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Empathy and First-Personal Imagining
Rae Langton 
1. Empathy and identification
‘Empathy’ can mean many things, but Adam Smith’s description remains an eloquent starting point. If ‘our brother is upon the rack’,
it is by the imagination only that we can form any conception of what are his sensations. Neither can that faculty help us to this any other way, than by representing to us what would be our own, if we were in his case. […] By the imagination we place ourselves in his situation, we conceive ourselves enduring all the same torments, we enter as it were into his body, and become in some measure the same person with him, and thence form some idea of his sensations, and even feel something which, though weaker in degree, is not altogether unlike them. His agonies, when they are thus brought home to ourselves, when we have thus adopted and made them our own, begin at last to affect us, and we then tremble and shudder at the thought of what he feels.
  

In what way is empathy ‘first-personal’? In two ways, at least, on Smith’s description: in the indexical ‘I’, shifting over to my brother on the rack; and in the phenomenology, which brings my brother’s agonies ‘home’ to me, with an inkling of what it is like thus to suffer. 

I imagine my brother ‘from the inside’, in one sense of that phrase: I imagine him de se, with the indexical first person. I imagine being in my brother’s situation, I self-ascribe his circumstances. More than that, I imagine being my brother in that situation, I self-ascribe being him. The indexical shift involves imaginary identification. I ‘enter as it were into his body’, and ‘become in some measure the same person with him’. The ‘imaginary change of situations’ (‘sympathy’ in Smith’s terms) is—
not supposed to happen to me in my own person and character, but in that of the person with whom I sympathize. […] I consider what I should suffer if I was really you, and I not only change circumstances with you, but I change persons and characters.
 
The phrase ‘if I was really you’ marks this identification, and seems to invoke the mysterious possibility that I could be you, to which we shall return.
  

 I imagine my brother ‘from the inside’, in another sense of that phrase: I imagine him ‘subjectively’, with first personal phenomenology. I imagine what the suffering is like. There is quasi-perceptual acquaintance with my brother’s suffering: we imagine ‘enduring all the same torments’, his agonies are ‘brought home to ourselves’ and we ‘tremble and shudder at the thought of what he feels’. My brother feels that feeling, which I grasp in this qualitative way only from the viewpoint of a conscious subject.

In empathic imagining I ‘adopt a different perspective’, to ‘grasp how things appear or feel from there’, as Derek Matravers puts it.
 There is a shift in self-location, and a new grasp of how things appear or feel. These shifts in de se imagining and subjective imagining are at the core of empathy; and our interest here will be in their significance, and possible insignificance. Imaginative identification will be our paradigm for empathy, even if it seems mysterious. 
Subjective and de se imagining belong to a genus of attitudes which have been heralded as revealing something deep about the first-personal stand-point (Section 2). To investigate the first-personal character of our imaginings of others, we shall look at a story whose combinatorial possibilities illustrate the distinctness of subjective and de se imagining, and may prove their independence (Section 3). We shall consider empathy’s role in ethics (Section 4), in order to ask how these first-personal imaginings help empathy fulfil its role, looking in turn at subjective imagining (Section 5) and de se imagining (Section 6). Sceptics have doubted the significance of de se attitudes, and we shall find reason to agree, at least in part (Section 7). Finally, we shall defend the mystery of empathic imagining, with its seeming-implication that I could be you—its perception, or illusion, of the contingency of being me (Section 8). 
There are some caveats before we proceed. First, I leave aside a form of empathy that has claim to equal importance, a modest version of the imagining Smith describes. Perhaps in empathy we merely ‘place ourselves’ in the ‘situation’ of our brother: we adopt his perspective, not by identifying with him, but by imagining ourselves in his circumstances, with suitable adjustments for ‘character’, and other details. This too would be a de se and a subjective imagining. It would be a de se imagining in which I self-ascribe the properties of being in my brother’s situation, in agony, on the rack—but without imagining being my brother. While the text suggests that Smith has a stronger identification in mind, this contrast between an ambitious and a modest imagining is widely recognized. Peter Goldie describes the modest version as ‘in-his-shoes perspective-shifting’, where ‘A imagines being in B’s situation’. To imaginatively step into B’s shoes is not to step into B himself. By contrast, the ambitious identification is ‘empathetic perspective-shifting’, where ‘A imagines being B in that situation’. This involves imaginatively stepping into B himself—and some take this to be impossible, or wrong. The modest version of empathy is important, but we shall not address it. Our paradigm, following Smith, will be empathy as imaginary identification.

