out a philosophical space in which it is literally true both that I would go with59

my transplanted brain, and that I existed as a pre-conscious foetus. If I am60

successful, this will allow Lockeans to accept that we are literally and strictly61

speaking animals, and it will remove a potential objection to Lockeanism,62

namely that it does not allow us to make such a claim.63

But how is this possible? The answer cannot be that I am one thing that is64

both Lockean person and animal – since, as we have seen, a Lockean person65

cannot be identical to an animal. So my proposed solution is that there are66

two thinking entities at my location, a Lockean person and a human animal,67

and that my use of the pronoun ‘I’ is ambiguous in its reference between68

these two entities. Informally, we might say that I am not one thing, but two.69

We must be careful, though, not to take this slogan literally, since there is no70

disambiguation of ‘I’ on which it is true of me that I am two things: rather,71

there is a disambiguation on which I am an animal, and a disambiguation on72

which I am a Lockean person.73

Perhaps the main objection to this position is that it (supposedly) means74

that there are at least two thinkers, with two minds, at my location, and that75

this would give rise to spurious epistemological worries about which one of76

them is really me. This problem – the too-many-thinkers problem – is at the77

heart of Olson’s (2003) thinking animal argument for animalism. I will show78

howmy theory can meet this objection. My view does indeed entail a sense in79

which there are (at least) two thinkers at my location. But, I argue, this is not80

in itself a problem. The important thing is that on my view there are not two81

minds at my location. There is only one mind, or one stream of consciousness82

– but there are two overlapping entities whose mind it is, and which, in their83

own different ways, are thinking my thoughts. I also develop an account of84

first-person reference to support this view.85

A note on the scope of my claims about personal identity: they are not86

intended to apply to all possible persons (or even to all actual persons), but to87

human persons – and, by extension, to the persons of non-human animals, if88

there are any. Primarily, my thesis is a claim about myself: that my use of the89

first-person pronoun can refer to two things, namely a Lockean person and90

an animal. By extension, it is also a theory about all those persons who are of91

the same nature as me.92

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03
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1 Can a Lockean Person Be Identical to an Animal?93

I start from the perspective that some form of Lockeanism is true. I will not94

argue for this claim, since others, such as Parfit (1971, 2012), and Shoemaker95

(2008), have already done so, and I am broadly in agreement with their views.96

I agree that I have psychological persistence conditions – that I would go with97

my transplanted brain, and that I could survive teleportation. Crucially, I also98

think that it is metaphysically possible for me to survive the destruction of my99

physical animal – that I could in principle survive, for example, as a computer100

simulation or in a non-physical afterlife – as long as the relevant psychological101

continuity persists.2102

Of course, it is an empirical question whether my transplanted brain, or any103

part thereof, would in fact take with it my psychological continuity. The point104

is just that, if it would, then I would go with it. Similarly for teleportation,105

and for the more exotic visions of my post-animal survival.106

A point to note: my persistence through time requires that some future107

entity should in the relevant sense beme – that is, my present self. However, in108

this paper, I will take no view on whether sameness of person across time is a109

matter of strict numerical identity or of some other metaphysical relationship,110

such as being temporal parts of the same four-dimensional object. For the111

record, I am inclined against numerical identity and towards a temporal parts112

view – but nothing that follows depends on the answer to this question.113

My aim in this paper is to show how, starting from a Lockean perspective,114

we can – indeed should – accept that we are animals. But what does it mean115

to say that we are animals? As Olson (2015b) argues, animalism is not merely116

the claim that I am an animal in some derivative or indirect sense, such as by117

being embodied in an animal or constituted by an animal. For in neither of118

2 To be clear, neo-Lockeans disagree amongst themselves regardingwhich scenarios I would survive
in, and which I would not. For example, Shoemaker (2004) thinks that I could survive brain
transplantation but not the teleporter, because in the latter case there would not be the right sort
of causal continuity for the Lockean person to persist. Nor, of course, do Lockeans have to accept
that it is metaphysically possible for me to survive in a non-physical form.
Conversely, one could think that I could survive brain transplantation without being a Lockean

– for example, if one holds that I am just identical to my living brain. Similarly, one could think
that I could survive in a non-physical afterlife without being a Lockean, for example if one holds
that I am an immaterial soul. So there is no agreed upon set of circumstances where all the
Lockeans – and only the Lockeans – think I would survive. My point here is just that I think I
could survive the brain transplant and the teleporter, and could in principle continue to exist in a
non-physical form, precisely because I think that in all these cases the psychological continuity
that is necessary and sufficient for personal persistence could be realised.

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 1
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these scenarios would it be strictly true to say of me that I am an animal. If I119

am just a thing that is embodied in an animal (such as a Cartesian immaterial120

substance), then I am not really an animal at all; and if I am just a thing that121

is constituted by an animal, then I must be something other than the animal122

that constitutes me, for a thing is not identical to the thing that constitutes123

it.3 So animalism is not the claim that we are animals in some derivative or124

indirect sense. Rather, as Bailey (2015) argues, it is the claim that each of us is125

numerically identical to an animal. In my case, there exists a human animal,126

and my use of the first-person pronoun refers to that animal: I am identical127

to that thing, in the classical sense that all its properties are my properties,128

and all my properties are properties of that human animal. So, the question is129

this: given the starting point that I am a Lockean person, is it possible that I130

am identical to an animal?131

Now, there is no reason why an animal cannot be a person in the broader132

sense of having a unified first-person consciousness. That is because the133

concept of a person in this broader sense can plausibly be understood as a134

phase sortal. A phase sortal concept refers to a phase through which an object135

may pass, and which can cease to apply to the object, without the object in136

question ceasing to exist. Snowdon (2003) draws a distinction between phase137

sortal concepts and what he terms an abiding sort, where an abiding sort is a138

category such that something of that sort cannot cease to be a member of the139

sort, without ceasing to exist. For example, the concept of a philosopher is a140

phase sortal, rather than an abiding sort: a thing can pass through a phase141

of being a philosopher, then cease to be one, without ceasing to exist. To142

be a philosopher, one does not have to have philosophy-related persistence143

conditions. But the concept of a lump of rock, on the other hand, is plausibly144

an abiding sort: anything that is a lump of rock cannot cease to be a lump145

of rock and yet continue to exist. Now, there is no reason to think that to be146

a person in this broader sense – as opposed to being a Lockean person – an147

3 There is room for debate here, but I take Olson to have in mind something like the classical view
of material constitution, as in Wasserman (2021), which I will also adopt in this context. On
this view, a statue is materially constituted by the lump of clay from which it is formed, but the
relationship is asymmetrical – the statue does not constitute the lump of clay – and therefore
constitution is not the same as identity. Moreover, the existence of that particular lump, shaped
in that particular way, is metaphysically sufficient for the existence of that particular statue, but
it is not metaphysically necessary, since the same statue could have been formed from a different
lump.

