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Anthony Quinton

3

The Soul

1. THE SOUL AND SPIRITUAL SUBSTANCE

Philosophers in recent times have had very little to say about
the soul. The word, perhaps, has uncomfortably ecclesiastical
associations, and the idea seems to be bound up with a number
of discredited or at any rate generally disregarded theories. In
the history of philosophy the soul has been used for two distinct
purposes: first, as an explanation of the vitality that distin-
guishes human beings, and also animals and plants, from the
broad mass of material objects, and, secondly, as the seat of
consciousness. The first of these, which sees the soul as an ethe-
real but nonetheless physical entity, a volatile collection of fire-
atoms or a stream-of animal spirits, on some views dissipated
with the dissolution-of the body, on others absorbed at death
into the cosmic soul, and on others again as capable of inde-
pendent existence, need not detain us. The second, however, the
soul of Plato and Descartes, deserves a closer examination than
it now usually receives. For it tends to be identified with the
view that in each person there is to be found a spiritual sub-
stance which is the subject of his mental states and the bearer
of his personal identity. But on its widest interpretation, as the
nonphysical aspect of a person, its acceptance need not involve
either the existence of a spiritual substance over and above the

This article is reprinted from The Journal of Philosophy, vol. 59, no. 15
(July 1962), by courtesy of the editor and of A. Quinton.
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tive. It does change, and it, or its parts, can come or be brought
into the focus of attention. Even if its comparatively undisturb-
ed persistence of character suggests it as a criterion, its vagueness
makes it even less accessible to public application than the
general run of mental criteria and leaves it with little power to
distinguish between one person and another. The organic back-
ground is, of course, as regressive a criterion as any other part
of a person’s mental life. Its only virtues are that it is observable
and that it does seem to be a universal constituent of the mo-
mentary cross sections of a person’s experience. In this last
respect it is preferable to most distinguishable features of a
person’s mental life. For, generally speaking, the parts of a com-
plex and enduring thing are not necessary to the identity of
that thing. Just as a cathedral is still the same cathedral if a
piece has been knocked off it, whatever the piece may be, so a
person is the same person if he ceases to have a particular belief
or emotion, whatever that belief or emotion may be.

Finally, if it is held that the spiritual substance is neverthe-
less a permanent and unaltering constituent of a person’s con-
scious life, it follows that it must be unobservable and so useless
for purposes of identification. Suppose that from its very first
stirrings my consciousness has contained a continuous whistling
sound of wholly unvarying character. I should clearly never
notice it, for I can only notice what varies independently of
my consciousness—the whistles that start and stop at times
other than those at which I wake up and fall asleep. It is this
fact that ensured from the outset that Hume’s search for a self
over and above his particular perceptions was bound to fail. The
unobservability of spiritual substance, and its consequent in-
applicability as a criterion, can also be held to follow directly
from taking its status as substance seriously, as an uncharacter-
ized substratum for qualities and relations to inhere in with no
recognizable features of its own.

But to admit that spiritual substance cannot possibly be the
criterion of a person’s identity and that it cannot be identified
with any straightforwardly observable part of a person’s mental
life does not mean that it does not exist. It has seemed self-
evident to many philosophers that every mental state must have
an owner. To believe this is not to commit oneself to the exis-
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speaking in this way is when we say, for example, “there is a
sadness about the place,” when walking about some ruins in a
contemplative frame of mind. What we mean in this case is that
the place inclines us to feel sad and might well give rise to the
same inclination in others. And this capacity for producing sad
feelings in myself and others, as a disposition, has its own sub-
stance, so to speak: the broken columns and collapsed walls
with which it is bound up.

The subject in this rather thin and formal sense is not
borne dowri in the ruin of that concept of spiritual substance
in which it is proposed as the determinant of personal identity.
It could be argued that it is a loose way of referring to the re-
lated series of other mental states or to the body or both with
which any given mental state is universally associated by our
manner of reporting such states. If it is something distinct from

. both of these, as it has traditionally been believed to be, it is

_ not properly to be called the soul. It could not exist without

any states at all, and even if it could it would be an emotionally
useless form of survival of bodily death. Its existence, in fact,

is irrelevant to the problem of the soul, which is that of whether
a person is essentially mental in character and so distinct from
his body, a connected sequence of mental states and not a
physical object. It is irrelevant whether the sequence of mental
states composing a person on this theory presupposes a dis-
tinguishable subject or not.

