THE MENTAL PROBLEMS OF THE MANY

Many yearsago, | blushto recal, | published some argumentsagainst the existence of dl sorts of commonly
supposed entities - againsgt rocks and desks, plants and planets, stars and sdt shakers, human brains and
bodies, and, perishthe thought, against us human thinking experiencers, induding eventhe one who'sme?
By contrast, now I’'m trying to develop, in abook I’ ve been long writing, a humanly redistic philosophy,
wherein my existence, and yours, has the status of a quite undeniable philosophic datum.?

As it seems to me now, certain trying ideas then deployed in such nihilistic reasoning may bear
importantly on the question of what sort of a humanly reditic view we should adopt. These are ideas to
the effect that, where |’ mapt first to think that there' sjust this one human body, “my body,” seeted in just
thisone chair, “my desk chair,” there are, more accurately, many billions of human bodies, each seated in
many hillions of chairs. And, where I’m first given to believe that there’ sjust one hedthy active brain, “my
brain,” promoting someone's mentdity, there may be many hillions of brains, each of them largdy
overlapping so many of the others, and each serving, quite equdly, to promote athinking, experiencing and
choosing humanbeing, or humansdf. Maybe each brain promotes the very same mind, or self, asdo each
of the others, in which case there' sjust one sf promoted (rather redundantly?) by them dl; or maybe
each promotesanumericdly digtinct conscious individud, in which case many hillions of experiencers may
be, inmy stuation, Smultaneoudy promoted. Right now, these remarks should seem no better than cryptic
comments; but, in the course of this essay, their import should become clearer.

These trying ideas might provide, I'll be suggesting, much force againg the Scientiphicd View that
eachof usisahighly complex wholly physicd thing, with each of our powersjust some sort of (physicaly
derivative) physca power - or, onalesspopular versons of Scentiphicaiam, each of usis epiphenomend

on, or supervenient on, a highly complex wholly physica thing.® And, they might also provide muchforce
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againg a related Emergentist View, on which each of us is a physical-and-mental complex.* Without
further ado, let’s encounter these trying idess.

1. Recalling the Problem of the Many

In apaper cdled “The Problem of the Many,” | introduced a problem for our everyday thinking, distinct
fromall soritesproblemsand, indeed, quite different from problems of “ discriminetive vagueness’ whatever.
Muchas| thenfound it ussful to do, let’ sstart by considering certain casesof ordinary clouds, cloudslike
those we sometimes seem to seein the sky.

Asoften viewed by us from here on the ground, sometimes puffy “ pictured-postcard” clouds give the
gppearance of having a nice enough boundary, each white entity sharply enough surrounded by blue sky.
(In marked contrast, there are other timeswhenit’ sawonder that we don’t Imply spesk sngularly of “the
cloud in the sky,” where each visble cloudy mere region is so messily together withso many other cloudy
“parts of the sky.”) But, upon closer scrutiny, as may sometimes happen when you'rein an airplane, even
the puffiest, cleanest cloudsdon’t seem to be so nicely bounded at dl. And, thiscloser look ssemsamore
reveding one. For, asscience seems dearly to say, our cloudsare amost wholly composed of tiny water
droplets, and the dispersion of these droplets, in the sky or the atmosphere, isdways, in fact, a gradua
matter. With pretty much any route out of even a comparatively clean cloud's center, there€ s no stark
stopping place ever to be encountered.  Rather, when anywhere near anything presumed a boundary,
there' s only agradua decrease in the density of droplets fit, more or less, to be condtituents of a cloud
that' s there.

Withthat being so, we might seethereto be enormoudy many complexes of droplets each asfit asany
other for being a condtituted cloud. Each of the many will be a cloud, we must supposg, if there’'s even
asmany asjust one condtituted doud where, at firdt, it surely seemed there was exactly one. For example,
consider the two candidates I'll now describe.  Except for two “widely opposing” droplets, one on one
sde of two overlapping cloudy complexes, way over there on the | eft, say, and another way over onthere
on the right, two candidate clouds may whally overlap each other, so far as droplets goes. The cited
droplet that’s on the left is a condtituent of just one of the two candidates, not a component of the other;
and the one on the right is a component of just the other candidate, not the one firg mentioned. So, each
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of these two candidate clouds has exactly the same number of condtituent droplets as doesthe other. And,
each might have exactly the same mass, and volume, as does the other.

Now, al around the outer portion(s) of a supposedly sngle cloud, whet obtains isagradua change of
droplet dengity, dong ever so many path’ sfromthe considered cloud’ s central portion(s) to what’ smerely
itsdroplet-infested environment. In actudlity, there snot just one* problematic pair of opposing droplets.”
Rather, ther€'ll be very many distinct such pairs, that is, many pairs of periphera droplets each of which
has no droplet in common with any of the other pairs.  So, there's certainly nothing specid about the
opposing pair that, just above, fuded some peculiar thinking. Indeed, either droplet fromany one very many
opposing pairs might be coupled equdly well, instead, withat least one of the two droplets from (amost)
any other one of these very many pairs. Thisbeing so, the mathematics of combinations will haveiit thet,
in the dtuation where one first supposes just a sngle concrete cloud, there are very many millions of
clouds present. Each of these many millions of cloud candidates has precisely as many droplets as does
eachof the other. And, inevery way plausibly deemed rdlevant for cloudhood here, eachistheexact equa
of dl the others. By contrast with consderations centra to sorites arguments, here thereé's not any
difference at dl, not even a minute difference, between any one of these complexes's current cloud
credentials and the credentids of any of the millions of others.

Thoughit’ snot needed to generate our problem, it' ssometimesfunto combine what' sjust offeredwith
some consderations concerning vagueness. S0, in the case we' ve been consdering, the extremely good
cloud candidates aren’t limited, of course, to the exactly equaly good ones that differ only asregardstwo
such opposing peripherd condtituent droplets. In addition, there sa candidate that' s plenty good enough
for current cloudhood that lacks not just one of, but that lacks both of the peripherd “opposing “
droplets first considered. If there are any rea clouds here at al, this will be a cloud that's just one
“droplet’ sworth” less massive than ether of our firg two candidates, and just dightly smdler in volume,
too. And, there' s another plenty good candidate that has not just one of, but that has both of, those
peripheral droplets as condtituents. As regards both mass and volume, it will bejust two droplets worth
larger than the candidate considered just a moment ago, and just one droplet larger than each of the two
complexes we fird considered here. With even jugt this much thrown into our doudily explosive mix of

congderations, our Stuation’s recognized cloud population rises enormoudly.
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Whilethereshould be limitsonhow far such* numericaly differentid shuttling” can be taken, lest sorites
arguments here lead to nihilidic ideas, we won't be anywhere close to approaching those limits with
differences of just two peripherd dropletsin the cloudy complexeswe re congdering. Indeed, even with
differentials of five such periphera droplets, even five on either sde of our initidly chosen “tied clearest
current cdloud case,” we won't be anywhere close to threatening any such limits. Now, these matters
concerning vagueness have been, as| predicted, some funto consider. But, they themsdvesare peripherd
to what are here the main issues, to which main matters we now return.

Evenas concerns the main issues, there’ s not an absolutely perfect pardld between acommoncloud
and its condtituting droplets, on one hand, and, on the other, a water droplet and (at least some o) its
condituting molecules, or atoms, or eementary particles. But, in relevant regards, there's no important
difference between thetwo. We may grant, if needs be, that there are routes from a drop’ s center into
its mere environs with breaks that are quite clean. Even o, ther€ |l be many others that are very much
messer, quite messy enough to alow for “opposing” pairs of plausble enough condituents. With these
opposing pairs of “particles,” we may reason, in areevantly pardld fashion, to there being many millions
of water dropletswhere, at first, there would seem to bejust one.  And, asit iswith water droplets, so it
is aso with rocks and desks, planets and plants, and human brains and bodies.