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03
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entity must be a person essentially.4 Thus it is plausible that being a person148

in the broader sense is a phase sortal: a thing, such as a human animal, can149

instantiate the properties of personhood for a period of time, and then cease150

to do so – thus ceasing to be a person – without ceasing to exist. Indeed, this151

is the account that most animalists give of our personhood.152

However, being a Lockean person – as opposed to merely a person in the153

broader sense – cannot be a mere phase of an animal. It is tempting to think154

that this is because Lockeanism is a theory of our persistence conditions, and155

that there is a general principle that a thing cannot change its persistence156

conditions and yet continue to exist. However, I do not think we are entitled157

to assume any such general principle. A thing cannot cease to satisfy its158

persistence conditions whilst continuing to exist; but this does not mean a159

thing’s persistence conditions themselves cannot change over time, while the160

thing persists.161

For example, consider the following case. A person P1 at time t1 has persis-162

tence conditions C1, where C1 is the appropriate type and degree of psycho-163

logical continuity with P1. Thus some later person, P2, at time t2, will be the164

same person as P1 just if they satisfy C1. And now the persistence conditions165

of P2 will be C2, where C2 is the appropriate type and degree of psychological166

continuity with P2; and some later person P3 at t3 will be the same person as167

P2 just if they satisfy C2; and so on. So the question is whether the sequence168

of successive persistence conditions, C1, C2…Cn, must be unchanging?169

If sameness of person across time is transitive, then any Cn must include170

C1, in the sense that satisfaction of Cn must entail satisfaction of C1. This is171

because if sameness of person is transitive, then, if P1 is the same person as P2172

and P2 is the same person as P3, then P3 is the same person as P1 – and thus the173

fact that P3 satisfies C2 means that they also satisfy C1. However, if sameness174

4 Against this, Baker (2000) and Sutton (2014) both argue that an entity must have its person-
making characteristics essentially if it is to count as a person. On this view, animals cannot be
persons in any sense. I think this is mistaken. An animal, on my view, can have a phase of being a
person in the broader sense, in virtue of constituting (or being otherwise metaphysically related
to) a Lockean person – but an animal cannot be a Lockean person. Of course, this means that
there can be two persons at my location – one Lockean, with psychological persistence conditions,
the other merely a phase of the animal. But does this not lead to a problem of having too many
persons at my location? Not necessarily. Certainly, we do not want there to be more than one
first-person perspective at the same location. But I think it is possible to have an animal that has
a phase of having a first-person perspective (and which therefore has a phase of being a person
in the broader sense), and for this very same first-person perspective to be an essential feature of
a Lockean person.

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 1
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of person across time is not transitive, but is rather a matter of degree that175

can (so to speak) fade out over time, then the persistence conditions of a176

person may change over time – even as the person remains the same. To take177

the current example, it could be that P3 is the same person as P2, and P2 is178

the same person as P1, but P3 is not the same person as P1. But this would179

mean that P2 and P1, despite being the same person, have different persistence180

conditions – since P3 satisfies C2 but not C1.181

Now, for present purposes I will not take any view on whether or not182

sameness of person across time is a transitive relation; and nor am I claiming183

that it is possible for something to go from having psychological persistence184

conditions to having non-psychological persistence conditions. The point is185

just that we cannot help ourselves to a general principle that a thing cannot186

change its persistence conditions without ceasing to exist. So this is not the187

reason why being a Lockean person cannot be a mere phase of an animal.188

Fortunately, there is a simpler reason, which is that a phase cannot outlast189

the object of which it is a phase. And, if we are Lockean persons, then we can190

in principle outlast our animals – and so our being Lockean persons cannot be191

a mere phase of our animals. By the same logic, being an animal cannot be a192

mere phase of a Lockean person – because, if something is an animal, then it193

can survive the permanent loss or destruction of its associated Lockean person,194

for example if it enters a persistent vegetative state. This does not mean, of195

course, that a Lockean person cannot have a phase of being associated with196

an animal, such as by being materially constituted by or inhabiting one – just197

that being numerically identical to an animal cannot be a phase of a Lockean198

person.199

So an animal cannot be a phase of a Lockean person, and a Lockean person200

cannot be a phase of an animal. But is it nonetheless possible for a Lockean201

person and an animal to be numerically identical? That is, is it possible for202

something to simultaneously have both the property of being an animal and203

the property of being a Lockean person? I will argue that it is not.204

At first sight, it may not seem obvious that a Lockean person cannot be205

identical to an animal. After all, Lockeanism is not first and foremost a theory206

of our fundamental nature, but rather an account of our persistence conditions.207

Indeed, Lockeanism is consistent with both physicalist and dualist accounts208

of consciousness, and of our nature.5 In itself, it is silent on whether we have209

5 Indeed, on some definitions, physicalism is compatible with the claim – made by some Lockeans
– that I could persist in an immaterial form. For example, Jackson (1998) defines physicalism
as the claim that my physical properties are metaphysically sufficient for my consciousness –

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03

https://doi.org/10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03
10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03


PR
OO
F

8 Harry Cleeveley

parts, and if so which ones, or on how we relate to human animals. However,210

this does not mean that Lockeanism is completely silent on our nature: if211

Lockeanism is true, then our fundamental nature, whatever it may be, must212

be such that we have psychological persistence conditions.213

But the nature of animals is such that their persistence conditions, what-214

ever they may be, are not psychological.6 For example, some humans survive215

in a persistent vegetative state, with no natural possibility that their previous216

psychological continuity will ever be restored. In such situations, the human217

animal persists, even though the psychological continuity of the person has218

been extinguished. Similarly, every animal was once an embryo without any219

mental life. Therefore psychological continuity (or even the mere presence220

of psychological states) is not a necessary condition for an animal to persist221

in existence; but nor, as shown by the neo-Lockean thought-experiments in-222

volving brain transplants, teleporters and so forth, is psychological continuity223

sufficient for the survival of the animal (let us suppose that the brain-donor224

animal and the human animal that steps into the teleporter are both destroyed225

in the course of the experiment). So animal persistence conditions, whatever226

else they may be, are not psychological persistence conditions.227

So the persistence conditions of animals and those of Lockean persons228

are completely different: for Lockean persons, psychological persistence is229

necessary and sufficient for continued existence; for animals, animal condi-230

tions (be they somatic or organic) are necessary and sufficient. And these231

conditions are not merely different – they are incompatible. If psychological232

and therefore, from a Lockean perspective, that they support my persistence conditions. But
this does not entail that the continuation of my physical properties is metaphysically necessary
for the continuation of my consciousness: it leaves open the possibility that my consciousness
might continue – and thus, by Lockean standards, that I might persist – in an immaterial form.
(Interestingly, this would seem to entail that being a material object is not an abiding sort: if both
Lockeanism and physicalism are true, I could in principle cease to be a material object and yet
continue to exist.)

6 What then are the persistence conditions of animals? The main options are: first, that the per-
sistence conditions of animals relate to the persistence of organic life – that is, an animal is a
mass of particles organised in a common life, and the survival of the animal is a matter of the
continuity of these organic processes of life; second, that the persistence conditions of animals
are somatic – that is, that the survival of the animal is a matter of the physical persistence of its
body, whether or not organic life persists. If the persistence conditions of animals are organic in
the aforementioned sense, then the lifeless body of an animal is not strictly speaking an animal,
since its organic life has ceased; but if they are somatic, then the lifeless body of an animal is a
dead animal. Either way, the important point is that the persistence conditions of animals have
nothing to do with the continuity or otherwise of their psychological properties.