Second, when our imagining succeeds, there is knowledge, but also shared fellow-feeling, and moral concern, and these may deserve the name ‘empathy’. The term, as we allowed, can mean many things, but let us take the epistemic role to be primary. Skilled empathic mind-readers might lack shared feeling, or moral concern: the doctor who grasps a patient’s anxiety without sharing it; or the sadist who, with relish, grasps the exact contours of his victim’s pain.
 Fellow feeling and moral concern may follow, of course, and be a reason for empathy’s moral significance. 

Third, we must acknowledge the scale of the topic, and the difficulty of doing it justice. Empathy raises large questions in ethics, aesthetics, and philosophy of psychology which shall leave aside. Questions about the mind will be postponed: how empathy might involve ‘simulating’ the other person, putting myself in their shoes by using my own cognitive mechanisms ‘off-line’. Many normative questions will be postponed: the risks of empathy, its partiality, its fallibility, its potential arrogance, and its limits. Political questions too will be postponed: the objectifying pathologies which undermine empathy, or foster pseudo-empathy; the oppressive social structures which hinder us from ‘bringing home to ourselves’ the sufferings of others. We shall proceed in a circumscribed field. And, notwithstanding the gaps and dangers, we shall proceed in a spirit of guarded optimism about empathy’s potential.

2. Subjective and de se imagining

Our interest is in the contribution of subjective and de se imagining to empathy.  Subjective and de se features are often welded together in ideas of ‘the first personal perspective’, ‘the subjective view’, ‘the view from the inside’, perhaps because the two often coincide, as in Smith’s example.
 But subjective and de se imagining are different, and in certain respects independent.
When I imagine something de se, I imagine it in an indexical self-referring way, associated with self-locating uses of the first-personal singular pronoun; as when I de se imagine being in my brother’s situation, or I de se imagine being my brother, in that situation. 
When I subjectively imagine something, I imagine it with the phenomenology of a subject of experience; as when I imagine ‘enduring all the same torments’, bringing his agonies ‘home’ to myself. 
Imagining de se belongs to a wider genus of de se attitudes, whose initial philosophical task was to capture a kind of first personal knowledge at risk of being left out, manifested in familiar stories of ignorance and discovery. An amnesiac in Stanford Library has read all about Rudolph Lingens in a biography, but a discovery awaits him— ‘Oh, I am Lingens!’ Again, ‘A shopper has been spilling sugar— Oh, I have been spilling sugar!’ (Both examples are from John Perry.) De se attitudes are irreducible to other attitudes that happen to refer to oneself, whether directly de re, or by description de dicto, said David Lewis. It is not easy to unpack their content, but on Lewis’s proposal, someone who has de se knowledge self-ascribes a certain property (‘I have been spilling sugar!’), and this can be adapted to other attitudes, including de se imaginings.
 
The so-called ‘essential indexical’ has been heralded as revealing something deep about the first-personal standpoint. David Lewis teasingly agrees with philosophers who say—

there is a kind of personal, subjective knowledge that we have or we seek, and it is altogether different from the impersonal, objective knowledge that science and scholarship can provide.
 

He agrees with those ‘taunts’, or rather agrees with them ‘in letter if not in spirit’. What he finds missing in the ‘impersonal, objective knowledge’ is the indexical self-location involved in first personal knowledge de se. 
There are sceptics who doubt the significance of the ‘essential indexical’. Our investigation will lead us to agree in part with the heralders, and in part with the doubters.
 I shall suggest that de se imagining is essential to empathy, in its paradigm identificatory version. However, the de se, on its own, is insignificant, because, to put it crudely, it requires no ‘self’ in its ‘self-ascription’, and no ‘person’ in its ‘first personal’—as illustrated by inanimate machines, whose de se ‘attitudes’ include analogues of ‘self-discovery’, and indeed of ‘empathy’ itself. That is why Lewis captures only the ‘letter’ of the first personal, and not its ‘spirit’.