Right here, where a firg there seemsto be just a sngle human body, which isjust “my body,” there
may redly be vastly many humanbodies. And, over there, where | take your single brain to be ensconced
in your one head, there may be very many human brains (each equaly “yours’) al smilarly ensconced in
vastly many human heads (each “yours.)

All this sounds very strange. But, maybe there isn't anything in it that should be very disturbing. So
long as we're clear as to what are the relations among which brains, and which bodies, maybe there
needn’t be any serious problem here. For instance, we can be clear enough about what we may correctly
express when saying that none of your brains is in, nor isany of your brains a part of, any of my many
bodies. And, we may be smilarly clear about saying that each of my brains is in, and is apart of, dl of
my bodies. And, even as many of your brains each overlap with many other brains that are yours, none
of your brains overlaps with any of mine, of course. At the same time, it's aso clear, none of my many
bodies ever nestsin, nor does any ever greetly overlap with, any body that’s one of your many bodies.
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Now, even on the face of things, the problems of the many just canvassed, or rehearsed, concern
nothing of muchgreater moment, or depth, thanwhat’ s commonly found withmary merdly semantic issues.
There seems nothing of much metgphysica moment in these problems with commonthoughtsabout quite
grosdy complex physica entities. (Nor doesthere seem any perplexing problemsof moral moment, or any
deep difficulty concerning rationa concern.) Should every “problem of the many” be no worse than these
noted problems - about many overlapping clouds, and brains, and human bodies- there may be no very
serious philosophica problemto be found aong theselines. Isthere, perhaps, such ardatively untroubling
gtuation, happily in the cards for us here?

2. The Experiential Problem of the Many

Maybe so; but maybenot. Indeed, matters may start to get much worse, I'll suggest, should we be unable
to quashthe thought that, inwhat | take to be just my own stuation, there areredly very many experiencing
thinkers, each promoted by a different one of very many brains that, just above, | bid usrecognize as“my
brains”

But, can anything much like that be right? In addition to me mysdlf, whose conscious metephysica
sruggles are, gpparently, producing these awkward sentences, are there many other thinkers, too, each
amilaly responsible, and maybe each of us then just barely responsible, for producing these strangely
disquieting philosophica utterances? Right here and now, “in my Stuation,” are there vagly many
experiencing thinkers, each with a protracted illusonof being, in thisvery present situation, quite Sngular
and unique? While anything’ s possible, as we say, the idea that there are, along with me, so many distinct
like-minded experiencing thinkersisincredible.

Am | being, perhaps, overly sdlf-centered here? | don't think so. In fact, when | consider a amilar
“experientidly explosve’ suggestion about you, and about the many bodies and brains “inyour situation,”
| find the thought of hillions of like-minded experiencersjust as incredible asin my own case. Whether it's
for my own case or whether it’ sfor yours, withour Experientia Problem of the Many there' savery serious
issue of credibility.

Just afew sentences make clear how very much suchan experientidly explosve suppositionfliesinthe
face of our commonsense thinking about ourselves: Possibly excepting what happens when there' s done
certain rarified metaphysics, each one of these many supposed billions thinks that, at least anong dl the
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folksonearth right now, he done is experiencing - immediatdy, complexly and totdly - inthe preciseway
or fashion that, right & the moment, he manifests, or exemplifies. Asl takeit, you're not experiencing in
away tha's precisdly like the way I’m experiencing right now, even though we're near each other in the
sameroom. For onething, | have atingling condition “in my left foot” that, as| believe, is quite different
fromany felt condition you now suffer. For another, my perspective is different fromyours, whichamost
certainly means a notable difference in our visua experiencing. Obvioudy we could go on and on; but, just
as obvioudy, that's enough.

Matters quickly go frombad to worse; incredible thoughts compound incredibly. Am | to think that,
with vagly many experiencers promoted by vasly many brains “in my Stuation,” each may be
communicaing hisinnermaost thoughtsto dl of the enormoudy many other experiencingthinkers, acrossthe
vadly many tables between us, promoted by the vastly many brains*in your Stuation”? Such an ideais,
| think, patently absurd.

Something has gone badly wrong here. And, aswe are now dedling with human thinking experiencers,
with the likes of you and me, what's gone wrong concerns what's central for any humanly redlistic
philosophy.

Indeed, whatever philosophical projects one may find interesting, this present matter presents an issue
that one should recognize as philosophicaly puzzling and disturbing.  Part of what has the matter be so
puzzling may be that it concerns what has been cdled , in recent years, the “subjectivity of experience.”
This so-called subjectivity is closdly related to -and it may evenbethe same thingas- what was cdled, in
earlier years, the “privacy of experience.” Very sketchily put, indeed, that’ smy partid diagnosis. Inaway
that my resonate intuitively, I'll try to amplify on this diagnogtic idea.

The thought that there are, inmy Stuation, vastly many individuas each amilarly experiencing the sweet
taste of chocolate is, to my mind, a very disturbing suggestion. It isfar more disturbing than the thought
that, in this Stuation, there are vastly many complex entities each of whom is chewing a sweet piece of
chocolate, or digesting a sweet pieceof chocolate. A digesting of the sweet candy that’ s very much like
my (body’s) digesting it may aswell be ascribed - quite indifferently, tolerably and reedily - to each of
however many human beings (or humanbodies) may very largely overlap me (or mine). This contragting
thought concerning digesting isfar lessdeeply puzzing, and far less disturbing, than the thought concerned
with experiencing.
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With the digesting of the chocolate candy, the Stuation seems far more relaxed than with the
experientid tasting of anything. With such amuch more rdlaxed maiter, it ssemslittle more than a maiter
of choosing what forms of wordsto use: Following commonsense, evenif perhaps speaking loosdly, we
may say that there' s just one process of digesting now going on“inmy Situation.” Or, paying lessattention
to common thought, and maybe moreto certain principlesof differentid conditution, wemay say, instead,
that, withmany smilar overlgpping entitieseach engaged inavery Smilar digestive process, thereare many
amilar overlgpping digestive happenings. Asit seems, thislatter descriptionisonly somewhat lessintuitively
paatable.

Not so, it seems, with my experiencing as | do. Rather, it seems, my power to experience will be
radicdly different from my power to digest (or, maybe better, from my very many bodies' s powers to
digest.) The latter isjugt a highly derivative physicd propensty; it's a metgphysicaly superficid power
ascribed, perhaps properly enough, to many such ontologicaly superficiad complexesas are typica human
bodies, or entirdy physica human organisms. By contrast, a power to experience may be a radicaly
emergent menta propendgty, inno wiseany mere physica power, neither derivative nor nonderivative. For
some, this contrast will now be both evident and even profound. But, for others, further discusson may be
ussful

For the sake of the argument, or the diagnodic expostion, just suppose, for the moment, that a
Subsgtantial Dudism holds. And, further, suppose that | causdly interact, quite equaly, with each of very
many overlgpping complex physica bodies, each of whichthus may be called, properly enough, one of my
bodies. Must there be very many other Cartesian thinkers, in addition to me mysdf, who aso causdly
interact, quite equdly, with (so many of) these same physica complexes- so that (many of) my bodies are
adsotheir bodies? Certainly not. Indeed, it may beagreat advantage of thisDuaismthat itsmost plausible
versons will have things be thisway: As a matter of naturd metaphysical fact, al the bodies “in my
gtuation” serve to promote only me mysdf, and not any other sentient sdf. On sucha Substantial Dudigtic
View, there may be much philosophic reason to take each of these many bodiesto be one of my bodies,
but no such reason to take any to be anyone ese's.