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 1
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persistence is sufficient for survival, then animal persistence is not necessary;233

and if animal persistence is sufficient for continued existence, then psycholog-234

ical persistence is not necessary. So nothing can have necessary and sufficient235

persistence conditions that are psychological and necessary and sufficient236

persistence conditions that are animal; and therefore nothing can be both a237

Lockean person and an animal.238

Now, it may be objected that an animal and a Lockean person might be239

numerically identical despite their irreconcilable persistence conditions, if240

they are both phase sortals. We have already seen that one cannot be a mere241

phase of the other – but what about the possibility that both may be phases of242

some underlying entity? For example, the necessary and sufficient conditions243

of being a philosopher are that one does philosophy – it is neither necessary244

nor sufficient that one plays football. And the necessary and sufficient con-245

ditions of being a footballer are to play football – it is neither necessary nor246

sufficient that one does philosophy. But the fact that the property of being a247

footballer and the property of being a philosopher have completely different248

essential conditions does not mean that something cannot instantiate both249

simultaneously. Thus a single object, namely a human being, can have over-250

lapping phases of being a philosopher and a football player (ignore, for this251

example, the small matter of whether it is the Lockean person or the animal252

who philosophises and plays football).253

But the situation with animals and Lockean persons is not like this. Some-254

thing that is a footballer, or a philosopher, can cease to be a footballer, or a255

philosopher, and yet continue to exist. When we specify the necessary and256

sufficient conditions for something to persist as a footballer or a philosopher,257

we are not thereby specifying the conditions for it to persist in existence.258

But the persistence conditions of a Lockean person are the conditions for259

something that is a Lockean person to continue to exist; and the persistence260

conditions of an animal are the persistence conditions for something that is261

an animal to continue to exist. In other words, Lockean person and animal are262

abiding sorts, not phase sortals. And it cannot be the case that a single object263

is such that psychological continuity is sufficient for its continued existence,264

yet animal persistence is necessary, or that animal persistence is sufficient,265

yet psychological continuity is necessary.266

To be clear, this does not rule out the possibility of something having per-267

sistence conditions that involve the conjunction of psychological and animal268

conditions. The difference here is between psychological and animal condi-269

tions being individually necessary and sufficient, in the case above, and them270

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03
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being individually necessary but only jointly sufficient, in the conjunction271

case. However, I will rule out this conjunction view on the grounds that it272

is incompatible with Lockeanism: if animal and psychological persistence273

conditions are only jointly sufficient for my survival, then I could not, by274

definition, survive the destruction of my animal.275

And what about disjunctive persistence conditions? The idea here is that276

my persistence consists of the persistence of either psychological or animal277

conditions. Thus Langford (2014) argues for the view that we are what he278

terms bio-psycho continuers – that is, entities that will survive if either the279

appropriate psychological continuity or the appropriate biological continuity280

occurs. The problem with this view, though, is that while it allows that psy-281

chological and biological continuity are both individually sufficient for my282

survival, it denies that either is individually necessary. But if this is true, then283

we are neither Lockean persons nor animals. The Lockean intuition is not just284

that I could survive the teleporter; it is also that there is a sense in which I285

would not survive in a persistent vegetative state. Because my psychological286

continuity would be extinguished, there is an important sense in which I287

would cease to exist. Similarly, the animalist intuition is not just that animal288

continuity is sufficient for my persistence – it is also the intuition that, in289

some sense, I would not survive a brain transplant that destroyed my donor290

body, and could not continue to exist in an immaterial afterlife. Now, in the291

case of animalism, it may be objected that this intuition goes beyond the core292

claim that we are animals. Perhaps, one might think, I am identical to an293

animal, but the animal to which I am identical could persist in an immaterial294

form, or would go with my transplanted brain. And in that case, my being295

identical to an animal would not be inconsistent with the disjunctive account296

of my persistence conditions. But to close this loophole, we need only add297

the premise (highly plausible, in my view) that animal persistence requires a298

degree of somatic or organic continuity that is not satisfied in these Lockean299

scenarios. And so if we think, as I think we should, that there is a sense in300

which we would not survive in a persistent vegetative state, and a sense in301

which we, being animals, could not exist in an immaterial form, then we302

should reject disjunctivism about our persistence conditions.303

So, to summarise: anything that is a Lockean person has psychological304

necessary and sufficient persistence conditions; anything that is an animal305

has non-psychological necessary and sufficient persistence conditions (be306

they organic or somatic); and, because being an animal and being a Lockean307

person are not phase sortals, nothing can have both these sets of persistence308

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 1
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conditions; and therefore nothing can be both a Lockean person and an309

animal.310

2 Why Think That We Are Animals?311

Perhaps unsurprisingly, a common Lockean response (see e.g. Baker, 2002)312

is to deny that we are identical to animals. If I am an animal at all, then it is313

only in a derivative sense, such as in virtue of by being materially constituted314

by one. And if I am an animal in at most a derivative sense, then I will have315

certain animal properties in at most a derivative sense, in virtue of the close316

metaphysical relationship that I have to the animal that, strictly speaking,317

has them. Suppose, for example, that metabolism and immunity to certain318

diseases are, strictly speaking, properties of my animal, and not of the Lockean319

person that I am identical to. On this view, although I do not strictly speaking320

have these properties, I may be said to have them in a derivative sense because321

I am materially constituted by, or otherwise metaphysically related to, the322

entity that properly has them.7323

I find this position unsatisfactory. My view is that we are animals in a324

non-derivative sense, and that we have our animal properties directly and325

non-derivatively. But why should we think this? There are of course numerous326

arguments for animalism. In Section 3, I will consider Olson’s (2003) thinking327

animal argument in some detail. Here, I will briefly consider some other328

arguments for animalism.329

First, the animal ancestors argument (Blatti, 2020) is supposed to be a330

reductio ad absurdum of any theory that denies that we are animals, since this331

would lead – so the argument goes – to the denial of evolution. In essence, the332

argument runs as follows: if I am not an animal, then nor were my ancestors;333

and if my ancestors were not animals, then nor were their ancestors; and334

so on; but, in that case, I am not the product of evolution through natural335

7 Can we be more definitive about which of my animal’s properties would, on this view, be had by
me in at most a derivative sense? We cannot simply say that any property had by my animal will
be had by me in at most a derivative sense, since my animal will – derivatively, and in virtue of
constituting a Lockean person – have some properties that I have non-derivatively. But nor can we
say that any property had non-derivatively by my animal will be had by me (at most) derivatively,
since there will be some properties that my animal and I will both have non-derivatively (such as
our temporal properties, perhaps). But do I think it is reasonable to say that, on this view, any
property that my animal has in virtue of being an animal, but which I do not have just in virtue
of being a Lockean person, will be had by me, the Lockean person, in at most a derivative sense.
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selection; but this is absurd, since we know evolution to be true; therefore I336

am an animal.337

However, I do not think this argument is particularly compelling. Even if I338

am not identical to an animal, it remains the case that my animal is an animal,339

and that my animal’s ancestors are themselves animals, and so on. It is my340

animal that is the product of evolution through natural selection, regardless341

of whether or not I am numerically identical to it. Moreover, it is animals342

that have ancestors, since reproduction is a function of animals; and, if I am343

not my animal, then it is not clear that, strictly speaking, I have ancestors.344

Now, if I am not my animal, then there will no doubt be questions about how345

and at what point in evolutionary history animals came to be metaphysically346

connected to Lockean persons. But these are part and parcel of the wider347

question of how (on the Lockean view) Lockean persons and animals are348

metaphysically related.349

The association argument for animalism (Bailey, 2015) proceeds from the350

observation that my animal and I seem always to be closely associated with351

each other: wherever I go, my animal goes; whenever my animal is tired, or352

sick, I am tired, or sick; and so on. The simplest and best explanation of this353

phenomenon, so the argument goes, is that my animal and I are constantly354

associated because we are identical. But, once again, I do not think this ar-355

gument is compelling. If I am not an animal, but a Lockean person that is356

(let us say) materially constituted by an animal, then I would expect to be357

associated with my animal in the way that we actually observe. Now, it is358

true that material constitution (for example) is a somewhat more complex359

explanation of the association than strict identity would be. But it is not much360

more so, and the fact remains that both explanations are able to account for361

the observed datum of the association. And if we have independent reason to362

think that we are Lockean persons – if, for example, we are persuaded by the363

thought-experiments of Locke, Parfit and others that we have psychological364

persistence conditions – then the mere fact that I am associated with an ani-365

mal does not provide a compelling reason to think that I am identical to that366

animal as opposed to being a Lockean person.367

A stronger reason, in my view, for thinking that we are animals is that the368

standard Lockean account – which says that I am a thing that is constituted by369

an animal, but not an animal (cf Baker 2002) – cannot explain how I existed370

as a foetus, or how I could continue to exist in a persistent vegetative state.371