Subjective imagining too belongs to a wider genus of mental states, whose initial philosophical task was to capture a different kind of first personal knowledge, likewise at risk of being left out, and likewise manifested in stories of ignorance and discovery. We cannot know ‘what it’s like’ to be a bat, says Thomas Nagel. Colour-scientist Mary knows all about colour, says Frank Jackson, but a discovery awaits her when she leaves her black and white room—‘Oh, that’s what red is like!’ Here too, the subjective quality of experience has been heralded as revealing something deep about the first-personal standpoint, and here too there are doubters. But our investigation will not, in this case, lead us to agree with the doubters. I shall suggest that subjective imagining is essential to empathy, in its paradigm version, and significant even on its own.

Our interest is in empathic identification, which is a species of ‘central imagining’, as Richard Wollheim calls it. He takes it to have great significance. 
That I can centrally imagine someone other than myself is a fact of major importance, and it is a fact of philosophy, not just a point of terminology.

I can ‘centrally imagine’ myself or others, including historical and fictional others.

When I imagine, from his own viewpoint, Sultan Mahomet’s triumphal entry into Constantinople in 1453, I identify with him, and represent what it was like for him as perceiver and agent: the ‘noise of the horses’, the ‘smell of shit and summer dust’, then the ‘sudden cool’ of being inside the church, the words of ‘peremptory command’ issuing from my mouth.
 When I centrally imagine someone else, I imagine being the other person, and experiencing the world from their perspective. Both first personal features are involved: de se imagining, as I self-ascribe being the Sultan, in that situation; and subjective ‘what it’s like’ phenomenology, as I experience the world from his perspective.
3. The independence of subjective and de se imagining

I am about to inflict on the reader a melodrama with seven different imaginings. The point is to build on two self-imaginings from Zeno Vendler (Cases 1 and 2), to understand four imaginings of someone else (Cases 3-6). These display the four combinatorial possibilities offered by subjective and de se imagining. If all four cases are possible, then de se imagining and subjective imagining are independent cross-cutting categories, in our imaginings of others. Empathy puts them together, in its paradigm form. 
One thing that makes the cases peculiar—spoiler alert!—is that in all seven, the imaginer imagines something about himself, it turns out. In that sense, all are ‘self-imaginings’. Some are not first personal, because a self-imagining can fail to be first-personal, when the imaginer fails to realize he imagines himself (Case 3). And some are first personal, not because they are self-imaginings, but because they are empathic other-imaginings (Case 6, at least). The final self-imagining (Case 7) entertains a looming self-discovery.

Our story’s first scene is short, and borrowed from Vendler. My suggested classification is inserted in the text, with comment to follow.
We are looking down upon the ocean from a cliff. The water is rough and cold, yet there are some swimmers riding the waves. 
(Case 1) ‘Just imagine swimming in that water’, says my friend, and I know what to do. ‘Brr!’ I say as I imagine the cold, the salty taste, the tug of the current, and so forth. [subjective + de se] 
(Case 2) Had he said ‘Just imagine yourself swimming in that water’, I could comply in another way too: by picturing myself being tossed about, a scrawny body bobbing up and down in the foamy waste. [objective + de se] 
In this case, I do not have to leave the cliff in imagination: I may see myself, if I so choose, from the very same perspective. Not so in the previous case: if I indeed imagine being in the water, then I may see the cliff above me, but not myself from it.
 