Even as| may have so many humanbodies, none of whichare anyone else’ sbodies, so | may thenalso
have very many digestivesystems, many of them greetly overlgpping many of the others, while each such
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system has a dightly different group of basic physicd condtituentsfrom dl the rest - maybe an “extra’
electron here, maybe one less hydrogen atom there. To be sure, this sounds like it's squarely against
commonsense thinking, and ordinary biologicd thinking. And, very possbly, it is. Still, there's nothing
that’ sdl thet disurbinginany of it. Indeed, there snothing very disturbing, either, in going onto think many
further thoughts, elaborations on these materidly explosive ideas. For instance, without very much
disturbance, we may think that each of my many digestive sysems may undergo, or may be engaged in,
a process of digestion - a digegting - that's ever so amilar to the digedive processes undergone,
smultaneoudy, by ever so many overlgpping digestive systems. Readily enough, | trust, we may accept
the idea dl these systems are mine, and mine done, and dl these digestings are mine, and mine aone.
Though it's somewhat unnaturd for us to say such profligate things, ill, there’'s no grave philosophical
error, I'll sugges, in being so liberd about these metaphyscaly materid meatters.

For the same reasons that | might be said to have hillions of digestive systems, | may adso be said to
have vadly many nervous systems, each largely overlgoping very many others, and each having dightly
different physica congtituentsfromal therest. Indeed, my causal interactionwithdl these sysemsismuch
more direct, it seems established, than my interaction with any of my digestive sysems. Anyhow, much
aswe might reedily tolerate the thought that my many overlgpping digestive syslems may be engaged in
many overlgpping digestive processes, so we might aso eadily tolerate, smilarly, the thought that my many
overlapping nervous systems may be engaged in many overlapping neura processes.

But, may we smilarly tolerate the idea that each of these many nervous systems may undergo, or may
be engaged in, aprocess of experiencing that’ s quite smultaneous with, and that’s ever so Smilar to, the
experiencings undergone by ever so many other largely overlapping nervous systems? | certainly don’t
think so. More cautioudy, may we pretty happily think that, even as each of very many particular
experiencings may occur during exactly the same time as ever so many others, each may occur in very
much the same place as so many others? May we think this preity nearly as happily, at lesst, as we may
think parale thoughts about my digestings? Again, it certainly doesn't seem soto me. By contradt, this
following seems amuchmoreintuitively congenia expressionof what’ sapparently happening experientidly:
More directly thandoes any other comparable part of my body, or parts of my bodies, each of the many
nervous systems now in “my Stuation” physcaly promotes just a single (total) process of (total)

experiencing, whichisjust my experiencing, even as | mysalf am the single experiencer that’ sphysicaly
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promoted by (any of) the nervous systems now in this particular Stuation. Briefly put, here's a pretty
plausible way for how al that may be so, even if dso araher nicely amazing way: In whatever servesto
condtitute my nervous systems, there' s a propensity to the effect that therewill be alimit placed - (dmost
adways) a limit of just one - on how many experiencing particulars may be promoted by the optimally
aranged basic physcd condituents, optimadly arranged, that is, for the promoting of any experiencing
individuas. Just 0, we may hypothesize that eachof my smple physical condtituents- every single one of
them - has a marvel ous propengity with regards to how it may interact with very many others, so that, in
optimal arrangements for promoting consciousness, there' s an effective singular resolution as to what
experiencer they promote. And, so ds0, there's a singular resolution of what experience, or what

experiencing, is then promoted by them.

For the last severd paragraphs, we've been supposing that the correct metaphysical view is a
Subgtantid Dudiam, not terribly different from the classica view of Descartes. Now, let’s drop that
suppositionand, to the contrary, let’ ssuppose that a more materidigtic view of mentdity is correct, maybe
some formof materidismitsdf, maybe some morerel axed versionof our Scientiphica Metaphysic, aswith
asuitable Scientiphica Epiphenomendism. Or, maybewhat’ s correct issomething asmoderately different
from Dudism as the Emergentism that, in the paper’s preamble, | mentioned so briefly. Now, on this
Emergentist View, there are radicaly emergent menta powers, dl right, but they dl inhere in physica
complexes, in the very same complex objects that dso have so many physicaly derivative physica
powers.® W, insofar aswe may maintain one of these more maeridistic views, guite comfortably and
intuitively, we may not find it digurbing, at al, to think that, in my Stuation right now, there are billions of
experiencing thinkers. But, then, how far isit that, al the while doing it quite comfortably and intuitively,
| actualy can sugtain the thought that, inmy situationright now, there are hbillions of experiencing individuass,
eachenjoying his very own experiencing, numericaly distinct from the smilar experience of dl the others?
Not very far at dl; that’sfor sure. And, as| suspect, pretty much the sameistrue of you.

For most of us, al thisshould be fairly intuitive, maybe even highly intuitive. For thet reason, dll this
should be, for mogt of us, apoint in favor of Substantia Dudism - as againgt the Scientiphica Metaphysic
and, aswell, as againgt the Emergentism lately noted.
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3. The Experiencing of Split-Brain Patients Under scores This Distur bing Problem

In the previous section, there was offered afairly succinct presentation of the Experientid Problem of the
Many. Now, | amto amplify onthat. With the further consderations I’ discussin thisamplification, we
may see this problem to provide amore clearly forceful point infavor of Dudism, evenif not yet, perhaps,
any point that’s enormoudy forceful.

Atdlevents, it' sextremdy interesting to think about human*split-brain” patients, epilepticswhoseman
neural connectionbetweenther two cerebral hemispheres, thar corpus calosum, was severed, sothat they
might gain relief fromfrequent severe seizures. When these patients are placed in certain specially designed
experimentd set-ups, as some of them actudly were, in many cases theair behavior dmost cries out for
exotic psychologica interpretation.

Contrived for illudraive purposes, here’ sasmple case that’ s rdlevantly like striking actual cases: Our
psychologica subject, a cooperative split-brain patient, isto handle some regularly shaped solid figures,
each object beng aether acylinder, or acube, or apyramid, or a sphere. And, right after handlingasolid
object, our subject is to write down the sort of object she just handled, inscribing just one of these four

commonwords for shapes, the one that seems auitable to her: “ cylinder,” “ cube,” “pyramid,” and “ sphere.”
Now, none of the objects is ever seen by the subject; the solids are al behind an opaque screen that
obscures even the surface of the table on which they rest. Usefully, the screen has two holes init, while
each hole has an easly movable but dways visualy obscuring flap. At dl events, our subject places her
left hand, and arm, through one of these holes, the one on her Ieft, and her right armthrough the one on her
right. So, her left hand can handle objects on the table sleft Side, from her perspective; but, it can't handle
any on thetable' sright sde. Why not? Wdll, protruding upward from center of thetable ssdient surface,
there salarge solid barrier, which precludes any left-right, or right-left, crossover. Just o, the right hand
is then conversdly limited; with her right hand she can handle only the objects to the right of the barrier.
That's our experimental set-up. Now, we suppose that, within about a minute of putting her arms
through the appropriate holes, her right hand grasps a cube, and no other regular solid object, whilethe sole
object her left hand graspsisasphere. For afew seconds, she holdsthe two objectslikethat. Then, she
withdraws her hands from the holes, asingtructed. And, then, on the near side of the screen, she places
her hands on two pieces of paper, and two pencils, one each on her left and one onher right. Right after

that, our ambidextrous subject, who can readily employ both hands at once, isto write, on each of the
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pads, just one of the four words: “cylinder,” “cube” “pyramid,” “sphere” Something quite amazing now
happens. With her right hand, she writes “cube’, while with her left hand, she writes “sphere” In this
srangdy diverse writing activity, our subject evinces no hesitation, conflict or ambiguity. Rather, asfar as
her behavior seemsto indicate, (it's as though) “a part of her” experienced a cube tactiley, and not any
sphere, while, at the very same time, * another part of her” experienced tactiley only asphere, and no cube
aal.