Spiritual substance cannot be the criterion of personal
identity, and it may or may not be presupposed by the exis-
tence of conscious mental states. Whether as part or presup-
position of our mental life, it should not be identified with the
soul when this is conceived as the nonbodily aspect of a person.
The well-founded conviction that there is no spiritual substance
in the first sense and widespread doubts as to its existence in
the second should not be allowed to obscure the issue of
whether there is a unitary nonbodily aspect to a person and, if
there is, whether it is the fundamental and more important as-
pect. Locke saw that spiritual substance could not account for
personal identity and, although. he believed in its existence,
speculated whether it might not have been possible for God to
endow a material substance with the power of thinking. Yet he
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while these are not identical with each other. However, a more
plausible criterion can be offered in terms of continuity of
character and memory. Two soul-phases belong to the same soul,
on this view, if they are connected by a continuous character
and memory path. A soul-phase is a set of contemporaneous
mental states belonging to the same momentary consciousness.
Two soul-phases are directly continuous-if they are temporally
juxtaposed, if the character revealed by the constituents of each
is closely similar, and if the later contains recollections of some
elements of the earlier. Two soul-phases are indirectly continu-
oug and connected by a continuous character and memory
path if ‘there is a series of soul-phases all of whose members are
directly continuous with their immediate predecessors and suc-
cessors in the series and if the original soul-phases are the two
end points of the series. There is a clear analogy between this
criterion and the one by means of which material objects, in-
cluding human bodies, are identified. Two object-phases belong
to the same object if they are connected by a continuous qual-
ity and position path. Direct continuity in this case obtaing
between two temporally juxtaposed object-phases which are
closely similar in qualities and are in the same position or in
closely neighboring positions. Indirect continuity is once again
the ancestral of direct continuity. There is no limit to the
amount of difference in position allowed by the criterion to
two indirectly continuous object-phases, but in normal discourse
a limit is set to the amount of qualitative difference allowed by
the requirement that the two phases be of objects of the same
kind. Character in the mental case corresponds to quality in the
physical and memory to spatial position. The soul, then, can be
defined empirically as a series of mental states connected by
continuity of character and memory.

Now there is an objection to the idea that memory can be
any sort of fundamental criterion of identity which rests on the
view that a memory criterion presupposes a bodily criterion. I
shall defer the consideration of this issue, however, until two
less serious difficulties have been met. These are that the con-
struction suggested requires an exploded Cartesian dualism about
the nature of mental states and, arising out of this, that a per-
son’s character is not clearly distinguishable from his body. The
former, Rylean, objection can be met without difficulty. Even if
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conditions for its more obvious manifestations do not.

3. MENTAL AND BODILY CRITERIA OF IDENTITY

In recent philosophy there have been two apparently inde-
pendent aspects to the view that the mind is logically dependent
on the body. On the one hand, there are the doctrines that hold
mental states either to be or necessarily to involve bodily states,
whether bodily movement and dispositions thereto or neural
events and configurations. With these doctrines, I have argued,
the empirical concept of the soul can be reconciled. On the
other hand, many philosophers have insisted that the basic and
indispensable criterion of personal identity is bodily. Even mind-
body dualists like Ayer, who have accepted the existence of a
categorially clear-cut class of mental events, have sometimes
taken this position. In his first treatment of the problem he ap-
pears at first to give a mental account of the concept of a per-
son as being a series of experiences. But the relation that con-
nects them in his theory involves an indispensable reference to a
particular persisting human body. A person is made up of those
total mental states which contain organic sensations belonging
to one particular human body, presumably to be identified it-

self in terms of continuity of qualities and spatial position. Ayer
draws the conclusion that properly follows from this and from
any other account of personal identity that involves reference to
a particular human body, namely that the notion of a person’s
disembodied existence is a self-contradictory one and, further,
that even the association of a personality with different bodies
at different times is inconceivable. These conclusions may well
seem to constitute a reductio ad absurdum of the bodily crite-
rion of personal identity rather than a disproof of the possibility
of a person’s survival of death. To explore them a little further
will help to present the claims of mental as against bodily crite-
ria in a clearer light.

