Imagining being someone else 
Williams on imagining I was someone else
[bookmark: _GoBack]Schlick famously claimed that survival after death must be a contingent matter, because he could imagine watching his own funeral….. [But] we have only too readily to hand another account of the experience which, I suspect, was the one that Schlick reported in this way: namely, that he was not imagining himself watching his own funeral, he was visualising his own funeral. And what that proves in the way of logical possibility, if it proves anything, is only the logical possibility of his funeral, which is not in dispute. (Bernard Williams, “Imagination and the Self”, in Bernard Williams, Problems of the Self, p 40)
‘I might have been somebody else' is a very primitive and very real thought; and it tends to carry with it an idea that one knows what it would be like for this 'I' to look out on a different world, from a different body, and still be the same ‘I’. To start at the easiest place, we know perfectly well that a great deal of what we are, in terms of memory, character, and bodily development, is the product of accidental factors which we can readily conceive to have been otherwise: 'if my parents had, as they considered doing, emigrated when I was two . . . ' — yet it would still have been me. Suppose, further, that I had had different parents, who had borne me in a different year, a different century, even…….. If we press this hard enough, we readily get the idea that it is not necessary to being me that I should have any of the individuating properties that I do have, this body, these memories, etc. And for some of them, such as the body, we may think that it is not necessary to have one at all; and, quite readily, we might not have any memories. The limiting state of this progress is the Cartesian consciousness: an 'I' without body, past or character. (Williams, pp 40-41
It looks as though we might admit that someone could exist with just those empirical properties of history, appearance, etc., that I as a matter of fact have, and yet that person not be me. So, by these arguments, ‘I might not have existed' cannot mean 'there might not have existed a person with just this specification’. (Williams, p 42)
In the description of this activity, only two people need figure: the real me and Napoleon. There is no place for a third item, the Cartesian 'I', regarding which I imagine that it might have belonged to Napoleon. To suppose that such an entity is involved seems, in some part at least, to follow from a confusion of two modes of the imagination: that of imagining with regard to a certain thing, distinct from myself, that it is such and such; and that of imagining being such and such….. For with regard to this formula, we may feel bound to ask what this 'I' is that turns up inside the expression of what I imagine. If it is the ordinary empirical one, as I am, what I imagine seems to be straightforwardly self-contradictory, which stops me in my tracks; and this will not do, for I know that, in imagining being Napoleon, I am not stopped in my tracks. Impressed by the fact that I am not stopped in my tracks, I may come to embrace the only apparent alternative: that this 'I' is a Cartesian one. (Williams, p 44)

Commentary on Williams
At the end of "The Imagination and the Self," Bernard Williams uncovers a common confusion about the range of thoughts in which the metaphysics of personal identity is implicated. When I imagine being someone else, I can be described as imagining that I am the other person which sounds as if I am imagining a relation of identity between that person and me, David Velleman. As Williams points out, however, this particular way of imagining that I am another person is not really about me or my identity with anyone. If my approach to imagining that I am Napoleon, for example, is to imagine being Napoleon, then I simply imagine a particular situation as experienced by Napoleon. I imagine the landscape at Austerlitz as seen through Napoleon's eyes, the sounds of battle as heard through his ears, the nap of a tunic as felt by his hand. Although Napoleon doesn't appear in the resulting mental image, he does appear in the content of my imagining, since I am imagining Austerlitz specifically as experienced by him. But I, David Velleman, am absent both from the image and from the content of the imagining: I'm not imagining anything about the person who I actually am. Since I'm not imagining anything about my actual self, in this case, I'm certainly not imagining a relation of identity between me and Napoleon. ….. Of course, the anticipation that  I will  wake up  in  the  future  is a first-personal  thought.  But so is imagining that I am Napoleon; and in that instance, the thought's being first­personal doesn't guarantee that it is about me,  the  thinker.  Imagining that I am Napoleon is first-personal, but it is, so to speak, first-personal about Napoleon, in the sense that it is framed from Napoleon's point of view.  ….. So it does not pick out Smith as the object of Smith's imaginings; it merely introduces the self-concept, or "I," under which Smith imagines Napoleon, as he would express by going on to imagine saying "I am Napoleon." The same goes for the second occurrence of "I" in ''I'm imagining that I am Napoleon."  This "I" isn't a reference to me, David Velleman. It simply marks the place of the first-person pronoun in the utterance-image "I am Napoleon," which would demonstrate the orientation of my imagining from within…… Here at last we see why Williams's method for imagining that I am Napoleon does not involve imagining anything about my actual self, DV. It simply involves entertaining imaginary thoughts in the Napoleonic first-person, so to speak, an egocentric scheme of reference whose centre - and hence whose ego -is NB. (David Velleman, ‘Self to Self’, The Philosophical Review, Vol. 105, No. 1 (Jan., 1996), pp 1, 7, 39)