Many actud casesare, as| said, very likethis contrived example.® They strongly suggest that, inmany
actua experimenta set-ups with split-brain patients, the subjects become involved, at once, in two quite
separate experiencings, or “dreams of experience.” But, of course, these split-brain episodes are very
unlikewhat we fandafully imaginedjust above, for our enormoudy many “largely overlgpping experiencers.”
With those very many overlappers, each of very many millionsof experiential streams was supposed to
be qualitatively extremely likeeach of the others; withour split-brain subjects, by contrast, each of just
two presumed experientid sreamsis quditatively very unlike the only other.

What' sgoing on here, witha split-brain patient inadudly productive set-up? To providethisquestion
a sengble answer, we fird place to the side dl our problems of the many. That done, what's going on
seemsto bethis Along withagood ded of the subject’ s nervous system that’s not cerebral - her brain-
gem, for a sdient example - one of her hemispheres serves (mogt directly) to promote one sort of
experiencing tha the subject’ s writing indicated she enjoyed, say, her tactile experiencing as of a cube.
And, in ardevantly complementary way, the other hemisphere serves (most directly) to promote another
sort of experiencing, a tactile experiencing as of sphere, and not as of acube. Now, except as regards
cerebral hemispheres, a big exception here, what's promoting the one experiencing is the same entity,
presumably the same physica complex, as what’s promoting the other; or, a the very lesst, the one
precisdly coincides with the other. Just so, the physica complex (most directly) promoting one of these
experiences has a promotiondly important part that's the same as, or than coincides with, the physica
complex that's (mogt directly) promoating the other experience. And, at the same time, of course, each
complex lacks a promotionally important part, awhole hemisphere, that’sa crucid part of the other.

Far be it frommeto think thet, in these cases, everything is neat and pretty, quite readily amenable to
our customary ways of thinking about human experiencers and our experiencings. To the contrary, the
apparent Imultaneous* contrary” experienceisvery puzzing. Here sjust someof what' sso puzzling: With
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each numericdly different totd momentary experiencing, there’ sanumericdly different experiencer. Or,
so0 we're srongly inclined to believe. So, in the case that’ s in focus, we have acertain indingtion to think
there' sone experiencer who writesonly * cube,” whenreporting her experiencing, and there’ sanother who
doesn’t write* cube,” and who writesonly “ sphere,” whenreporting her tactileyvery different Smultaneous
experiencing. So, intuitively, there' s a certain difficulty here for our thinking thet, in this experimenta
gtuaion, ther€ sjust one single experiencer.

But, that indinaion isn't our only proclivity here: Can there redly be two human people in this
gtuation? Can there redly be, in this experimenta set-up, an experiencing writer who is not a human
person? Asit certainly seems, there's also a difficulty for our thinking that, in this set-up, there's not
aways just one experiencer. Indeed, it might be that here there' s an ever greeter difficulty.

For the moment, though, suppose there's not just one, but there are two experiencers here, each
tectildy experiencing quite differently from the other. Well, what happens when these two experiencers
are removed from the atificid set-up, when each hemisphere again gets very much the same stimulation
as the other? Do we have only one experiencer once again, the same single person who went into the
experiment (about a year, say, after she had her split-brain operation)? That suggestion seems srangdy
implausble. Where was she in the intervening period, this particular single experiencer, when (as we're
supposing) there were the two smultaneous different experiencers? Was she just a certain one of these
two? That seemsquite absurd, indeed. Did she go out of existence dtogether, just when the experimenta
set-up was introduced, and then come to exigt again, just when the differentidly gimulaing set-up was
removed? This suggestion aso seems unsatisfactory.

Asadill further dternative, there’ sthe conjecture that, not just during the experimentd set-up, but, ever
snce her operationfirst affected how she experienced, our split-brain patient was engaged innot just one,
but intwo experiencings. Quite dramaticaly, during the differentialy stimulating set-up of the experimenta
gtuation, her experiencings were quditatively very different, and not just numericaly digtinct. Less
dramaicdly, before the post-operative patient was introduced to this set-up, her two (sreams of)
experiencings were quditatively very dike (but, for dl their quditative amilarity, these experiencings were
numericaly different from each other.)

What are we to make of this conjectures? And, what are weto make of variousfurther proposas, that

may aso be, at once, both somewnhat attractive and also somewhat problematic? | do not know. Thisis
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dl very puzzling. And, it seemsquitedeeply puzzing. But, evenin our deeply puzzled ignorance, we might
make, | think, some useful comments.

Anyhow, at least for the meanwhile, let’s continue to suppose that, during the puzzling middle period
of the experimenta set-up, there' s a certain gpparently exclusonary diversity of experiencing dl at once
promoted. And, let’s suppose, just alittle explosvely, perhaps, that then there's not just one sentient
being, but there aretwo experiencers. Though that thought's somewhat uncomfortable, it' snot nearly as
disturbing asthe thought that there are many billions of human thinkers experiencing as of a cube; nor
isit nearly as unsattling as the thought that billions are each tactiley experiencing only spherically. (Much
lessisit nearly as disturbing as the thought that there are billions experiencing tectiley in the first way, and
aso hillions experiencing tactiley in the second, sphericd manner.)

But, unlesswe bdieve inanaturaly resolvinglimit on the experiencers promoted, how are werationdly
to rgject the thought that, with so very many awfully smilar complexesof matter, there are, right then and
there, and all at once, so very many experiencers asthat?

Recall the speculationthat, before and after the experimental set-up withour patient - or, withour two
“neighboring” patients- there may be two quite parallel experiencings promoted. Supposing that’ sredly
s0, a somewhat plausible explanaion will run rather like this: One of these pardle experiencings is
promoted by aneurond systemfegturing only the left hemisphere, asits diginctively highest regionor part,
and the other by a nervous system that, lacking the left, amilarly features just the right hemisphere.
Whatever one thinks of this speculation- mysdlf, | don't think it’ sal that plaugible - there snobodly, | trugt,
who thinks there are many hillions of experiencings physicaly promoted largely by the left hemisphere, and
billions more largely promoted by theright. But, to avoid suchanumericaly explosve idea, in a properly
principled fashion, we must accept, again, that there’ saresolving limit onwhat, by way of experiencersand
their experiencings, is physicaly promoted by various mentally productive arrangements of physical
congtituents.