Vendler’s examples illustrate the difference between subjective and objective imaginings of oneself. When I imagine swimming, in Case 1, I subjectively imagine the experience of swimming, the cold, the salty taste, the tug of the current on my puny arms. In Case 2 I objectively imagine myself swimming, picturing myself below, being tossed about. (It is tempting to describe Case 1 as ‘from the inside’ and Case 2 as ‘from the outside’, but I shall be avoiding this metaphor.) Although the cases differ in their subjectivity, they are alike in their indexicality, in the sense that in both, I am swimming. Both are de se imaginings: I self-ascribe swimming in both. So Vendler’s examples also shows how de se imagining can come apart from subjective imagining, as in Case 2.
  To sum up:
Case 1: subjective and de se. ‘Just imagine swimming’. Case 1 is subjective: I imagine swimming, I imagine the experience of swimming, the cold, the salty taste, the tug of the current. The imagining captures what it is like to be swimming, presented vividly enough that I shiver. ‘Brr!’
 Case 1 is de se: I self-ascribe the property of swimming, in imagination, representing myself as the one swimming. 
Case 2: objective and de se. ‘Just imagine yourself swimming’. Case 2 is objective: I imagine myself swimming by picturing myself down below, being tossed about, a scrawny body bobbing up and down. My imagining lacks first personal phenomenology: I do not imagine what it is like to be swimming.
 Case 2 is de se: I self-ascribe swimming, in imagination, representing myself as the one swimming. 

Here is the next scene of our melodrama, now a fabrication. My proposed classification is again inserted in the text, with comment to follow.
My friend and I continue to gaze at the waves. He turns towards me. ‘You know that book you were reading, about Rudolph Lingens?’, he says. ‘Well, guess what. Lingens will be swimming in that water soon!’ 
(Case 3) ‘Just imagine Lingens swimming in that water!’ I picture Lingens far below, the heroic figure of the biography, swimming with masterful strokes through the foamy waste. [objective + not de se]
(Case 4) ‘Just imagine what it’s like for Lingens, swimming in that water!’ I try. First, I imagine swimming, the cold, the tug of the current on puny arms. ‘Brr!’ Then I recall his swimming prowess, and make a correction. The tug of the current on powerful arms. And perhaps for him there is the exhilaration I feel when skiing. ‘Woohoo!’ [subjective + not de se]
(Case 5) ‘Just imagine being Lingens, swimming in that water!’ I imagine being Lingens. I picture myself-as-Lingens below, swimming with masterful strokes through the foamy waste. This seems to resemble my second imagining (Case 2), except it’s me-as-Lingens. [objective + de se]
(Case 6) ‘Just imagine being Lingens, swimming in that water!’ I comply in a different way. I imagine being Lingens. I imagine myself-as-Lingens swimming in that water, the cold, the salty taste, the tug of the current on my powerful arms. ‘Woohoo!’ This seems to resemble my first imagining (Case 1), except it’s me-as-Lingens. [subjective + de se]
I turn to my friend and ask, ‘Where is Lingens, anyway?’ ‘Right here’, he responds, and I observe a new and disturbing glint in his eye. I stare. The fog in my brain begins to lift. This ‘friend’ who met me in the library, and invited me for a scenic ocean drive—might he be Leo Peter? No friend, but arch-rival and nemesis of Lingens! And—perhaps I am Lingens!
(Case 7) ‘Just imagine being Lingens, swimming in that water!’ I comply in yet a different way. What if I am Lingens! I imagine being Lingens. I imagine myself-as-Lingens swimming in that water, the cold, the salty taste, the tug of the current on my puny arms. ‘Brr!’ This resembles my first imagining (Case 1), except it’s me-as-Lingens. [subjective + de se]
An evil chuckle from my companion banishes the fog entirely. The scales fall completely from my eyes. My ‘friend’ is indeed my enemy! And—I am Lingens! ‘Oh, I will be swimming!’ My brain repeats Case 7, with new urgency. ‘Aargh!’ A brief thought: ‘If only I were Lingens! A powerful swimmer, and a braver man!’ Then, ‘Wait—I am Lingens.’ That damned biography. I, Lingens, can barely swim. I look back and see my enemy, arms outstretched for the shove that will send me over the brink. A last split-second thought. ‘Poor me!’
Cases 3-6 give us four imaginings of someone else (someone believed to be someone else). And Cases 3-6 give us the four combinatorial possibilities for subjective and de se imagining. In Case 3, both first personal features are absent:  I imagine Lingens in a third personal way, which is neither subjective, nor de se.  In Case 4, one feature is present, the other absent: it is subjective, but not de se. In Case 5, we have the reverse: it is objective, and de se. Case 6 brings both features together. I imagine being Lingens in a first personal way, with an imagining that is both subjective, and de se. The transition from Case 3 to Case 6 is a transition from a doubly-third-personal to a doubly-first-personal imagining, via two singly-first-personal imaginings. It culminates in a subjective, de se imagining of Lingens that amounts to identificatory empathy, I shall suggest. Let us take them in turn.
Case 3: objective + not de se. ‘Just imagine Lingens swimming’. I respond with an imagining that is thoroughly third personal, neither subjective imagining, nor de se. Case 3 is objective: I picture Lingens below, swimming with masterful strokes through the foamy waste, a powerful swimmer, because the biography portrays him thus. I do not imagine what it is like to be swimming. Case 3 is not de se: I do not, in imagination, self-ascribe the property of swimming. I ascribe the swimming to Lingens. It will turn out that Lingens is me. But that does not mean I self-ascribe swimming, any more than Perry’s ignorant shopper self-ascribes the property of spilling sugar. An imaginer may ascribe a property to himself, without self-ascribing the property. Despite the identity of imaginer and imagined, this is not de se imagining.