For me to imagine that I am Napoleon is not to imagine that Napoleon is me.  But identity is a symmetrical relation. Therefore, I do not imagine that I am identical to Napoleon. Let me fill out this argument a little: "I am Napoleon" evidently expresses the same cognitive content as "Napoleon is me." If these sentences express identity statements, then they should differ from one another in cognitive content no more than "Cicero is Tully" differs from "Tully is Cicero". (Purely grammatical changes in pronoun and verb should not affect the cognitive content expressed.) If p expresses the same cognitive content as does p', then anyone who imagines p should also imagine p'. Indeed, it seems that anyone who imagines that Cicero is Tully also imagines that Tully is Cicero. Yet, although I imagine that I am Napoleon, it seems false to me, the imaginer, that I imagine that Napoleon is me. Therefore what I imagine is not that I am identical to Napoleon. It is evidently false that when imagining that I am Napoleon I also imagine that Napoleon is me. To speak metaphorically, it gets the direction of fit wrong-it is fitting Napoleon into me, rather than me into Napoleon. I don't imagine that Napoleon is me, for that would, it seems, be imagining that Napoleon is Steven Reynolds. (This is one respect in which imagining that I am Napoleon is not like believing that I am Napoleon. If I believed that I was Napoleon, I would believe that Napoleon was me, and so I would probably believe, for example, that Napoleon is working on this paper. I certainly wouldn't imagine that Napoleon is working on this paper.) …… Another difficulty about the alternative that in this particular kind of transference imagination I imagine myself is that none of the expected implications about me seem to be fictionally true. Perhaps all I explicitly imagine, all that I provide myself in the way of evidence from which to reconstruct the world of this fiction, is visualizations and narration of the events of the battle. Then it seems that the person referred to by using 'I' in the report of transference imagining ought to be interested in philosophy, at least when not leading the armies of France. For it is true that if I led the armies of France at the battle of Waterloo, gave such and such orders, and so on (all that can be concluded directly from the "evidence" that is presented in the imagining), then when the battle was over, and I had recovered from all of the excitement, I would want to read philosophy. Yet it seems to me that when I imagine being Napoleon I don't imagine that I would want to read philosophy. Perhaps all such implications are barred by my intentions as to how I shall imagine myself. If so, then it seems that I am imagining myself to lack every distinctive property I have, and instead to have every property that Napoleon had. But if I do that, what is left of me in this imagining? How can it be imagining myself? …… Nevertheless, if someone claims to be imagining Winston Churchill at the Battle of Waterloo, but, as he imagines him, Churchill isn't English, he doesn't smoke cigars, he lacks the bulldog determination, and as to his positive properties, he is French, is called Napoleon, etc. etc., then he is not imagining Churchill. He's just imagining Napoleon. If there aren't at least some fictional implications to the imagined character's being Churchill, which wouldn't equally be fictional implications of his being Napoleon, then he isn't imagined to be Churchill. …… But in imagining Napoleon from the inside I do not imagine that I am experiencing Napoleon's conscious states. I merely imagine Napoleon having those states by representing them to myself in a certain way. The temptation to suppose that I imagine that I am having them arises because I represent them to myself in a way that reproduces Napoleon's point of view on them. Churchill. [Reynolds, S. (1989) “Imagining Oneself to be Another,” Nous 23(5)]

‘If I were you …’
Practical deliberation is in every case first-personal, and the first person is not derivative or naturally replaced by anyone. … The should of practical reason has, like any other, a second and a third person, but these forms merely represent my perspective on your or his interests and rational calculations, the perspective of “if I were you”…… (Bernard Williams, Ethics and the limits of philosophy (1985), p 67, 61)
[W]hen I think about the moral decisions and dilemmas of others, it seems to me that I am very often asking: ‘What would I think it right to do in such a situation?’ That is, I am making a hypothetical agent’s judgement of my own. ….. I want now to ask whether Sidgwick's thesis holds of Vere's* 'This is what I ought to do' in this situation. That is, is Vere logically committed to the corollary, And anyone else in the same situation ought to act likewise'? To answer this I first ask myself what I would have said and done if faced with the same circumstances as Vere. I try, as does Melville in depicting Vere's line of thought, to discount the possibilities of failure of nerve and softness in the face of a terrible duty; I try, that is, to confine myself to the genuinely moral features of the situation. Having done this, I believe that I could not have acted as did Vere; and by the 'could not', I do not mean 'should not have had the nerve to', but that I should have found it morally impossible to condemn a man 'innocent before God' under such circumstances. In reaching this decision I do not think that I should appeal to any considerations over and above those to which Vere himself appeals. It is just that I think I should find the considerations connected with Billy Budd's peculiar innocence too powerful to be overridden by the appeal to military duty. [Winch, P., ‘The universalizability of moral judgement. In: P. Winch, Ethics and Action. pp. 153, 163]
*A character in Herman Melville’s story ‘Billy Budd’. Captain Vere, commander of a British vessel in 1797, is in charge of the court martial of a technically guilty but morally innocent young sailor who strikes and kills his superior officer. 
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