At the outset it must be admitted that the theory of a
bodily criterion has a number of virtues. It has, first, the theo-
retical attraction of simplicity, in that it requires only one mode
of treatment for the identification through time of all enduring
things, treating human beings as just one variety of concrete
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on the rocks and in a small box in the mortuary. It is not es-
sential for the argument that the luminous object look like A or
that it speak in A4’s voice. If it were a featureléss cylinder and
spoke like a talking weighing machine we should simply take
longer becoming convinced that it really was A. But if continuity
of character and memory were manifested with normal ampli-
tude, we surely should be convinced.
Consider a slightly different case. I know two men B and C.
B is a dark, tall, thin, puritanical Scotsman of sardonic tempera-
ment with whom I have gone on bird-watching expeditions. C
is a fair, short, plump, apolaustic Pole of indestructible enter-
prise and optimism with whom I have made a number of more
urban outings. One day I come into a room where both appear
to be, and the dark, tall, thin man suggests that he and I pursue
tonight some acquaintances I made with C, though he says it
was with him, a couple of nights ago. The short, fair, plump,
cheerful-looking man reminds me in a strong Polish accent of a
promise I had made to B, though he says it was to him, and
which I had forgotten about, to go in search of owls on this
very night. At first I suspect a conspiracy, but the thing contin-
ues far beyond any sort of joke, for good perhaps, and is accom-
panied by suitable amazement on their part at each other’s
appearance, their own reflections in the mirror, and so forth.
Now what would it be reasonable to say in these circum-
stances: that B and C have changed bodies (the consequence of
a mental criterion), that they have switched character and mem-
ories (the consequence of a bodily criterion), or neither? It
seems to me quite clear that we should not say that B and C
had switched characters and memories. And if this is correct, it
follows that bodily identity is not a logically complete criterion
of personal identity; at best it could be a necessary condition of
personal identity. Of the other alternatives, that of refusing to
identify either of the psychophysical hybrids before us with B
or C may seem the most scrupulous and proper. But the refusal
might take a number of different forms. It might be a categor-
ical denial that either of the hybrids is B or C. It might, more
sophisticatedly be an assertion that the concept of personal
identity had broken down and that there was no correct answer,
affirmative or negative, to the question: which of these two is
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B and which C? It might, uninterestingly, be a state of amazed
and inarticulate confusion.

What support is there for the conclusion required by the
empirical concept of the soul, that B and C have substituted
bodies? First of all, the rather weak evidence of imaginative
literature. In F. Anstey’s story Vice Versa the corpulent and re-
pressive Mr. Bultitude and his athletic and impulsive schoolboy
son are the victims of a similar rearrangement. The author shows
not the smallest trace of hesitation in calling the thing with the
father’s character and memories the father and the thing with
the father’s body the son. (Cf. also Conan Doyle’s Keinplatz
Experiment.) A solider support is to be found by reflecting on
the probable attitude after the switch of those who are most
concerned with our original pair, B and C, as persons, those who
have the greatest interest in answering the question of their
personal identity: their parents, their wives, their children, their
closest friends. Would they say that B and C had ceased to
exist, that they had exchanged characters and memories or that
they had exchanged bodies? It is surely plain that if the char-