In other words, whilst it may be plausible that a Lockean person could have372

animal properties such as metabolism and disease immunity in a derivative373

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 1



PR
OO
F

The Plurality of the Self 13

sense, in virtue of its close connection to the animal that properly has them, it374

is much less plausible that a Lockean person can have animal persistence con-375

ditions in a derivative or secondary sense. How can we meaningfully say that376

I, being a Lockean person, would not strictly speaking exist if my animal were377

in a persistent vegetative state, but that I would exist in a derivative sense? If,378

as per the standard Lockean view, the first-person pronoun refers to a Lockean379

person and not to an animal, then it has no reference at all when my animal380

is a foetus or in a persistent vegetative state. In those circumstances, I will not381

be around to have any properties at all, whether derivative or otherwise. So382

the problem for the standard Lockean view is that our ordinary commitments383

about ourselves, if taken at face value, entail not just that we have animal384

properties, but that we have animal persistence conditions.385

Of course, the standard Lockean is free to reject the claim that I existed386

as a foetus and would continue to exist in a persistent vegetative state, just387

as the pure animalist is free to reject the claim that I would survive in brain388

transplant and teleportation scenarios. But if we accept both sets of claims,389

then we must accept that the first-person pronoun refers to a thing with390

psychological persistence conditions, namely a Lockean person, and to a391

thing with animal persistence conditions, namely an animal.392

3 I Am Not One Thing, but Two393

It seems that we are at something of an impasse: there is good reason to think394

that we are Lockean persons, with psychological persistence conditions; and395

there is good reason to think that we are – literally and strictly, and not merely396

derivatively – animals; and yet an animal cannot be numerically identical to397

a Lockean person.398

But this impasse arises only because we have made the implicit assumption399

that my use of the first-person pronoun refers to just one thing – and that the400

questions of our fundamental nature and persistence conditions concern the401

fundamental nature and persistence conditions of that one thing. But what if402

my use of the first-person pronoun does not just refer to one entity, but is am-403

biguous between two? And so I propose the following solution to the impasse:404

that there are two metaphysically distinct entities at my location – a Lockean405

person and a human animal – and that my use of the first-person pronoun is406

ambiguous between these two entities. Thus the first-person pronoun has a407

sense in which it will be true that I am a Lockean person, and a sense in which408

it will be true that I am identical to an animal. (By the same token, it will also409
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have a sense in which it is false that I am a Lockean person, and a sense in410

which it is false that I am a human animal – I will return to this point in due411

course.)412

It is important to be distinguish the claim that I am making here from413

certain things that I am not saying. I am not saying that we are complex414

entities containing both Lockean persons and human animals as parts: for if415

I am identical to a complex containing parts, then I am not identical to any of416

the parts – and so I would not, in that case, be either a Lockean person or a417

human animal.8418

Another important point is that, while the title of this section proclaims419

that I am not one thing but two, we have to be careful with this slogan. Strictly420

speaking, as I clarified in the Introduction, there is no disambiguation of ‘I’421

on which it is true that I am two things. Rather, there is a disambiguation on422

which it is true that I am one thing, and a disambiguation on which it is true423

that I am another.424

Moreover, it is important to be clear that the ambiguity attaches to the425

first-person pronoun itself, and not to the verb ‘to be’. So it is not that I am a426

Lockean person in one sense and I am an animal in another sense, such as by427

being numerically identical to a Lockean person, and materially constituted428

by an animal. Rather, my claim is that the first-person pronoun has one429

disambiguation on which we are strictly identical to Lockean persons, and430

another on which we are strictly identical to human animals. In this respect, I431

agree with Sutton (2014), who argues that, in ordinary usage, the first-person432

pronoun is ambiguous in this way, referring sometimes to ourselves as persons,433

sometimes to ourselves as animals, and often to both without distinction. The434

core idea about self-reference that I am advocating is the same as Sutton’s,435

although we arrive at the same place via different (but complementary) routes:436

Sutton’s aim is to show how it is not necessarily problematic for there to437

be more than one thinker (and, by extension, more than one candidate for438

reference of ‘I’) at my location, as long as the thinkers in question share a439

8 This position is similar to the conjunctive account of our persistence conditions, which I rejected
above. There is a subtle difference, though: on the conjunctive account, there is one thing, which
will persist if and only if there is both psychological and animal continuity, and I am identical
to that thing; on the present, ‘complex’ account, there are two things – one with psychological
persistence conditions, onewith animal persistence conditions – and I am identical to the complex
entity consisting of both things. But the difference is a fine one, and I will reject both positions
on the grounds that they are incompatible with my being a Lockean person.
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supervenience base; my aim is show how we can respect the intuitions that440

motivate both animalism and Lockeanism.441

If self-reference is indeed ambiguous in the way that Sutton and I propose,442

then there is likely to be a division of labour, so to speak, between those443

properties that we have as animals (or those predicates that are true of us444

as animals), and those properties that we have as Lockean persons. Some445

properties we will have as animals, but not as Lockean persons; some we446

will have as Lockean persons, but not as animals; and some we will have447

as both animals and Lockean persons. So, plausibly: my animal has organic448

properties such as metabolism and immunity to certain diseases; my Lockean449

person has the property of being able to survive teleportation; and (as I shall450

argue below) both my entities have the property of thinking my thoughts.451

The precise division of labour, of course, will depend on one's metaphysical452

theory of Lockean persons and their relation to animals. It is an open question,453

for example, whether my Lockean person has the same mass as my animal,454

or indeed any mass at all; similarly whether, if my animal is walking, my455

Lockean person is also walking in a non-derivative sense. The exact details456

of this division of labour need not concern us for present purposes. Under457

normal circumstances, we do not even notice that there is a division of labour458

with respect to our properties, because the two entities overlap in time and459

space and in their causal relations to the outside world. But there are certain460

circumstances under which the two entities have the potential to come apart,461

and the division of labour is important. For example: I, the animal, but not I,462

the Lockean person, existed as a foetus; and I, the Lockean person, but not I,463

the animal, could in principle survive the destruction of my animal.9464

9 We can imagine hypothetical situations in which the reference of ‘I’-thoughts is complicated
by the spatial separation of an animal and its Lockean person. For example, Dennett (1978)
imagines a scenario in which his living brain is separated from the rest of his body and kept alive
in a vat. The neural connections between his brain and his still-living body are maintained by
means of implanted radio transmitters and receivers, connecting the brain to the nerve stumps
in his now-brainless skull, so that the neural pathways between brain and body are perfectly
preserved. Sensory inputs travel from the body to the brain, and motor signals flow in the other
direction. Dennett then imagines himself in his now-brainless body, looking at his envatted brain.
Or should he say that he is in the vat, being observed by his body? Where is he?
What should we say about the reference of Dennett’s ‘I’-thoughts in this hypothetical scenario