Almog everything we ve been discussing in this section strikes me as not only puzzling, but as deeply
puzzing. Far from being concerned only with semantics, or with the gpplication conditions of some
concepts, these puzzles seem to concern, beyond dl that, metephysicaly deep consderations. And, if
that’ s right, it may point to some matters of much metaphysica import. Presently, I'll try to make these

points more clearly vivid.
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Recdl our remarks as to how we might take it upon oursavesto say that, in my Stuation, there are
many different digestive systems, eachinvolved witha different Smultaneous digesting. Whilethat' sarather
unnaturd thing to say, and while the motivation supplied for saying it may be somewhat puzzling, Hill,
there snothing in it that's deeply puzziing. Nor isthere any deep puzzle concerning whether we should
continue dways to think that, in my Stuation, there s dways just one digester, presumably a certain one
human organism, or whether there are very many digesters, most of themlargely overlgpping many others.

So, here again, we find an intuitively striking difference between our experiencing and, on the other Side,
such evidently physical processes as our digesting. This difference may indicate something deep
metgphysicaly.

4. Might the Singularity of Common Experiencing Favor Substantial Dualism?
To ded effectively with our deep puzzles about our experiencing, perhaps we might accept, if only very
tentatively and somewhat skepticdly, a certain Subgtantial Dudism. Centrd to this Cartesian doctrine is
the thought that each of usisanonphysica experiencer, though an experiencer who (causdly) interacts
with certain physicd things.
Withsuchasuitable Dudidic doctrine, there may be asngular resolutionfor our Experiential Problem-
featuring just asingle experiencer “inmy Stuation” that isn't so horribly arbitrary asto be terribly incredible:
Wl in line with this Dudism, we can conjecture that, in my Stuetion, very many overlapping physica
complexes, aswith physica brains, perhaps, may dtogether serveto promote, causdly or quas-causdly,
asngle nonphysica experiencer, or asingular mind, or exactly one individua soul, even while eech of the
complexesmay do itspromoting inwhat’ sredly quite derivative senseor way. Inthe case of each mentaly
promoting physical complex, the derivation will proceed, of course, from the basic (enough) physical
components of the very complex inquestion, and from the physica relations obtaining among its particular
components, to the complex’ s being a (derivative) promoter of just asngle sentient salf. And, o, in each
of very many worldly derivetions, it may be just the very same sentient sdf, or experiencing mind, that the
complexesinquestioneach serve (derivatively) topromote. Inahappy enough sense, then, the (physicaly
derivative) promoting of this single mind, by any one of these physica complexes, will be a causally
redundant promoting. Of course, there won't be any complex that's doing any of this (derivative)

promoting without there being, al a once, avery great many each doing it rather redundantly.
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In any very direct sense or way, it will bejust this promoted single nonphysica mind itsdf - just me
myself - that has a power to experience. So, itwill beonly inaonly very attenuated sense or way, a mog,
that an experientid power will be possessed by any of the concrete physica complexes that serve to
promote the experientialy powerful nonphysica being.

Nowadays, it's very hard for respectable philosophers to bdieve in mentdly powerful nonphysica
beings. But, even for us now, thismay be less incredible than the thought that just a certain one of our
consdered physcad complexes itsdf has this power - with dl those other just dightly overlapping
complexes being quite powerless experientidly, even dl of those others that, in mass, in volume, and in
number of basc congtituents, are each precisaly the same as the supposedly sole experiencing physica
complex. And, it's also less incredible than the thought that just a certain one of the basic (enough)
physca entitieshere, say, acertain particular quark, hasthe power to experiencerichly - with dl the other
quarks “in my Stuation” being quite powerless in such a mentdly rich regard.  And, its certainly less
incredible than the thought that some mere abstraction from what' s physicd, and nothing concrete at all,
should be the sole entity, in my Stuation, with the power to experience, a power that’s manifested, right
now, in my presently experiencing precisaly as| now do.

As easy as it is for us to think, quite rightly, that each of us is a concrete being, not any mere
abgtraction, or abstractum, it’s just that hard for us, in this present day and age, to believe that we aren’t
gpatialy extended beings. Indeed, it' senormoudy hard to believethat anything about ourselvesthat’ svery
different from how our Scientiphicdism has us be. What's more, it's hardly ever that | manage to get
further from the Scientiphical Metgphysic than the nearby Emergentism that I ve been trying to take very
serioudy. Y et, asthis essay’ sbeen suggedting, this Emergentism is degply embroiled with the Experientid
Problem of the Many, just as deeply asis Scientiphicalism itsdlf.

Among the metaphysica options not so embroiled with this gpparently deep problem, Substantial
Dudiamis, so far asl cantdl, the available view that departs|east radicadly fromour dominant Scientiphica
Metephysic. It's a much less radica departure, certainly, than is any is fundamentaly mentaigtic
metaphysic, whether such an exhaustively menta view be cdled “idedlism,” or “phenomendism,” or, as
seems more fashionable nowadays, “panpsychism.” Wishing not to be radica metgphyscdly, I'll suggest
that, in the face of the Experientia Problemof the Many, wetake Substantia Dudiam, initsmost coherent
and tenable forms, rather serioudy. Or, if that’s not yet psychologicaly possible for us, we should takeit
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rather more serioudy, at least, than dmogt dl prominent professiona philosophers have done in recent
decades.

Professondly socidized as| am, even this much is very hard for me now to do. Apparently, | need
agood ded more help, psychologicaly, thanwhat’ safforded by the Experientid Problem, to give any very
subgtantia departure fromour dominant Scientiphicalism even so much just avery moderately serious run
for the money. So, inwhat’ snext upcoming, I'll try to provide some potentialy liberating thoughts, perhaps
nove enough to help us get beyond the circumscribed bounds dictated by our unquestioning alegiance to
Scientiphicd thinking.

5. The Problem of Too Many Real Choosers

For the Scientiphica view of oursaves, and for our noted Emergentism, too, there' samenta problem of
the many that’s yet more disturbing, and that’ sfar more baffling, then the disturbingly baffling Experientid
Problem of the Many. It’'sthe Problem of Too Many Real Choosers.

So that our metaphysica meditations begin most manageably, we haven't yet addressed issues
concerning the choosing of our thinking experiencers. But, it's now high time to explore them. When
exploring these issues persstently, we may find it absolutdy incredible that there should be, “in my
Stuation,” very many experiencing choosers, rether than just me choosing al done.

Aswitheveryone else, there are some things I’'m far more prone to imagine than things of some other
sorts. For example, I’'m far more prone to imagine a pretty woman than an ugly plant. But, with regards
to many (other) things, there's no greet difference in my imagingtive proclivities. For example, this may
happenwithmy imaginingahorse, or elseacat, or eseadog, where each of the optionsisto exclude each
of the others.  Equaly, it may occur with my imagining something wholly red, or ese something wholly
blue. With many groupsof red dternativesfor imagining, then, | have no enormous disposition toward just
one of the mutually exclusve options for me,

What's more, even with something I’m strongly prone not to imagine, (not dways but) often | can
chooseto imagine it experientialy nonethdess. For just aminute, please think about that. Well, during that
minute, aminute now just past, | did some demondrative imagining: Counter to my prodlivities, | just chose
toimagine anugly plant. And, because| chosethat option for my imagining, | actudly imagined apathetic
weed, very dry and brown. What’ sthe mord of thislittle exercise. Dramaticaly put, the point isthis The
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domain of my power to choose encompasses a very great deal of the domain of my power to imegine
expeientidly. Plenty often enough, | can chooseto imagine experientialy even counter to my quite strong
imaginaive prodivities

Having noticed my power to choose even contrary to my strong proclivities, weturnto an easier case.
Here, I’ mto chooseamong roughly equal options for my imagingtive activity, where my proclivitiesfor each
option are about equally strong. And S0, just for the heck of it, I’ll soon choose to imagine experientidly
ether ahorse, or elseacat, or dseadog. And, just for the sake of some potentidly ingtructive reasoning,
let’ snow supposethat the experientid imagining I’ mabout to performwill be apurely mental act of mine,
entirely isolated from the world's physica realm. Not only will thisimagining not be anything physica, but,
aswe're supposing, it will lack any red physica cause. And, both concurrently and in the further, it will
have no physcd effect or manifestation. (Later, we' ll drop thispretense of menta purity. But, not just yet.)

