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emergence is also ascribed to individuals that are not event-like entities:
there are assertions in singular of the form “the first NP emerged” (where
“NP” stands for a noun-phrase)-—~for example: “The first living being
emerged”—and there are assertions in plural of the form “NPs emerged”—
for example: “Living beings emerged”. Such assertions are derivative, ana-
logical ways of speaking.

“The first NP emerged” just means the same as “There is a time ¢ and
an X which is such that X came into existence at ¢, and the coming into
existence of X at ¢ is an instance of emergence with respect to NP [where
NP is the kind that corresponds to the noun-phrase NP], and for every Y
that came into existence at ¢ and that is different from X: the coming into
existence of Y at ¢ is not an instance of emergence with respect to NP™.

And “NPs emerged”, in one interpretation (the lectio facilior), just means
the same as “There is an X and a time ¢ such that X came into existence
at ¢, and the coming into existence of X at ¢ is an instance of emergence
with respect to [the kind}] NP”. Accordingly, the plural in the statement
“NPs emerged” is not to be taken referentially seriously: one might as well
have said, “A [or some] NP emerged”. Note that, according to the pres-
ent interpretation, “NPs emerged” is logically equivalent not only o “A
NP emerged” but also to “[The kind] NP emerged”. And note that this
interpretation is precisely the one in which the statement “Rational souls
emerged” underlies the title of this chapter, “The Emergence of Rational
Souls”. Hence I might logically equivalently (and without ambiguity) have
called this chapter “The Emergence of a Rational Soul” or “The Emergence
of Rational Soul [the kind]”. But these alternative titles would not have
been as catchy as its present title.

In another interpretation of “NPs emerged” (the lectio difficilior), the
phrase means the same as “There is a time ¢ and an X such that X came into
existence at t, and the coming into existence of X at ¢ is an instance of emer-
gence with respect to NP, and there is a Y different from X that also came
into existence at ¢ and the coming into existence of Y at ¢ is also an instance
of emergence with respect to NP”. In this interpretation the plural in “NPs
emerged” is taken seriously, and “NPs emerged” is logically equivalent to
“Several NPs emerged”.

Note finally that statements of the following forms are pairwise logically
equivalent:

The first NP emerged. NP emerged singularly.

NPs emerged, [lectio facilior]. NP emerged.

NPs emerged, [lectio difficilior]. NP emerged plurally.
2. SOULS

Presuming that rational soul is an irreducible ontological kind, what are the
characteristics of that kind? In answering this question, I shall first look at
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the concept of soul in and by itself, leaving rationality, for the moment, out
of consideration. The notion of soul is a very old one, with a very long tra-
dition in the history of ideas. Given this tradition, very many philosophical,
religious, theological, psychological, and folk-psychological ideas, perspec-
tives, and connotations have accumulated around that notion. I herewith
present the definition of a sober, strictly philosophical concept of soul; it is
inspired by the tradition, but at the same time highly selective with regard
to the riches of that tradition:

DS Xisattasoul of Yif, and only if, (1) Y is an animal that is conscious
at t, (2) X is a non-physical individual without inherent temporal
dimension, (3) X is a subject of the consciousness of Y at ¢, and (4) if
Y is up and about in the time-stretch following ¢, then X causes some
movement' of Y after ¢ in the light of the consciousness of Y at z.

According to DS, the concept of soul—or better: soul-of—is a relational
concept, a rather special form of time-dependent being-of (other, more
commonplace forms of time-dependent being-of are wife-of, home-of,
father-of, son-of, etc.). Note also that according to DS the concept of soul
is identified with the concept of active soul (see condition (4)); this should
be kept in mind.

There is a normal way of X being at a time a soul of Y (but D5 does not
propose a priori that it is the only way). This is the normal way:

The normal time-dependent <animal, soul>-relationship

(a) For some time ¢: Y is an animal that is conscious at ¢.