acter and memories of B and C really survived intact in their
new bodily surroundings those closely concerned with them
would say that the two had exchanged bodies, that the original
persons were where the characters and memories were. For why,
after all, do we bother to identify people so carefully? What is
unique about individual people that is important enough for us
to call them by individual proper names? In our general relations
with other human beings their bodies are for the most part
infrinsically unimportant. We use them as convenient recogni-
tion devices enabling us to locate without difficulty the per-
sisting character and memory complexes in which we are in-
terested, which we love or like. It would be upsetting if a com-
plex with which we were emotionally involved came to have a
monstrous or repulsive physical appearance, it would be socially
embarrassing if it kept shifting from body to body while most
such complexes stayed put, and it would be confusing and tire-
some if such shifting around were generally widespread, for it
would be a laborious business finding out where one’s friends
and family were. But that our concern and affection would
follow the character and memory complex and not its original
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work. He will want her to be docile and quiet, perhaps, and to
remember that he takes two parts of water to one of scotch,
and no ice. If she ceases to be plump and red-headed and vigor-
ous he may lose interest in and abandon her, but he would have
done so anyway in response to the analogous effects of the
aging process. If he has any idea of her as a person at all, it
will be as a unique cluster of character traits and recollections.
As a body, she is simply an instrument of a particular type, no
more and no less interesting to him than a physically identical
twin. In the case of a purely sexual relationship no particular
human body is required, only one of a more or less precisely
demarcated kind. Where concern with the soul is wholly absent
there is no interest in individual identity at all, only in identity
of type. It may be said that this argument cuts both ways: that
parents and children are concerned only that they should have
round them children and parents with the same sort of char-
acter and memories as the children and parents they were with
yesterday. But this is doubly incorrect. First, the memories of
individual persons cannot be exactly similar, since even the
closest of identical twins must see things from slightly different .
angles; they cannot be in the same place at the same time. More
seriously, if more contingently, individual memories, even of
identical twins, are seldom, if ever, closely similar. To put the
point crudely, the people I want to be with are the people who
remember me and the experiences we have shared, not those
who remember someone more Or less like me with whom they
have shared more or less similar experiences. The relevant com-
plexity of the memories of an individual person is of an al-
together different order of magnitude from that of the bodily
properties of an entrepreneur’s lady friend. The lady friend’s
bodily type is simply enough defined for it to have a large num-
ber of instances. It is barely conceivable that two individual
memories should be similar enough to be emotionally adequate
substitutes for each other. There is the case of the absolutely °
identical twins who go everywhere together, side by side, and
always have done so. Our tendency here would be to treat the
pair as a physically dual single person. There would be no point
in distinguishing one from the other. As soon as their ways
parted sufficiently for the question of which was which fo arise,
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31§uc;gnb(llt;:gs?ife ilfferent memories required for individuation
.It may be felt that the absolutely identical twins present a
certain difficulty for the empirical concept of the soul. For
suppose their characters and memories to be totally in;:listin-
guishable a.nd their thoughts and feelings to have been precisely
the same since the first dawning of consciousness in them. Won’t
the later phase of one of the twins be as continuous in respe:ct of
charaf:ter and memory with the earlier phases of the other as the
are with his own earlier phases? Should we even say that there arz
two'persons there at all? The positional difference of the two '
bodies provides an answer to the second question. Although
they are always excited and gloomy together, the thrills and
pangs are manifested in distinct bodies and are conceivable as
existing separately. We might ignore the duality of their mental
states, but we should be able in principle to assert it. As to the
me_ltter of continuity, the environment of the two will be in-
ev1.tably asymmetrical, each will at various times be nearer some-
thing than the other, each will block some things from the
other’s field of vision or touch; so there will always be some
.perh.al.)s trivial, difference in the memories of the two. But e\’ren
%f tm'llal, the difference will be enough to allow the ai)plication
in this gpecial case of a criterion that normally relies on radical
apd serious differences. However alike the character and memo-
ries of twin no. 1 on Tuesday and twin no. 2 on Wednesday,

S f n no. 2

4. MEMORY AND BODILY IDENTITY

I must now return to the serious objection.to the use of
memory as a criterion of personal identity whose consideration
.was pos_tponed earlier. This has been advanced in an original and
interesting article on personal identity published by Sydney S
Shoemaker in The Journal of Philosophy.* He argues that me;n-
ory could not be the sole or fundamental criterion for the iden-