All right, I’ mnowimeginingjust one of the three mentioned sorts of very common domesticated animdl.
Make a guess, please, as to which of the three I’'m imagining. You might guess, | suppose, that I'm
imegining a cat. Or, you might guess that it's a dog I’'m imagining. Or, you might guessit's a horse.
Whatever you may have guessed, I’'m now done with that bit of imagining. Now, asyou'll recdll, | sad
my chosen imagning won't have any physica manifestation, not even in its future. Sticking with that
supposition, | won't ever communicateto you, in(physica) writing, what sort of anima it wasthet | actudly
did just imegine.

For the sake of ingtructive reasoning, let’s just makethe supposition thet it was a cat | just imagined.
And, let’s proceed to reason from that supposition.

When | just put the question of this three-way choice as alittle exercise for mysdf, did billions of very
smilar people, al of them “in my Situation,” each smilarly put the question to himsdf? And, when | made
achoiceamong my three specified options for imagining, each an dternative exdluding the others, did each
of them aso effectively choose? How many of them effectively chose to imagine a cat experientidly, the
dternative that we re supposing | effectively chose?

If there redlly are vastly many people in my Stuation, then the only plausible thing to suppose about
them isthat, like mysdlf, each of them has his own power to choose. And, since thisis ared power to
choose fully, and fredy, each of these thinker’ s power to chooseis relevantly independent of the power
of each of the others, induding, of course, my own power to choose. S0, it’sonly plausible to suppose,
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further, that when| made my effective choice to imagine acat experientidly, each of themmade anequaly
effective choice to imagine that was independent of my choice, and aso independent, of course, from the
choice of each of the others.

With that being so, it would be an astounding coincidence, and not any credible occurrence, should
al these hillions of people dso imagine a cat, each fredy choosng to imagine the very sort of animd that,
of the three exclusive options, | fredy choseto imagine. (After al, we ve been properly supposing that,
just as with me, none of these hillions of “overlappers” each so smilar mentaly to me, isn't much more
prone to imagine acat than heis to imagine a dog, or a horse.) Indeed, it would be extremey unlikely
should there be, among the billions of choosers “in my dtuation,” under ten million red choosers who
imagined a dog, when | mysaf was imegining a cat. And, equdly, it would be extraordinarily unlikey
should there be, among the hillions withindependent powers, under ten millionwho chose, quite effectively,
to imagine ahorse experientidly. With any less diversity of chosen animd images then that, among my
overlapping physcd-and-mentd cohort of independent full choosers, theré 1l be far too little quditative
experientid diversty, among “the population in my situation,” for an outcome that’s even the least bit
credible.

Thepoint hereis, in its essentidss, quite the same as a point about choice concerning me and you, and
billions of other relevantly independent choosers, thinkers who aren’t largely overlappers, thinkers who
aren’t “innumericaly the same Situation.” For thiscaseof “ spatially separated choosers,” or chooserswith
spatidly separate bodies, and brains, we may playfully consider the most suitable two hillion subjects, for
avery widespread but tempordly tiny psychologica experiment, sdected from among the world’ s current
population, whichnumbersahit over sx billion. Now, aswemay smilarly suppose here, very few of these
two hillionhasatremendous prodivity toward imagining cats, as againg horses or dogs. Thegreat mgority
has a roughly equa propensity in each of the three specified directions. So, if under ten million of us
chooses, fredy and effectively, to imagine adog, while dmost dl of us choose to imagine a cat, that's an
unbdievably great coincidence. Mysdf, | wouldn't believe in such an aleged outcome. Better than that
overly coincidental nonsense, 1’d go back and question various propostions that we were supposedly
haldingtrue. Wasthere, perhaps, mass mesmerization going on globaly, sothat dmost dl of uswere made
to imagine a cat, with hardly any redly able to exercise his power to choose?
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Whether overlappingor not, it’ sjustincredible that billions of real choosers should dl chooseto imagine
acat experientialy, with none opting for a dog, or a horse, when those two are, quite as forcefully, so
presented as appropriate options. But, a thesametime, it snot redly credible, ether, that thereredly was,
in my Stuation, truly subgtantia diversty in experientia imagining, when | was (supposedly) just imagining
aca. S0, it'sjud incredible that, overlapping with me right now, there are many other complex entities,
many physica-and menta beings, who redly do choose.

In one of its endless variations, that is the Problem of Too Many Red Choosers. Maybe I'm being
overly quick about themetter, or evensmply quitedense. But, inany case, | suspect that this Problem may
be aninsuperadle difficulty for the dominant Scientiphica Metaphysic. And, asl also suspect, the Problem
may undermine the Emergentist View.

6. This Problem and the Emergentist | dea of Physical-and-Mental Complexes

Onthe Emergentist view we ve been exploring, each of usis a physcd-and-menta complex. By contrast
withour severe Scientiphica View, whichhasdl our powers be physical propensties, whatever the details
of their physicd derivations, onthis Emergentismeach of uswill have, inaddition to ever so many physica
proclivities, various nonphysica radicaly emergent menta powers. Yet, on the Emergentist View, any
being that has such radical mentd powers mugt be, at the sametime, acomplex physica entity. Indeed,
it is precisgly this agpect of our Emergentism that has it be a more conservative departure from
Scientiphicaism, or less of adeparture, than isa Cartesan View, or any Substantial Duaism concerning
mind and body.

Inmy “Free Will and Scientiphicalisam,”| argued that Scientiphicdiam is, in severa ways, incompetible
with our thought that we redlly choose, fromamong real dternativestor our thoughtful activity. And, after
offering those arguments, | observed that, so far as any of us could then tdl, this fairly consarvative
Emergentist View might be asfree of such Scientiphical Incompatibilisms as is Substantial Dudism: Our
Emergentism might be tenable; but, then, just insofar asacomplex physicd being' s red physica festures
are dl no obgtacle to her having, aswell, many nonphysical menta powers, sdliently indluding aradicaly
emergent purely mental power to choose. And, asit was then suggested, that might be quite far indeed.
For, asit thenappeared, therewasn’t any such obstacle; therewasn't any red philosophic difficulty. Well,

that was then; and, thisis now.
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Inthe light of our current discussion, there does appear to be avery rea philosophic difficulty. For fird,
it gppears that, “in your Stuation right now” there are very many different phys cal-and-mental complexes
(each grestly overlgpping with many others) - supposing, of course, that, “in your Stuation right now”
there s at least one complex physica entity with radically emergent nonphysical mental powers.  Though
it may be logicdly possble that there be agresat plurdity of spatialy extended real choosers, each of whom
may, perhaps, share much of your space withyounow, thisisa propositionthat defiesbelief. Indeed, this
conflict becomes quite unbearable when we reflect, as we have, that the dmost perfectly certain
consequence of thisisthat, fromtime to time, there Il be great qudlitative diversty inthe chosen mentd lives
of the largely overlgpping physicad-and-menta beings.