– and, in particular, about the spatial location of their referent? With respect to Dennett’s animal,
the situation seems relatively straightforward: if the separated brain is not deemed to be part of
the animal, then we should say that the animal is located wherever the brainless body is located;
but if, as may seem more plausible, the living brain is deemed a part of the animal, then we
ought to say that the animal has a part in the vat and a part outside of it. Hence if Dennett’s
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But what about thought? As I mentioned above, my view is that both the465

animal and the Lockean person are thinking my thoughts. However – to466

anticipate an objection that I will address in more detail in the next section467

– this does not mean that there are two parallel streams of thought at my468

location, one belonging to the animal and the other to the Lockean person.469

Rather, there is only one stream of thought at my location; but there are two470

entities at my location, each of which is metaphysically related tomy thoughts471

in such a way that each is thinking them (albeit in slightly different senses of472

‘thinking’). So there is one stream of thought, but two thinking entities.473

This brings me to the question of how we should understand thoughts474

about ourselves. How does self-reference work? Which thinking entity is475

being referred to, and which is doing the referring? First, we must distinguish476

between, on the one hand, a thought in the sense of an occurrent mental477

state that is the bearer of semantic content (a thought in this sense may be,478

depending on one’s view, a brain state, or a non-physical token of phenomenal479

consciousness) – and, on the other, the semantic content that the thought480

bears. As already noted, there is only one stream of thoughts at my location,481

which is common to both the animal and the Lockean person. Thus, any482

time I think an ‘I’-thought, there is only one occurrent mental state, which483

is common to both thinking entities. However, the semantic content of this484

single mental token is ambiguous. The idea, in outline, is that the first-person485

‘I’-thoughts are taken to refer to Dennett’s animal, the location of their referent seems relatively
unproblematic. But where, in this scenario, is Dennett’s (Lockean) person located? It seems to
Dennett that he, the person, is located with his body – that is where is first-person perspective
resides, after all. He has no sense whatsoever of being in the vat. And yet, as a physicalist, he
takes the view that his conscious states are identical to his brain states – which are physically
located in the vat. So which is the true location of Dennett, the person?
I am not sure we can give a single, unambiguous answer to this question. It seems to me that

there are two ways to understand the location of the Lockean person. First, there is the location
in physical space of the causal (or metaphysical, depending on whether dualism or physicalism
is true) substratum of consciousness – that is, the location of the relevant brain-states. Second,
there is the apparent location of the Lockean person’s first-person perspective. This is determined
not by the actual location of the causal substratum of consciousness, but by the content of one’s
sensory experience. In Dennett’s case, the apparent location of the first-person perspective is at
his brainless body. I say apparent location to emphasise that it is determined by the content of
consciousness, not by the spatial properties of the entities that are the bearers or the underlying
causes of consciousness. Moreover, the apparent location of the first-person perspective may not
even correspond to a location in physical space – for example in scenarios where we are immersed
in a convincing but virtual world. Normally of course, these two locations of the Lockean person
– the apparent location of the first-person perspective, and the physical location so the causal
substratum – coincide. But there is no reason to suppose that they have to always coincide.
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pronoun has a narrow content that, for any token occurrence of the pronoun486

in thought, will pick out whatever entity is thinking the thought in which the487

token is embedded. In other words: I am the thinker of this thought. But of488

course, on the model I am proposing, for any thought, there are two entities489

that are thinking it, namely a Lockean person and a human animal. This490

means that any occurrence of the first-person pronoun will be ambiguous491

in its reference between these two entities, at least in the absence of any492

contextual information to disambiguate the reference.493

And if the first-person pronoun is ambiguous, then statements containing494

it will also be ambiguous. When I talk about myself, I could be talking about495

a Lockean person, or about a human animal (or both, without distinction).496

As noted above, the result is a sort of division of labour: some statements that497

I make about myself will be true regardless of how the first-person pronoun498

is disambiguated; but some will be true only if the first-person pronoun is499

interpreted as referring to the Lockean person, and some will be true only if500

it refers to the human animal. Or, to put it another way, some statements will501

be true in one sense, and false in another. Hence it is true that I, the Lockean502

person, could survive teleportation, but false that I, the animal would survive;503

and it is true that I, the animal, would persist in a persistent vegetative state,504

but false that I, the Lockean person, would persist.505

This, though, raises another worry. The statements ‘I am a human animal’506

and ‘I am a Lockean person’ will each have a disambiguation of ‘I’ on which507

they are true, and a disambiguation on which they are false: it is true of a508

human animal that it is a human animal, but false that it is a Lockean person;509

and it is true of a Lockean person that it is a Lockean person, but false that it510

is a human animal. And, moreover, this means that there is a sense in which511

it is true that I am not a human animal, and another sense in which it is true512

that I am not a Lockean person.513

While this may seem alarming, we need to keep in mind what is going514

on here: the first-person pronoun is ambiguous, and refers both to a thing515

that is a Lockean person (and not a human animal), and to a thing that is a516

human animal (andnot a Lockean person).The truth-conditions of the various517

disambiguated ‘I’-statements are the just consequence of this ambiguity. So,518

while there is a sense in which it is true that I am not a Lockean person, this519

just means that ‘I’ can refer to a thing that is not a Lockean person. But this is520

very different from saying that it does not refer to a thing that is a Lockean521

person. And similarly,mutatis mutandis, for the human animal.522
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Now, if the first-person pronoun is ambiguous in thisway, then it is tempting523

to think of each disambiguation as belonging to – that is, as being thought524

by – the corresponding thinker. That is, it is tempting to suppose that the525

human animal thinks the ‘I’ that refers to the human animal, and the Lockean526

person thinks the ‘I’ that refers to the Lockean person. But this is a mistake.527

As Sutton (2014) argues, we should not think that each disambiguation of528

an ‘I’-thought must be assigned to either the Lockean person or the animal.529

Rather, there is only one token occurrence of the ‘I’-thought, in the sense of530

one content-bearing mental state, and this thought is common to both the531

animal and the Lockean person. Thus each disambiguation of the thought532

will belong to – will be thought by – both thinkers.533

Still, the idea may persist that each thinking thing is referring only to itself,534

and not to the other entity. Consider the following scenario: two protestors,535

A and B, are together holding up a sign that says, “I am angry”. By analogy536

with my view, we ought to say that each protester is expressing both that A is537

angry, and that B is angry. But would it not be more natural to regard each538

protestor as expressing only of himself that he is angry?10 The fact that they539

are jointly holding one sign, rather than each holding their own individual540

signs, hardly seems to be the decisive factor. So why should we think that the541

situation is different when it comes to having two thinking entities thinking542

one thought?543

But now suppose that the sign, instead of saying, “I am angry”, had said’544

“the holder of this sign is angry”. In that case, it might seem more natural to545

regard each protestor as intending to communicate, not just that he himself546

is angry, but that both he and the other sign-holder are both angry – to have547

intended the ambiguity, so to speak. (If the sign had read, “the holders of548

this sign are angry”, then there would of course be no ambiguity, and we549

would interpret each sign-holder as communicating something about both).550

However we interpret the intentions of the sign-holders, the point is that it551

makes sense for us to assess – using whatever pragmatic cues are available552

in the situation – what each individual sign-holder intends to communicate,553

and what the intended reference of his communication is.554

However, it is not clear that we can perform the same sort of assessment555

when we are dealing with the case of a Lockean person and a human animal,556

both of whom are thinking the same token thought. What we are able to557

do – at least in some situations – is to make a pragmatic assessment of the558

10 I am grateful to an anonymous referee for posing the challenge in this way.
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intended reference of a human person’s use of the first-person pronoun. For559