Case 4: subjective + not de se. ‘Just imagine what it’s like for Lingens, swimming!’ I respond with a subjective imagining of how it is for Lingens, without inserting myself into his situation, or into his perspective, or into him. Case 4 is subjective: it has first personal phenomenology, and represents what a certain kind of swimming is like. Case 4 is not de se: the swimming is ascribed simply to Lingens. 
I arrive at the phenomenology by imagining what swimming would be like for me, the cold, the tug of the current against my puny arms; and then for corrective, I draw on my own experience of expert skiing, for a possibly comparable sense of exhilaration. These involve de se imagining, like Case 1. However, I leave that behind. I arrive at what swimming a certain way would be like, and think, that’s what it’s like for Lingens. What I am suggesting here may be Goldie’s category of simple ‘imagining-how-it-is’: I can think about someone at a meeting, imagine ‘how it is for her’, ‘how stressed she must be’, but according to Goldie, ‘in imagining how it is for her’ there is no need to put myself in her situation, or identify with her.

 
Since I take Lingens to be someone else, we can ask: am I empathizing with Lingens? Well yes, to the extent that I am subjectively imagining what it is like for someone else. There is at least this qualitative part of empathy. But also no, since there is no de se imaginative self-ascription of the situation, or the being, of the person.  My imagining has the phenomenology, without the identification. It is perhaps a form of empathy (Goldie’s ‘imagining how it is’) but not the paradigm form with which we began. 
Case 5: objective + de se. ‘Just imagine being Lingens, swimming’. I respond with an objective imagining of myself-as-Lingens swimming. Case 5 is objective: I imagine being Lingens, but I picture myself-as-Lingens below, swimming with masterful strokes through the foamy waste. I do not imagine the experience of swimming. Case 5 is de se: I self-ascribe, in imagination, the property of swimming powerfully in the water, and I self-ascribe being Lingens. My imagining resembles, in both respects, Vendler’s objective self-imagining (Case 2), except it is myself-as-Lingens.  
Since I take Lingens to be someone else, we can ask again, am I empathizing with Lingens? Well, I do identify with Lingens: in imagination I self-ascribe the situation, and indeed the being, of Lingens. There is the identificatory part of empathy. But also no, since I do not subjectively imagine what it is like for Lingens. My imagining has identification without phenomenology, the converse of Case 4.  And, notwithstanding the identification, it does not seem to be empathy at all.
Case 6: subjective + de se. ‘Just imagine being Lingens swimming’. I respond a different way, with an imagining that is both subjective and de se. Case 6 is subjective: I imagine myself-as-Lingens swimming in that water, the cold, the salty taste, the tug of the current, my arms powerfully pulling against the waves, the exhilaration. Woohoo! Case 6 is de se: I self-ascribe swimming, in imagination, and I self-ascribe being Lingens. My imagining resembles, in both respects, Vendler’s example of subjective self-imagining (Case 1), except it is myself-as-Lingens.  
Our question again: am I empathizing with Lingens? Yes! And without qualification. I identify with Lingens, and imagine what it’s like for Lingens. It is just like Smith’s example of identificatory empathy. There is the indexical shift: I ‘enter as it were into his body’, I ‘become in some measure the same person’, I consider how it would be ‘if I was really’ the other person. There is the phenomenology: I ‘form some idea of his sensations’, I ‘feel something which, though weaker in degree, is not altogether unlike’ what the subject would feel. I am empathizing with myself, it turns out, but that doesn’t stop it being empathy. 