Nor isthere, on our Emergentist View, a credible way out of this philosophic difficulty: Ina“messly
gradud” world like this actua one, with very many very amilar physicd complexes to be found “in the
gtuationof” any aleged phys cal-and-mental complex being, there’ sno credible resolutionastowhichone,
among al the very many overlagpping complexes, aone has the power tochoose. Nor isit credible that,
while each of the many complexeshasa power to choose, there's somehow just one physica-and-mental
complex, among the billions overlapping, that, at any given moment of time, gets to exercise his power.
Nor is there any other credible way to offer a suitably sngular resolution of the matter. But, the only
dternative, we just observed, is an incredible diversity of choosers diversaly choosing experientidly. So,
at least in any world much like our messly gradud actual world, the Emergentist View isn't a credible
dternative to our beseged Scientiphicaism.

7. A Singular Physical Manifestation of the Power to Choose Under scor es this Problem
To make the presentation of the problem both vivid and manageable, this initia offering of the Problem of
Too Many Choosers featured just such choosing as might be considered quite purely menta activity, and
even quite isolated from dl physica happenings. With that dready done, it now may profit us further, |
imagine, to explore cases of choosing an imaginaive option where, just subsequent to her starting to
imagine as she chooses to do, the agent communicates to others what he's imagining, presumably viaan
appropriate physca sign, or sgndl.

Asbefore, again I'll imagine either ahorse, or acat, or adog. Wdll, I'm doing that right now. And,
while that’ s il going on, I’'m going to produce a physica sgnd of what it isthat, because | just choseto
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imagineit, I'm now imagining experientialy. (Pretend, now, that I’m communicating by writing on a pad
inyour plainview, or by aneectronic ingant messaging system.) Anyway, with thisvery physica sentence
that I've just produced and that you' re now reading, | tell you that it'sadog I’m now imegining, neither
ahorse nor acat.

Inproducing that writing, | made a certain change inphysica redity. And, thischangewasared result,
of course, of the choice | just effected.

Pacing aside our previous worries, maybe we can somehow make it paatable to oursalves that, this
time “in my Stuation,” there were millions of people choosing to imegine a horse, quite effectivdy, and
millions of others choosing to imagine a cat, aswell asthe millionswho, likeme, imagineda dog. Each of
the peopl e, though overlapping ever so many others, redlly chose quite independently and very effectively,
with each managing to dter his own imaginative experiencing just ashe independently chosefredy to do.
Wil, maybe that’ s too far-fetched really to be paatable. Even so, let’ s suppose, anyway, that there are
dl these overlgoping choosers, independently and effectively choosing images of driking quditative
diversty. If, quite fantagticdly, that should be true, will it help our Emergentism?

No; it won't. Evenif wealow oursdvesthis supposition, ther€ Il arise, or ther€ Il remain, this pardld
problem: With each of our three animd options chosen by many millions, each of them an independent
chooser though he overlaps so many other free choosers, how isit that just those who chosetoimagine
a dog managed to produce an intended (revedling) sgnad change - but not those millions who imagined a
horse, or those who imagined acat? Here' s one specific suggestion. Maybe it’'s matter of the numbers,
as with a vating procedure; and, maybe more chose to imagine adog than chose a cat, or than chose a
horse. But, though that ideamay occur more obvioudy than most of its equaly specific dternatives, it's
no less absurd than so many other terribly incredible thoughts.

All this just brings home to us how incredible isthe ideathat, inmy stuation, or in yours, there are very
many real choosers. Indeed, it' sabsurd for usto believe anything inthe neighborhood: 1t sabsurd to think
that there are many overlapping people here - but only one of them has the power redlly tochoose. It's
aso absurd to think that there are many with this power - but, a any time, only one gets to exercise the
power; and, so on, and so on.

8. DoesthisProblem of Real Choosers Favor Substantial Dualism?
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Recdl our remarks about how each of many overlapping nervous systems, “inmy Stuation,” might be one
of my nervous systems. In what serves to congtitute my overlapping nervous systems, there are
propengities to the effect that there sto be alimit placed - alimit of just one - on how many experiencing
particulars may be promoted by these overlgpping systems. How s0? Here€ saway: Each of asystem’s
ample physicd condituents, as with each of its congtituting quarks, has marvelous propengties regarding
how it may interact with very many other smple physca things, so that, in their optima arrangements for
promoting experience, there' san effective singular resolution as to what experiencer they may promote.
And, because there sthat Sngular resolution, there’ salso anice sngular resolution as to what experiencing
may be promoted by them dl.

It was hard to believe, we said before, that the single experiencer thus promoted should be a complex
physicd thing, whether or not the complex should have radicaly emergent purdy menta powers. For, as
it surely appears, any good candidate for being the Sngle experiencing complex, “inthe Stuation,” isn't any
better a candidate than each of very many extremdy smilar and massvely overlgpping others. It's hard
to believe that, somehow or other, just a certain single one of these should have the power to experience
richly, whilgt dl the others should be perfectly powerless in this sdient regard. (Y, it's also hard to
bdlieve that, runningvery muchinpardle withme, there are vastly many highly smilar distinct experiencers
promoted, rather than just me experiencing here adone) Indeed, if a certain one of these physica
complexes should somehow be the sole experiencer here, what happens whenit loses one of itsperiphera
condtituents, as will surdly happen quite soon? Does this sole experiencer go out of existence? That's
incredible. Doesit, rather, come to coincidewithajust dightly smdler complex, previoudy “nested” init,
whilg having only one fewer smple component than just before the dight loss? Will there be, then, an
experiencing complex that’ s materidly coincident with an insensate complex? That's dso incredible. Will
there then be, dternatively, two experiencing complexes, one previoudy experiencing and one just now
newly experiencing? That's dso incredible. |s afurther dternative markedly more credible than these
patently fantastic dlams? | can't see any further dternative to be much more credible. In line with our
Scientiphicd Metaphysic, or even in line with our noted Emergentiam, there’s no credible resolution, |
submit, to our experientid problem of the many.

o, for folks so accepting of Scientiphicaism, mysdlf included, there's a disturbing problem with the
Experientia Problemof the Many. B, as I’ velatdy been arguing, we may find the Problem of Too Many
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Choosersto be yet more disturbing. With that Problem of Choosers, there' s this. On the one hand, it's
blatantly absurd to think that there are very many red experiencing choosers“inmy stuation,” sometimes
many choodng in acertain experientid way and many otherschoosing inavery different experientid way.
Thisisyet moredisturbing, | think, thanour thinking thereto be, “inmy Stuation,” very many experiencers,
whereit may dways bethat dl of them experience, immediatdy and totaly, in much the same way aseach
other. But, on the other hand, and just as with the Experientid Problem, it's dso absurd to think that
there sasngle complex physical beingthat’ sthe only red chooser here; rather, any promising candidate
for being such a choosing complex gppears no better a dl, not even the least bit more qudified or
promising, than each of very many extremely smilar complexes, and massively overlapping complexes.

W, then, are there other dternatives for the Scientiphically inclined to favor here, evidently less
absurd for usto accept? While there are other logicd possihilities, | suppose, | can't see any that are
notably more credible options.  Certainly not that I'm a simple physical thing. Sofar as| can tell, ever
SO many quarks, or maybe superstrings, each might be asmple physica thing.  But, then, it's not at dl
credible that I'm aquark, or whatever. (The maiter can't be improved by suggesting | might beasmple
physica-and-menta thing. For, any suchaentity must be asmply physical thing, of course, whatever else
aso migt be true of it.) And, not that I'm a complex spatidly extended entity that's not physica, with
substantial Smple spatid partsthat aren't physica parts. Nor isit a dl credible that I’'m any other, il
different, sort of gpatia or physca thing.