(b) For every time t: if Y is an animal that is conscious at #, then X is
at t a soul of Y, and nothing else but X is at £ a soul of Y.

(c) There is no Y distinct from Y such that at any time ¢ X is a soul
of Y att.

If X and Y fulfill the condition of normalcy that is specified by the conjunc-
tion of these three statements, then one can address X as the soul of Y (this
is based on (a) and (b)) and as the soul of Y alone (this is based on (a), (b),
and (c)). And vice versa: if one can address X as the soul of Y and also as the
soul of Y alone, then X and Y fulfill the condition of normalcy that is speci-
fied by the conjunction of those three statements. (I leave it to the reader to
consider which non-normal animal-soul-relationships are not excluded by
DS, and which of those may plausibly be assumed to actually occur in the
light of psychopathological evidence.) Now, the simple sense in which the
word “soul” is meant in the title of this essay is this:

D6 X is a soul (simpliciter) if, and only if, there is an animal Y such that
X is the soul of Y.
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and hence that the truth of (b*) has been demonstrated, and that, therefore,
it is quite true: I am the soul of UM (since (a*) and (c*), which are also nec-
essary for this conclusion, have already been established).

3. SOULS AND CAUSATION

Common sense is all in favor of giving the answer “yes” both to question
(1) and to question (II) posed in the previous section. Given that UM is an
animal that is conscious at time ¢, common sense tells me that, if UM is
up and about in the time-stretch following #, there is no circumstance that
could keep me—the subject of the consciousness of UM—from causing
some movement of UM after ¢ in the light of the consciousness of UM at ¢.
After all, without the almost immediately manifest effects of my guidance,
UM would almost immediately be 70t up and about after £. And common
sense also tells me that I do not have an inherent temporal dimension, since
I experience myself as not having any temporal parts and as not being a
temporal part of anything (not even a point-like temporal part).

But common sense does not seem to be a good advisor with regard to the
questions (I} and (II)—because common sense does not seem to present a
defensible position with regard to them. How so? The relevant worries can
be summed up in two arguments:

Argument 1: If question (I) is answered with “yes”, then it is presumed
that I am not an event, nor anything event-like (for example, a tem-
porally specified state of affairs). But then I am not capable under any
circumstances of causing anything, since only events or event-like enti-
ties are capable of causing something. Now, this negative result makes
it (rationally) impossible to answer question (IT) with “yes”; it must be
answered with “no”. Conversely, if one insists on the answer “yes” to
question (II), then question (1) must be answered with “no”. Clearly,
one cannot answer both questions with “yes” (contrary to what is sug-
gested by common sense).

Argument 2: Previously, the result has been reached—by fairly com-
monsensical considerations—that I am a non-physical individual. But
if this is correct, then I am not capable under any circumstances of
causing anything, since only physical entities are capable of causing
something. This negative result makes it impossible to answer question
(II) with “yes”.

A unified effective response to both these arguments consists in showing
the viability—the coherence, or even better: the existence—of non-physical
agent-causation. In this section and the next I will try to demonstrate the
existence of non-physical agent-causation, which attempt, if successful,
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be getting warmer and warmer rather quickly and anticipated its being
burning hot to the hand very soon).

There are alternatives, of course, to this neurophysiologically informed,
self-interpretational view of the causation of E* and E. But how plausible
are they?

One might, for example, assume that E*—though not caused by any
physical event—is caused by a physical agent (hence not by me, since 1
am a non-physical entity). However, there do not seem to be any physi-
cal agents that can plausibly fill that role. But is not the brain of UM a
likely candidate for filling it, in fact, the best candidate? It is true that E*
happens in the brain of UM, but E* is certainly not caused by the brain
of UM (as little as the movement of an engine’s piston, which movement
moves the engine, is caused by the engine). E* is simply something that
happens to (in) the brain of UM. And there is also a more fundamental
problem with the idea that the brain might be a physical agent-cause of
E*: a physical non-event Y can cause an event X only in virtue of some
physical event Z that (i) essentially involves Y and (i) causes X. But we
have already found that no physical event causes E*. Hence the brain
of UM (though plausibly a physical non-event) cannot cause E*. By the
same token, no part of the brain of UM can cause E*, nor, for that mat-
ter, can E* be caused by UM itself (which is very plausibly a physical
non-event).