Our last case is quite different. 

Case 7: subjective + de se.  ‘Just imagine being Lingens, swimming’. I respond in a wholly different way. I imagine being Lingens, entertaining the possibility that I am in fact Lingens.  Case 7 is subjective: I imagine swimming in the cold salty water, my arms feebly pulling against the waves. Case 7 is de se: I self-ascribe being Lingens, with his, namely my, characteristics, swimming in the icy water. But in Case 6 I did all this as well! Apart from the small adjustment in swimming styles, from powerful to feeble. The similarities between Cases 6 and 7 are striking. In both I imagine being Lingens, swimming in that water. I imagine how it would be, if I were really Lingens. I imagine it de se, and I imagine it subjectively. In both cases, perhaps, the imagining draws on the thought, ‘I could be Lingens!’ What makes it wholly different is that Case 7 is on the path to a self-discovery, like the self-discovery of Perry’s messy shopper. In Case 7, there is the urgently present epistemic possibility, to which credence must be given, that I am actually Lingens, and have been all along. If Case 6 involves the thought ‘I could be Lingens’, it is not that thought. In Case 6, my imagining is empathy. In Case 7 it is looming self-discovery.
4. Empathy in ethics
The basic role for empathy in ethics is epistemological, as a kind of mind-reading. We need to learn how things are for others, to see what matters to them, and to take their preferences, interests, or choices, into account.
 But with empathy’s epistemic role comes a motivational one, since the knowledge it yields can sometimes be a better spring to action than alternatives, just as Smith describes. High ambitions for empathy are particularly evident in the work of R. M. Hare, who assigns it the above tasks, and more. Imagination is necessary for moral reasoning:
a certain power of imagination and a readiness to use it is a ... necessary ingredient in moral arguments.

The difficulty of fully representing to ourselves absent states of experience (our own or other people’s) is one of the main obstacles to good moral thinking.
 

‘What exactly is it that we have to know?’ he asks, and answers, ‘What it is like to be those people in that situation’. Hare invokes subjective imagining of what it is like for others; de se imagining of their circumstances; and de se imagining of being them, being ‘those people’. He requires imaginative identification, ‘sufficient imagination to envisage what it is like to be A’. He contrasts knowledge thus gained with an impersonal or objective knowledge that is insufficient.
I have to know what it will be like for [the other person]. We shall have to keep carefully in mind the distinction between knowing that something is happening to someone, and knowing what it is like for him.  It is the latter kind of knowledge which, I am proposing, we should treat as relevant, and as required for the full information which rationality in making moral judgements demands.
 

The transformation of desire that follows empathic imagining engages us as moral agents, and addresses challenges to our theorizing, as philosophers: 
I cannot know the extent and quality of others’ sufferings and, in general, motivations and preferences without having equal motivations with regard to what should happen to me, were I in their places, with their motivations and preferences.
 

The weighing of these ‘actual-for-possible’ desires motivates us as agents, and effects a marriage between Kantian universalizability and utilitarianism. 

We might harbour doubts about the latter part of empathy’s job description, but what is plausible is the assumption shared with many other moral philosophers: a role for empathy in gaining knowledge, and motivation. Which aspects of ‘first personal’ imagining might help empathy do its job, thus understood? 
5. Empathy and subjective imagining
Let us begin with subjective imagining, taking our cue from Hare’s insistence that I must imagine what it is like for the other. What can subjective imagining contribute?