*o 3
Personal Identity and Memory.” 56, 22 (Oct. 22, 1959): 868



VERSIONS OF THE MEMORY THEORY 68

tity of other people, because in order to estabhsh v.vélatt't;le -
memories of other people are I have to be able to iden 1 ﬁf
in a bodily way. I cannot accept sentences off;e,red .by o e_fd_
people beginning with the words “1 remember”’ quite ulrlwnaIe
cally. T must be assured, first, that these utterances really £
memory claims, that the speaker understands tl}@ meaning £
the sentences he is using, and, secondly, th.at.hls merr.lolry.fc o
are reliable. Mr. Shoemaker contends that it 15 ,essentlaﬂll tel
of these requirements is to be satisfied, for me Fo b‘e a e_ﬁlc;e_
identify the maker of the apparent memory c1a1.ms in anks -
pendent, bodily way. In order to be sure that his remar A
are intended as memory claims, I have to see t.hat h'e 1%ene{ra 3j
uses the form of words in question in conne(_:tlfm wit ar:i icedo
dent states of affairs of which he has bee‘n a w1tne:ss. And to
this I must be assured that he is at one t1me. utterin® 2}11 mer:l?:y
sentence and at another, earlier, time is a witness ofl') ;c e; e\irdenti_
he purports to describe; in other wor(.is 1 rfnust be a te omoﬂcs
fy him at different times without taking his apparent me o
into account. The point is enforced by the secgnd requlren"l. e
about the conditions under which I can tgke his mgmorylcaut
as trustworthy. To do this I must be able to. estabhs.h_at, 1?as
that he was physically present at and, 'thus, in a position to
observe the state of affairs he now claims to recollect. o
There is a good deal of force in these argument.s, buttl .
not think they are sufficient to prove thf{t the golll.lshno e?f .
cally distinct from the particular body with which 11t1 prbt
be associated at any given time. In the first place, t el ou -
about the significance of someone’s Cl..lrl'el'lt memory ¢ :11;1‘5
not one that I must positively have !ald to rest before 13 mfi_
these claims as evidence of his identle. The c.loubt cou self
ously arise only in very special and singular clrcums;alr-;cei.in -
someone now says to me, “I remerqber_ the battle o ‘as . % ;
I will presume him to be slightly misusing the worlc‘ls, sm(; o
have good reasons for thinking that no one now a.we ws Ea r
ent at that remote event. I shall probably t_ake him t?o ti] zf
that he remembers that there was such a thmg.as thi a; :m
Hastings, having learnt of it at school, or that it too p 'a;cmﬂj-
1066, that Harold was killed at it, that it was the %m{;lz_:tf o
tary factor in the Norman conquest, and so forth. But if,
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being questioned, he says that these reinterpretations distort the
meaning he intended, that he remembers the battle of Hastings
in the same way as he remembers having breakfast this morning,
if perhaps a little more dimly, then I cannot reasonably suppose
that he doesn’t understand the meaning of his remark though I
may well think that it is false, whether deliberately or not. Mr.
Shoemaker admits that in a case of apparent bodily transfer the
significance of a person’s memory claims could be established by
considering the way in which he used memory sentences after
the transfer had taken place. So at best this part of his argument
could prove that in order to identify people we need to be able
to make at least local applications of the criterion of bodily
identity. They must be continuous in a bodily way for a period
of time sufficient to enable us to establish that they are using
memory sentences correctly. But in view of the somewhat strain-
ed and artificial character of the doubt in question, I am inclined
to reject even this modest conclusion. At best it is a practical
requirement: people must be sufficiently stable in a bodily way
for me to be able to accumulate a large enough mass of ap-
parent memory claims that are prima facie there to infer from
the coherence of these apparent claims that they really are
memory claims and not senseless noises.

The reliability of the memory claims of others is a more
substantial issue. For, unlike significance, it is a feature of ap-
parent memory claims that we commonly do have serious reason
to doubt. It must be admitted, further, that if I have indepen-
dent reasons for believing that Jones’s body was physically pre-
sent at an event that Jones now claims to remember, I have a
piece of strong evidence in support of the correctness of his
claim. It is not, of course, conclusive. Even if he were looking
in the direction at the time, he might have been in a condition
of day-dreaming inattentiveness. The question is, however: is it
in any sense a necessary condition for the correctness of my
acceptance of a man’s present memory claim that I should be
able, in principle, to discover that the very same body from
which the claim under examination now emerges was actually
present at the event naw purpostedly remembered? I cannot see
that it is. To revert to the example of a radical psychophysical
exchange between B and C. Suppose that from B’s body memory
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claims emerge about a lot of what I have hitherto confident_ly
taken to be C’s experiences. 1 may have good reason to believe
that C's body was present at the events apparently recalled. If
the claims are very numerous and detailed, if they involve the
recollection of things I didn’t know B had seen although I can
now establish that they were really present for C to observe, and
if the emission of apparent C memories from B’s body and vice
versa keeps up for a fair period, it would be unreason;able not
to conclude that the memory claims emerging from B’s body
were in fact correct, that they were the memory claims. of C not
of B, and that therefore the person with B’s body was in fac?t
not now B but C. Here again a measure of local bodily continu-
ity seems required. I shall not say that C inhabits B’s body at all
unless he seems to do so in a fairly substantial way and over a
fair period of time. But as long as the possil?ility of ps_ycho-.
physical exchange is established by some sa}lent _cases in which
the requirement of local bodily continuity is satisfied I can
reasonably conjecture that such exchange has taken plgce in
other cases where the translocation of memory claims is pre'tty
short-lived. At any rate it is only the necessity of local I.Jodﬂy
continuity that is established, not the necessary assm_:iat.lon of a
person with one particular body for the whole duration .of -
either. Bodily continuity with a witness is a test of the rellabﬂ‘lty
of someone’s memory claims, and it is an important one, but it

is not a logically indispensable one.