example, if someone says, “I could survive the teleporter”, and, given all the560

circumstances, we take them to intend to express a truth (and we know that561

they are schooled in the philosophy of personal identity), then we might take562

them as intending to refer just to the Lockean person, and not to the human563

animal. If, on the other hand, the human person had said, “I would continue564

to exist in a persistent vegetative state”, then we might take them as intending565

to refer just to the human animal, and not the Lockean person. So it is not the566

case, in my view, that every occurrence of the first-person pronoun as used567

by a human person has to be ambiguous in its reference: some occurrences568

will be intended to refer one way, and some the other, and we can often use569

pragmatic cues to work out the best interpretation of a speaker’s intentions.570

But it is one thing to disambiguate the intended reference of a particular571

use of the first-person pronoun; it is another to draw a distinction between572

the person’s act of reference and the animal’s act of reference. In the case of573

the sign-holding protesters, it makes sense for us to assess the communicative574

intentions of each individual separately. Protestor A has a communicative575

intention, and protestor B has a communicative intention, and both of their576

intentions are numerically distinct things (and they are also distinct from577

the sign itself, which is analogous to the mental state shared by the animal578

and Lockean person that is the bearer of their content). But this is not the579

case when a human animal and a Lockean person are thinking the same580

token thought. Their shared thought is not like a sign that they are jointly581

holding up. It is not as if there are three token thought-entities in the picture:582

the animal’s communicative intention, the Lockean person’s communicative583

intention, and the mental state that they have in common; rather, there is just584

the one occurrent thought, which they are both thinking. So whilst it may be585

possible, depending on the context, to disambiguate the intended reference of586

that thought, the act of reference itself will belong equally to both the animal587

and the person.588

Moving on, we see that this theory of first-person reference can be broad-589

ened in scope in two ways. First, we can expand the scope to cover more590

than just first-person reference. Our self-reference does not in itself cause591

there to be both a thinking animal and a Lockean person at my location; nor592

does it cause both of these entities to be thinking the same numerical stream593

of thoughts. The metaphysical facts are independent of our self-reference:594

the ambiguity of the pronoun ‘I’ merely tracks (or rather, fails to distinguish595

between) these metaphysical facts. So there is no reason why this account596
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cannot be extended to second and third-person reference as well. If I am both597

a Lockean person and an animal (to speak informally), then so are you, and598

so are they.599

Second, we might ask: what about non-human animal persons? If non-600

human animals do not have Lockean persons, then the issue that this theory601

is intended to solve will not arise, for they will simply be animals (and perhaps602

also persons in some broader, phase sortal sense). But if non-human animals603

do have Lockean persons, then the same account is available for them as604

well.11605

4 Too Many Minds? Too Many Thinkers?606

Perhaps the main objection to my thesis – that my use of the first-person607

pronoun is ambiguous in its reference between two thinking things at my608

location – is that it will supposedly lead to what Shoemaker (2008) calls the609

too many thinkers problem. In simple terms, the worry is that if my use of610

‘I’ can refer to either a Lockean person or a human animal, then there will611

be two distinct entities that are both thinking my thoughts. There may even612

be two minds at my location, one belonging to the animal and the other to613

the Lockean person. Thus the claim that ‘I’ is ambiguous seemingly collapses614

into the view that there are two distinct persons or minds – one animal, one615

Lockean – both inhabiting the same portion of space and time, and each616

thinking my thoughts. This seems to raise epistemological worries about617

which of these entities I really am. If I think the thought ‘I am a Lockean618

person’, then how do I know that I am the Lockean person thinking truly, and619

not the human animal, thinking falsely? And similarly for the thought ‘I am620

a human animal’?621

This worry is at the heart of Olson’s (2003) thinking animal argument622

for animalism. This argument can be summarised as follows: (i) there is an623

animal at my location; (ii) the animal at my location is thinking; (iii) I am624

11 For non-human animals that are capable of self-reference (if there are any), then the same
principles that I outlined above in respect of our self-reference here will apply to them. For
non-human animals that are not capable of self-reference (which one imagines is most, if not all
of them), the issue of how to understand their self-reference will of course not arise. But there
is no reason to think (without further argument) that an absence of self-reference entails the
absence of a Lockean person. And if non-human animals do have Lockean persons associated
with them, then it is also possible that our third-person reference to them has the potential to be
ambiguous between the non-human animal and the associated Lockean person (at least in the
absence of contextual information that removes any ambiguity).
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at my location; (iv) I am thinking; but (v) there is only one thinker at my625

location; and therefore (vi) I am the thinking animal at my location.626

I will take it that the claims (i), (iii) and (iv) are true – that there is an627

animal at my location, that I am at my location, and that I am thinking. I will628

also take it that the argument is essentially valid. So the important questions629

are whether the animal at my location is thinking, and whether there can630

only be one thinker at my location. If both of these claims are true, then the631

thinking animal argument will indeed show that I am identical to an animal.632

Moreover, this would not just show that I am an animal: it would also show633

that I am not a Lockean person. This is because Lockean persons, whatever634

else theymay be, are certainly thinkers; but, as I have argued above, a Lockean635

person cannot be identical to an animal; and so, if there is a thinking animal636

at my location, and if there can only be one thinker at my location, then there637

cannot also be a Lockean person at my location – and therefore I cannot be638

a Lockean person. So the thinking animal argument presents a problem not639

just for traditional Lockeans, who deny that I am identical to an animal, but640

also for my claim that my use of ‘I’ can refer to both a Lockean person and an641

animal.642

How then should we respond to the thinking animal argument? Lockeans643

who wish to resist the conclusion that I am an animal have several options.644

One is to deny premise (ii) – that is, to deny that the animal at my location645

is really thinking at all (see, for example, Shoemaker 2004). Another option646

is to reject premise (v) – that is, to argue that there can be more than one647

thinker at my location. Thus Baker (2000) argues that the Lockean person to648

which I am identical and the animal at my location are both thinking, but649

in different senses: the Lockean person is thinking in a non-derivative sense,650

and the animal is thinking in a derivative sense, in virtue of constituting the651

Lockean person.652

But unlike both Shoemaker and Baker, I do not wish to deny that we are653

animals. Unlike Shoemaker, I do not deny premise (ii). In fact, I think it654

implausible to deny that the human animal at my location is thinking – after655

all, this animal has all of the brain states that are (at the very least) causally656

correlated with my thinking. Yet what is the animal doing with all of these657

brain states, if not thinking?658

But what about the constitutionalist version of Lockeanism, as advocated659

by Baker (2000, 2002)? I agree with this view in its rejection of premise (v)660

of the thinking animal argument – like Baker, I think there are (at least) two661

thinkers at my location. Moreover, it can be plausibly argued that this claim –662

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03

https://doi.org/10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03
10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03