Alternatively, one might assume that E*—though not caused by any
physical event—is caused by a non-physical event (hence, again, not by
me, since, having no temporal dimension, I am a non-event). However,
there do not seem to be any non-physical events that can plausibly fill that
role. This has become apparent only recently, in the wake of the experi-
ments of the neurophysiologist Benjamin Libet. The only likely candidate
for being a non-physical event that causes E* would be an E-directed
decision-experience in the consciousness of UM that occurs before the
inception of E*: an experience in which I—the subject of the conscious-
ness of UM—experience myself as effectively (not just premeditatively*)
deciding to bring about E. However, the Libet experiments quite unequiv-
ocally show that there is no such decision-experience: the decision-expe-
rience that does occur follows E*, though it is still ahead of E. There is
no getting around this, it seems to me, and it is fatal for the view that E*
is caused by a non-physical event. But it presents no problem for the view
that E* is caused by a non-physical agent: me; it seems only natural that
I become aware of my effectively (not just premeditatively) made decision
to bring about E merely after I have effectively made it: by my causing E*
(at the very time of E*’) in order to bring about E {via the neurophysi-
ological chain of command).

All that seems to stand in the way of accepting the existence of non-
physical agent-causation is the “How could . .. 2" attitude: “How could
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4. RATIONALITY

Can it be doubted that there are voluntary movements of animals? Can it
be doubted that at least some of UM’s movements are voluntary? It cannot
be doubted—at least not by me (who is the subject of the consciousness of
UM)—that some of UM’s movements feel voluntary. But perhaps none of
them is voluntary. How can this be? Easily. It is the case if the following is
true:

The coming about of any animal movement is a necessary consequence
of the laws of physics and of the physical events that happened before
the first animals came into existence.

This-—call it “animal determinism”—is just a consequence of the doc-
trine of universal physical determinism, but it has the advantage that
one can believe in it even if one considers universal physical determinism
to be false (as is strongly suggested by quantum mechanics). If animal
determinism is true (and a fortiori if universal physical determinism is
true), then there are no voluntary movements of animals (though for some
mysterious reason some of these movements seem voluntary: to the out-
side observer, and to the subject of the consciousness of the performing
animal). Thus: if animal determinism is true, then my basis for arguing
for the existence of non-physical agent-causation is gone. And more than
that: if animal determinism is true, then non-physical agent-causation is
superfluous, and therefore non-existent (“therefore” indeed!—but under
the assumption of animal determinism, one is irresistibly drawn to this
conclusion, though it does not logically follow). But if there is no non-
physical agent-causation, then there are no souls (simpliciter), as defined
by D6 (taking into consideration what precedes that definition and assum-
ing that any animal is at some time t conscious, and up and about in the
time-stretch following t).

Therefore, if souls emerged (and a fortiori if rational souls emerged),
then the world is more or less bound to be in such a way that animal deter-
minism (and a fortiori universal physical determinism) is not true. Do we
have any basis for assuming that animal determinism is not true? Yes,
indeed, there is a basis for assuming that it is not true: this basis simply
consists in the fact that some animals have conscious interests. The fact of
conscious interests is not logically incompatible with animal determinism,
but it fits ill with it, and animal determinism has nothing to offer to explain
it. If animal determinism is true, conscious interests are superfluous, and
therefore (ought to be) non-existent. Under the assumption of animal deter-
minism, one is irresistibly drawn to this conclusion. However, in this case,
one cannot rationally accept the conclusion after all: the existence of con-
scious interests is just too plain obvious. This does not bode well for animal
determinism.
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