5. THE PROBLEM OF DISEMBODIMENT

Nothing that I have said so far has any direc.t beari.ng on
the question whether the soul can exist in an er}tuely disembod-
jed state. All I have tried to show is that there is no nece§sary
connection between the soul as a series of mental ‘staltes linked
by character and memory and any particular contmumg humap
‘body. The question now arises: must the soul be associated with
some human body? The apparent intelligibility of my cn.lde
ghost story might seem to suggest that not even :d body is re-
quired, let alone a human one. And the same point appears 10
be made by the intelligibility of stories in which tree‘s, toad-
stools, pieces of furniture, and so on are endowed with personal
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characteristics. But a good deal of caution is needed here. In
the first place, even where these personal characteristics are not
associated with any sort of body in the physiological sense, they
are associated with a body in the epistemological sense; in other
words, it is an essential part of the story that the soul in ques-
tion have physical manifestations. Only in our own case does it
seem that strictly disembodied existence is conceivable, in the
sense that we can conceive circumstances in which there would
be some good reason to claim that a soul existed in a disem-
bodied state. Now how tenuous and nonhuman could these
physical manifestations be? To take a fairly mild example, dis-
cussed by Professor Malcolm, could we regard a tree as another
person? He maintains with great firmness that we could not, on
the rather flimsy ground that trees haven’t got mouths and,
therefore, could not be said to speak or communicate with us
or make memory claims. But if a knothole in a tree trunk physi-
cally emitted sounds in the form of speech, why should we not
call it a mouth? We may presume that ventriloquism, hidden
record-players and microphones, dwarfs concealed in the foliage,
and so forth have all been ruled out. If the remarks of the tree
were coherent and appropriate to its situation and exhibited the
type of continuity that the remarks of persons normally do ex-
hibit, why shouldn’t we regard the tree as a person? The point is
that we might, by a serious conceptual effort, allow this in the
case of one tree or even several trees or even a great many non-
human physical things. But the sense of our attribution of person-
ality to them would be logically parasitic on our attributions of
personality to ordinary human bodies. It is from their utterances
and behavior that we derive our concept of personality, and this
concept would be apblicable to nonhuman things only by more or
less far-fetched anatogy. That trees should be personal pre-sup-
poses, then, the personality of human beings. The same consider-
ations hold in the extreme case of absolutely minimal embodi-
ment, as when a recurrent and localized voice of a recognizable
tone is heard to make publicly audible remarks. The voice might
give evidence of qualitative and positional continuity sufficient to
treat it as an identifiable body, even if of an excessively diaph-
anous kind. The possibility of this procedure, however, is con-
tingent on there being persons in the standard, humanly embod-
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ied sense to provide a clear basis for the acquisition of the
concept that is being more or less speculatively applied to the
voice.

Whatever the logic of the matter, it might be argued, the
causal facts of the situation make the whole inquiry into the
possibility of a soul’s humanly or totally disembodied existence
an entirely fantastic one. That people have the memories and
characters that they do, that they have memories and characters
at all, has as its causally necessary condition the relatively un-
disturbed persistence of a particular bit of physiological appara-
tus. One can admit this without concluding that the inquiry is
altogether without practical point. For the bit of physiological
apparatus in question is not the human body as a whole, but the
brain. Certainly lavish changes in the noncerebral parts of the
human body often affect the character and perhaps even to
some extent the memories of the person whose body it is. But
there is no strict relationship here. Now it is sometimes said
that the last bit of the body to wear out is the brain, that the
brain takes the first and lion’s share of the body’s nourishment,
and that the brains of people who have starved to death are
often found in perfectly good structural order. It is already pos-
sible to graft bits of one human body on to another, corneas,
fingers, and, even, I believe, legs. Might it not be possible to
remove the brain from an otherwise worn-out human body and
replace it either in a manufactured human body or in a cerebral-
ly untenanted one? In this case we should have a causally con-
ceivable analogue of reincarnation. If this were to become pos-
sible and if the resultant. creatures appeared in a coherent way
to exhibit the character and memories previously associated
with the brain that had been fitted into them, we could say that
the original person was still in existence even though only a
relatively minute part of its original mass and volume was pres-
ent in the new physical whole. Yet if strict bodily identity is a
necessary condition of personal identity, such a description of
the outcome would be ruled out as self-contradictory. I con-
clude, therefore, not only that a logically adequate concept of the
soul is constructible but that the construction has some possible
utility even in the light of our knowledge of the causal conci-
tions of human life.