PR
OO
F

22 Harry Cleeveley

that there are two thinking things at my location – does suggest some version663

of constitutionalism, even if it does not strictly entail it. How so? If there are664

two thinking things at my location, this raise the question of whether one665

of them could be thinking without the accompaniment of the other. Now, it666

seems a fairly straightforward consequence of Lockeanism that a thinking667

Lockean person can exist without an associated thinking animal. The more668

interesting question is whether, on my view, we ought to say that there could669

in principle be a thinking animal without an accompanying Lockean person.670

Here we face something of a dilemma. We can ask: would a zombie duplicate671

of a thinking animal – that is, a being that is a physical duplicate of a thinking672

animal, but which lacks phenomenal consciousness, per Chalmers (2010) –673

count as thinking? If the answer is ‘Yes’, then it seems to follow that a thinking674

animal can exist without an accompanying thinking Lockean person – since,675

plausibly, a Lockean person requires at least some degree of phenomenal676

consciousness. But the cost of this is that animal thinking would be a very677

different sort of thing than the thinking done by Lockean persons. The latter678

would necessarily involve phenomenal consciousness, but the former would679

not. And we might then wonder whether it is even appropriate to refer to680

both sorts of activity as ‘thinking’. But if, on the other hand, the answer is ‘No’,681

then we are arguably closing in on some sort of constitution view: if we have a682

thinking animal, then we have an animal that is phenomenally conscious; but683

if we have phenomenal consciousness, then it is hard to see how we do not684

have a Lockean person; and therefore the existence of a thinking animal would685

metaphysically entail the existence of an accompanying Lockean person.12686

So I agree with Baker in one important respect, namely that there can be687

more than one thinker at my location; and it is at least plausible this in itself688

leads to some form of constitutionalism. However, there is one crucial respect689

in which my view differs from the constitutionalist account offered by Baker:690

unlike her, I think that my use of the first-person pronoun does refer to the691

thinking animal at my location (because, as noted earlier there is a sense in692

which I would still exist if this animal ceased thinking and entered a persistent693

vegetative state).13694

12 Note also that one could accept the constitution view without having to embrace some form
of physicalism about phenomenal consciousness: we could hold that the Lockean person is
constituted by the physical properties of the animal plus appropriate contingent psycho-physical
connecting laws.

13 Another point of disagreementwith Baker is that, in her view, our Lockean persons are necessarily
embodied. So, while I, the Lockean person, could in principle survive the destruction of my
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But how can there be more than one thinker at my location? The first thing695

is to remember, as discussed in the previous section, that there is a distinction696

between having multiple thinkers and having multiple minds at the same697

location. The paragraph at the start of this section, in which I outlined the698

supposed problem of having too many thinkers, elided that distinction – but it699

is a crucial one, because although having more than one mind at my location700

would be a problem, having more than one thinker need not be.701

Consider the following two scenarios. The first is that there are two entities702

at my location, namely a Lockean person and a human animal, each of which703

is thinking numerically distinct occurrences of the same qualitative type of704

thought. Thus there are two parallel streams of consciousness, one of which705

is being thought by each thinker. So in this scenario, there are not only two706

thinkers at my location, but two distinct minds. And so there seems to be a707

genuine question about which thinker is me, and which mind is mine. And708

not only is there a genuine question but – even worse – there seems to be no709

way of answering it. Ex hypothesi, the animal’s mind and the Lockean person’s710

mind are subjectively the same, even though they are numerically distinct. To711

return to the question posed at the beginning of the section: if I think ‘I am712

an animal’, then how do I know that I am the animal thinking truly, and not713

the Lockean person thinking falsely?714

But another scenario is that while there are two thinkers, there is only one715

mind. In this scenario, while there is only one stream of consciousness at my716

location, there are two entities – a Lockean person and a human animal – that717

are metaphysically related to the single stream of consciousness in such a718

way that each is thinking it. Now, while there being two minds at my location719

would give rise to the epistemological worries just noted, it is much less clear720

that having two thinking entities for one stream of consciousness would – in721

itself – be a problem. For example, at the same time as my animal is thinking722

my thoughts, it is also the case that my living brain is thinking my thoughts,723

as is my un-detached head, as is my left-hand complement – and so on. For724

any given stream of thoughts, there are multiple different and overlapping725

ways to delineate the immediate causal ground of those thoughts, and this726

does not (or does not obviously) give rise to a problem of having too many727

animal, I could not continue to exist without being embodied in some form. My view is that,
while it is plausible that my living animal is metaphysically sufficient to constitute my Lockean
person, there is no reason to think that continued embodiment in some form is metaphysically
necessary for my Lockean person to survive. But we can ignore this point of disagreement for
present purposes.
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minds. Whichever way we cut things, it seems that any reasonable ontology728

must allow for more than one thinking entity at my location – and we do729

not normally find such part-sharing scenarios to be problematic in terms of730

containing too many thinkers. This point is also made by Sutton (2014), who731

argues that having both a thinking animal and a Lockean person atmy location732

is no more problematic than the parts-sharing cases. The essential point, for733

Sutton, is that where a Lockean person and her animal (or body) share a734

supervenience base for thinking, the thinking that results is not summative735

– that is, we do not have to count the Lockean person’s thinking separately736

from the animal’s.737

This seems quite right to me.14 The essential point, as I see it, is that having738

two thinking things in our ontology need not commit us to more than one739

stream of thought, and it is only this that would be problematic. Moreover, in740

the two-thinkers-one-mind scenario, there is no epistemological worry about741

which mind is my mind, because there is only one mind – there is one stream742

of consciousness that is common to both thinkers, not two parallel streams743

of consciousness. But is there an epistemological worry about which thinker744

I am though? No. If I think ‘I am a human animal’, then, as I argued above,745

both the Lockean person and the human animal are thinking this thought.746

But then is the thought true or false? Because of the ambiguous reference of747

the first-person pronoun, the thought will have a disambiguation on which it748

is true (because the human animal is a human animal), and a disambiguation749

on which it is false (because the Lockean person is not a human animal).750

14 There is a tangential – but important – matter on which I disagree with Sutton’s account, but
it does not affect the present argument. In short, his supervenience solution to the too-many-
thinkers problem is supposed to apply only if we assume a physicalist account of persons – that is,
if persons supervenemetaphysically on animals (or bodies). But if persons are not physical, then
there is an easy solution, according to Sutton – the Lockean can reject the claim that animals (or
bodies) think, on the grounds that their brain states will not be sufficient for thought.
Now, I think this is mistaken on a number of points. First, I do not think that thought needs to

supervenemetaphysically on an animal’s physical properties in order for us to say that animals
think. It might plausibly be enough for thought to supervene causally on the material base. That
is, we can be permitted to say that animals (or bodies) think, even if we believe that naturalistic
dualism is true. But this means that a non-physicalist who is also a Lockean and who believes
that animals can think (I confess that I am in this category) must be able to avail him-or-herself
of the two-thinkers-one-mind solution. Fortunately, there is no more reason to think that this
solution is only available to physicalist accounts of persons than there is to think that, if dualism
is true, then animals will not think. The essential point is that an animal’s thoughts and those of
a co-located Lockean person need not be counted separately, but can be numerically identical.
But this issue is independent of whether physicalism is true.
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But, as we have seen, this does not mean that the human animal thinks the751

true disambiguation of the thought and the Lockean person thinks the false752

disambiguation. Rather, both entities are thinking the one thought, in the753

sense that they have in common a single bearer of content – but it just so754

happens that the content that the thought bears is ambiguous in its reference,755

and it further so happens that the ambiguity in question relates to the very756

entities that are thinking the thought.757

Now, with all this talk of ambiguity, we might wonder how many semantic758

contents an ‘I’-thought will have. Here we have a choice. We can either say759

that there is one narrow content, which is ambiguous between two references;760

or we say that there are two broad contents. I happen to favour some form of761

phenomenal intentionality theory of mental content (cf Bourget & Mende-762

lovici, 2019), and am a believer in narrow content; moreover, I think that763

two-dimensional semantics, along the lines developed by Chalmers (2010),764

provides a useful way to understand narrow content. If one is sympathetic to765

such theories, then one could take the view that the first-person pronoun, ‘I’,766