The distinctive phenomenology of someone else’s experience can be brought to awareness, in subjective imagining. We remarked on the quasi-perceptual nature of subjective imagining: the phenomenological colour of Smith’s description, as we ‘conceive ourselves enduring all the same torments’, we ‘form some idea of his sensations’, we ‘even feel something which, though weaker in degree, is not altogether unlike them’, and we ‘tremble and shudder at the thought of what he feels’.  The phenomenology of subjective imagining resembles the phenomenology of perception, including affective perception, and this gives it epistemic significance. 

Empathy’s ability to mimic perception enables us to grasp ‘what it is like’ facts about another’s experience, and apprehend what matters to them. We grasp how things are for others with a certain ‘psychic force’, as Wollheim puts it. Our mental states have psychic force, in his sense, when their efficacy is grounded in their phenomenology: for example, pain and terror have their effects in part because of the experiences they are.

Someone who had never been in pain, who had never felt terror, wouldn’t be able to comprehend why people in the grip of these feelings tend to be and behave as they do.

Certain perceptions and imaginings have psychic force in virtue of their phenomenology. When I imagine how things are for Sultan Mahomet, or for my brother on the rack, I grasp what they experience with psychic force. There are constraints on what I can imagine, in this quasi-perceptual way. My efforts will be limited by the background knowledge I bring to my imagining, and my own similarity with the target; yet the phenomenology of subjective imagining has something to offer. 
Some have argued that affective perception has an important role to play in the epistemology of value. It has a certain ‘authority’, which appears to unmask the evaluative landscape, making it visible, and making certain desires and actions seem ‘fitting’ or ‘intelligible’. Mark Johnston describes the ‘authority of affect’ in exactly these terms.
On the face of it, appeal is as much a manifest quality as shape, size, color and motion…. By ‘the authority of affect’ [I mean] that the presence of the affect can make the desire or action especially intelligible to the agent himself. It can make the desire or act seem fitting in a way that silences any demand for justification. In this way affect is akin to perceptual experience considered more generally. Perceptual experience makes certain immediate perceptual beliefs about the perceived scene seem apt or fitting in a way that silences any demand for justification of those beliefs.
 
The phenomenology of affective perception can contribute to knowledge, by revealing morally salient facts, not only about what hunger feels like to the hungry, but about the value of food to the hungry, making the desire for food ‘utterly intelligible’.  Subjective imagining might have a similar role, if it mimics affective perception. A subjective imagining of the icy currents, the coldness of the water, can render ‘utterly intelligible’ a desire not to jump in. Brr! 

Hare claimed that imagining what it is like for someone is crucial, and these reflections back up his claim, to a certain degree. Subjective imagining can reveal to me the psychic force of someone’s experience for them; and imbue it with psychic force for me. It can make manifest what matters to them, in a way that renders their desire and action intelligible; and perhaps renders more intelligible my own practical response. 
Is subjective imagining sufficient for empathy? Subjective imagining appears to achieve at least something, all on its own. In support of this, a subjective + not de se imagining appears to be a form of empathy, as where I merely imagine ‘how it is’ for someone (Case 4): I imagine what it’s like for Lingens, without inserting myself into his situation, or into his perspective, or into him. 
Is subjective imagining necessary for empathy? Yes. In support of this, an objective + de se imagining does not seem empathic at all, as when I imagine de se being Lingens, swimming in the water, but I do so objectively, picturing myself-as-Lingens below (Case 5). 
Finally, subjective imagining is clearly necessary for identificatory empathy, our paradigm case, which is first personal in both ways (comparable to Case 6). 
6. Empathy and de se imagining 
Let us turn to de se imagining, taking our cue this time from Hare’s insistence that I need to imagine ‘being those people’ in ‘that situation’. What can de se imagining contribute?

De se knowledge is famously practical in a way that other knowledge is not: the realization that I am the messy shopper can alert me to the practical demand to clear up; the realization that my pants are on fire can alert me to look for an extinguisher; the realization that I am Lingens can alert me to run away from my enemy.
  Perhaps the de se imagining of others can supply vicarious practical knowledge, for the same reason: imaginative identification with the messy shopper, with the person whose pants are on fire, with Lingens, can help me grasp the demands on them, from their viewpoint, as if it were my own (Case 6). I would grasp this all the more vividly if I were somehow able to harness the different imaginary identification of Case 7, with its shocking thought that I might actually be Lingens. That existential de se apprehension is hard to conjure in empathy; but perhaps empathy could draw on self-imagining achieve it.