Now, remember, I'm an independent real chooser, aconscious being who, at least from time to time,
chooses fully and fredy his own conscious activity. So, I'm not any mere epiphenomena being, nor
anything that merdly supervenesonabase that’ sfully physicd. Indl of our Scientiphicaism, there snothing
that does much justice to my being ared chooser.

While il believing in avast heterogenous physica redity, what are we now to think ourselves to be?
Among the treditiondly available options, the least implausible view may bea Substantid Duaism, rather
like the Cartesian View noted earlier in thisessay. As|’m suggesting, then, maybe we should think our
mental problems of the many, especidly the Problem of Too Many Choosers, meanapoint infavor of such
a Dudigtic Metaphysic. (Thismay be so, of course, even if these problems aso favor views that depart
dill further, thandoes Dudism, from the Scientiphical Metaphysic now so widdly accepted, as with many
|dedligtic worldviews.)
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Mysdf, | can't yet believe in a metgphysic that departs even that much, as much as a Substantia
Dudism departs, from our standard metaphysica conception. For one thing, | can't believe that | redly
haven't any gspatid extenson; at least not yet, | can't. And, as | suspect, you're in the same
commonsensica boat. So, what are we to do?

Three main courses strike me as available.

First, we may go back over what our investigation has so far offered, and look for serious errors.
Then, we may come to think, perhaps quite rightly, that there' s no menta problem of the many, nor any
other difficulty, that’ s truly a serious problemfor our widdy accepted Scientiphicalism. | hope that you will
try thisvery serioudy. And, whether successful or not, | hope you may be so good asto tdl mewhat you
find. Asfor mysdf, however, a this point in time, this option has been exhausted and, in the wake of my
laborious struggles, isn't much available. So, for me, right now, that leaves two courses.

Second, we may ask oursalves what are the most disturbing aspects of a Cartesan View. And, after
trying our best to articulate them wel, we might then endeavor to show how they might redlly give far less
causefor intellectud disturbance thanthey firs appear to do. Y et, thishas been often tried before, by many
others. So, while | think | should try to do something here, | have doubts as to how much | might
accomplish in thisway.

Third, and findly, there’ samore novel and speculative approach, though it snot whally divorced from
the Dudidic coursejust noted. Perhaps, | might have, in addition to many physical and spatia parts, many
of themoverlgpping many others, asngle nonphysica nonspetia part. And, perhapsit may bethat it’ sonly
in thisnonphysica part of me, inmy “soul,” that I'm mentally propensitied and empowered. 1t'sthrough
my exercise of certain powers inhering in this soul, my soul, that | may perhaps choose various aspects of
my mentd life, and sometimes even choose how it is that my body moves.

Though it's pretty speculative, so far that’s not nove, but just old hat. In bare and sketchy terms,
here's something that, far from being so old hat, is even quite strangely speculative:  Though this
nonphysica part of me- my mind, or my soul - may not have any spatial extension, and least not in any
grict or narrow sense of the terms, perhapsit may have some nonspatial spacelikeextension. Inwhat's

only a very schematic way indeed, I'll try to say something about the generd tenor of this strange
Speculation.
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Now, as it seems to me, space is the only clearly nontemporal dimension of concrete reality in
which | exist. But, that appearance may be anillusory appearance. Asit might redly be, spaceisbut one
the clearly nontempora dimendons in which | exigt; as I'm speculating, there's at least one other such
dimenson in which, quite equaly, | dso participate - in which | dso exist. Even as my many substantia
physica parts exist in space, | may have another enduring substantia part (or maybe more than one) that
doesn’'t exid in spaceitsdf. Thisnongpatid part of me, this soul of mine, if you will, may exist in some
other clearly nontemporal dimension (or in more thanone) and that’ sextended, dl right, but not spatially
extended.

No easy matter, it remains for us to suggest for these speculative ideas some helpfully more concrete
terms, not so terribly abstract asthose I ve just employed or offered. Requiring our engagement with the
most profoundly radica sort of imeginative thinking, we may need to connect the offered abstract
speculations with some of our (more nearly) experientid thinking, or, a least, with some thinking of ours
that’s more experientidly informed. With no great confidence that I'll have much success in any such
postive effort, | postpone it for another occasion. Anyway, and as with dmogt everything dse in first
philosophy, here, too, it may be that only the problems rightly last long with us, while the our attempted
resolutions are dl fleeting, fashionable, and, maybe, flat-out futile as wll.
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NOTES

1. Inchronologicd order, the mogt directly nihilistic of these papersare: "There AreNo Ordinary Things,"
Synthese, 41 (1979): 117-154; "l Do Not Exigt," pp.235-251 in Perception and Identity, G. F.
MacDondd ed., London: The MacmillanPress, 1979; and "Why ThereAreNo People," Midwest Sudies
in Philosophy, 1V (1979): 177-222. The main thrust of these papers is the articulation of a nihilistic
approach to various soritesarguments. Typicaly, these argumentstrade on theideg, for al | redly know
perfectly correct, that an extremely minute difference between two ordinary entities - minute as regards
propensties aswdl asdl sorts of other things - will never mean the difference between one of them being
arock, for example, and the other not being arock, nor the difference between one a thinking being and
the other nat athinking being.

Less directly nihiligic are a few other papers, induding "The Problem of the Many,” Midwest
Sudiesin Philosophy, V (1980): 411-467. In thislast publication, none of the key ideas has anything
much to do withany soritesarguments, or with*discrimingtive vagueness,” though acasua glance at these
key ideas may often give such an erroneous impresson. Right now, I'll warn you againgt conflating these
two very different sorts of nihilidic reasoning. And, in the bargain, I'll warn againg mistaking, for any
soritesargument, or any reasoning at dl concerning discriminative vagueness, the trying thoughts|’ mabout
to supply in this present essay.

Findly for now, | sgnd that, while severd of this essay’ skey ideas do arise from issues centrd to
“The Problem of the Many,” some of these presently central ideas go far beyond, in various important
respects, anything consdered by that old paper. (While thereare great differences between the thoughts
of this new essay and the ideas of that old paper, an attempt to detail the differences looks to be more
digtracting than indructive.)

2. Sill in progress, the book is All the Power in the World, to be published by the Oxford University
Press.

3. Spdling it differently, as“ Scientificdism,” | first Sketched this View, which is our dominant metaphysic,
in “The Mystery of the Physicd and the Matter of Qudlities” Midwest Studies in Philosophy, Volume
XX (1999): 75-99. Using philosophically more suggestive spdling, | discussit further inmy “Free Wll
and Sdentiphicadism,”forthcoming in Philosophy and Phenomenol ogical Research, 2002. One of the
main ams of All the Power in the World isto explore, very criticaly this Scientiphica Metaphysics that,
for severa decades at | east, has been the dominant worldview among prominent mainstream philosophers,
aswedl as many others.

4. Therésa discusson of this Emergentism isin my “Free Will and Scientiphicalism.” The excdlent
suggestion that | treat this view very serioudy | owe to Dean Zimmerman.

5. Asnoted eaxrlier, | discuss this Emergentism in my “Free Will and Scientiphicdism.”
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6. For a nice presentation of some of these actud cases, dong withan interesting discussion of what might
be much of ther philosophic import, see ThomasNagd, “Brain Bisectionand the Unity of Consciousness,
Synthese, 22 (1971).
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