has a primary intension roughly equivalent to ‘the thinker of this thought’,767

where this thought refers to the token content-bearing mental state in which768

the occurrence of ‘I’ is embedded. This primary intension would constitute769

a narrow content that is ambiguous in its reference between the Lockean770

person and the animal.771

But this internalist and two-dimensional account is optional: one need not772

accept the existence of narrow content to accept the general metaphysical ac-773

count of persons and of self-reference that I am proposing here. An alternative774

possibility, as already noted, is that any occurrence of the first-person pronoun775

will have two broad contents, one relating to the Lockean person and the other776

to the animal, with no narrow content involved. However, this debate need777

not concern us for present purposes. For simplicity’s sake, I have spoken in778

terms of one (narrow) content that can be ambiguous in its reference, rather779

than in terms of two broad contents – but it should be understood that one780

could re-phrase my overall account according to one’s preferred theory of781

mental content.782

Another potential objection to my central claim is that, even if I have783

avoided the problem of there being too manyminds at my location, having784

more than one thinker – even for the same mind – raises problems of its own.785

Arguably, we now seem to have two entities in competition to be the true786

cause of my thoughts. Is it the person or the animal that causes the thoughts787

to occur? If only one entity is causally effective, then it is hard to see how we788
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can legitimately say that the other entity is thinking my thoughts. But in that789

case, then surely my use of ‘I’ refers to the entity that is actually doing the790

thinking of my thoughts, in the sense of causing them to occur, and not to791

anything else? But if, on the other hand, both entities are causally effective792

with respect to my thoughts, then we seem to face worries, familiar from the793

literature on mental causation, about causal over-determination. What, in794

this scenario, ensures that the person and the animal have the same causal795

output? Must there be causal determinism of both entities’ outputs to ensure796

they remain in synch?797

But I think these concerns would be misplaced. We should not see the798

person and the animal at my location as being in some sort of competition799

to be the true cause of my thoughts. Recall the earlier point that there are800

multiple overlapping entities that, at any given moment, are thinking my801

thoughts: just as my brain is thinking, so is my living body, and my left-hand802

counterpart, and so on. We do not thereby regard these entities as being in803

causal competition, but as being metaphysically related in such a way that all804

are participants in one causal process.805

Consider an analogy. There is a computer on my desk whose physical806

architecture is performing various calculations. But there is also a token of a807

computer program that is performing these very same calculations. Is there a808

too-many-calculators problem? Do we have to choose between saying that it809

is really the physical computer that is doing the calculating, or the computer810

program?No, becausewe can readily grasp that the computer and the program811

are each calculating in a different sense: roughly, the program is a functional812

system whose states represent information states, and the transitions between813

these states represent operations performed on that information; the computer814

itself is the physical system that realises or implements the functional system.815

The same token program – bearing the same information – could survive816

the destruction of the computer, if it were transferred to some other physical817

architecture; and the same computer would persist if the programwere wiped,818

and another installed in its place. We can understand the difference between819

hardware and software, and that, when there is calculating going on, both820

hardware and software are involved, and both can be said – albeit in different821

senses – to be calculating.822

Now suppose that one of the states of the program, S, is such that S rep-823

resents whatever entity produces state S. But what does S represent – the824

physical computer or the computer program? Plausibly, it can represent either,825

depending on how we understand the term ‘produces’ with respect to S. We826
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can legitimately say that the program produces S because the program is a827

system of functional operations of which state S is one result. But we can also828

say that the physical computer produces state S because it implements the829

program. By analogy, if state S were a phenomenally conscious state, we could830

equally well say that the computer or the program is the ‘thinker’ of S.831

If we wish to press the analogy, we could take the view that there are832

different senses of thinking in which the person and the animal at my location833

are thinkingmy thoughts. But what are these two senses of thinking? Roughly,834

we might say that the animal is thinking the stream of consciousness in the835

sense of being the immediate causal basis (ormetaphysical ground, depending836

on one’s view) for the occurrence of those thoughts. However, this is not an837

essential fact about the animal: it would still be an animal were this not the838

case (if, say, it were in a persistent vegetative state). Thus the animal not839

only has the property of thinking in an animal-specific sense: it also has this840

property only non-essentially. But the Lockean person, on the other hand,841

is thinking the (numerically) same stream of thoughts as the animal in the842

sense that it is the unified, first-person conscious perspective in which the843

stream of thought occurs. And so not only does the Lockean person think in844

a different sense from the animal: unlike the animal, it has the property of845

thinking essentially.15846

Now, it may be objected that this proposal – that there are two sorts of847

thinking, one applicable to the Lockean person and the other to the animal –848

weakens the idea that animals are really thinking. However, I think this worry849

would be misplaced. There is no reason, absent further argument, to hold850

that the sense in which the animal thinks is any less real or meaningful than851

the sense in which the Lockean person thinks. Consider the constitutionalist852

model advocated by Baker (2000, 2002), on which my animal is thinking in a853

derivative sense, in virtue of constituting me, the Lockean person, who thinks854

non-derivatively. I am sympathetic to Baker’s insistence that the animal’s855

thinking is no less real than that of the Lockean person. My objection to Baker856

is not that, on his view, the animal is not really thinking: my objection is that,857

15 Moreover, if we combine this view, according to which there are two senses of ‘thinking’, with
the two-dimensional account of first-person reference that I outlined above, according to which
the first-person pronoun has an intension roughly equivalent to ‘the thinker of this thought’,
then the ambiguity of self-reference will be grounded in an underlying ambiguity in the notion
of thinking. Thus, if ‘I’ refers to whatever entity is thinking the particular thought in which the
occurrence of the pronoun is embedded, there will be one sense of ‘thinking’ in which the animal
at my location is thinking my thoughts, and I am that animal, and another sense of ‘thinking’ in
which the Lockean person at my location is thinking my thoughts, and I am the Lockean person.

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03

https://doi.org/10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03
10.48106/dial.v78.i1.03


PR
OO

F

28 Harry Cleeveley

on his view, the animal’s thinking is not reallymy thinking. I say that my use858

of ‘I’ refers ambiguously to both the Lockean person and the animal – and859

that, although there may be different senses in which each entity is thinking860

my singular stream of thoughts, any sense in which they are thinking is a861

sense in which I am thinking.862

5 Conclusion863

As I have argued, a Lockean person cannot be identical to an animal. For this864

reason, it is common for those who accept some form of Lockeanism to deny865

that we are animals, at least strictly speaking. In this paper, I have hopefully866

shown that this is not necessary – that is quite possible for Lockeans to accept867

the claim that we are animals, and not just in a derivative sense. I have argued868

that there are two thinking entities at my location – a human animal and a869

Lockean person – and that my use of the first-person pronoun is ambiguous870

between these two entities. Thus there is one sense in which I am a Lockean871

person, and another sense in which I am a human animal.872

For those of a Lockean persuasion, this approach has certain advantages873

over the outright rejection of animalism. It permits a plausible division of874

labour with respect to the properties we attribute to ourselves, such that some875

are instantiated by the animal, some by the Lockean person, and some by both876

entities. And I think it also captures the ambiguity that we often feel about877

our own natures: that in one sense we are animals who are destined to return878

to the dust from which we are made; and that in another sense we could, in879

principle at least, persist beyond the destruction of our animal selves.880
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