More speculatively, de se imagining may be helpful to empathy, because it enables the permeability between what I imagine, and how I feel and act. Hare posited a necessary connection, but a contingent one might do. I have in mind a kind of leakage, where a property self-ascribed in imagination is acquired by the imaginer in reality, in some (possibly weaker) form. This would be more explicable, perhaps, if the initial property were imagined de se. Such permeability might work for good or ill. Bad leakage might occur when vicious characteristics are imagined de se, and acquired by the imaginer. (‘We are what we pretend to be, so we must be careful about what we pretend to be’, warns Susan Hurley.
) Good leakage might occur, and be part of empathy’s point. When we de se imagine the being, and the experiences of our brother, we ‘bring them home’, in a way that yields knowledge and motivation—perhaps because we self-ascribe them in imagination, and make them ‘our own’.

Is de se imagining sufficient for empathy? Well, not if we were correct in the previous Section: we said that an objective de se imagining does not seem empathic at all, as when I imagine de se being Lingens, swimming in the water, but I do so objectively, picturing myself-as-Lingens below (Case 5). 

Is de se imagining necessary for empathy? Again, not if we were correct in the previous Section: we said that a subjective imagining that is not de se can still be a kind of empathy, as when I imagine ‘how it is’ for someone, without locating myself in their situation, or in them (Case 4). 
However, de se imagining is necessary for identificatory empathy, our paradigm case, which, we have said, is first personal in both ways (comparable to our Case 6). 

We can add that de se imagining would be necessary to empathy in a stronger way, if an argument from Vendler were correct. Vendler argues for a necessary tie between subjective imagining and identificatory de se imagining. According to Vendler, I cannot even ascribe mental states to another creature, without imagining being that creature. If a cat has had its tail stepped on, ‘I have to imagine being that subject’, says Vendler, in order to grasp its pain. I have to imagine— 

what it must feel like being on the floor, with a small furry body, and a tail stepped upon by a huge and hefty creature. By imagining being that animal one approaches its pain and other sensations and sentiments subjectively, the only way they can be approached.

Vendler assigns an exceptionally strong role to imaginative identification, claiming not only that such imaginings are intelligible, but that they are ‘the only way’ we can acquire knowledge of the conscious lives of other creatures. If Vendler were right, then identificatory empathy would not just be a paradigm form of empathy, it would be the only form of empathy. 
This would have implications for our taxonomy in Section 2, and for our argument here. There would be a restriction on the combinatorial space of possibilities. There could be no subjective + not de se imagining, as I claimed for Case 4: no case where I merely imagine ‘how it is’ for someone, without locating myself in their situation, or in them. If Vendler were right, subjective and de se imagining would not be independent categories after all, since subjective imagining would require de se imagining.
 
If Vendler were right, then de se imagining of the strongest identificatory form would be required for subjective imagining of another creature. This would assign a radical role to imaginary identification, in our apprehension of other minds. It would explain why it seems no coincidence that empathy combines an indexical shift with a new subjective view, a recurring theme for writers on this topic: I ‘adopt a different perspective’, in order to ‘grasp how things appear or feel from there’, according to Matravers; ‘central imagining’ needs imaginative identification to gain first-personal phenomenology, according to Wollheim; imagining ‘the quality’ of a person’s suffering involves imagining ‘being’ the person, for Hare; forming ‘some idea’ of my brother’s ‘sensations’ involves becoming ‘in some measure the same person’, according to Smith. 
We cannot do justice to Vendler’s argument here. For now, I shall let stand the taxonomy of Section 2, which I advertised as establishing the independence of subjective and de se imagining, in our imaginings of others. If Vendler’s argument is correct, they are not wholly independent. His argument would have significant implications, not only for what I say here, but for wider debate about empathy.
7. De se imagining: deep or shallow?

Recall that David Lewis agreed in ‘letter’, but not in ‘spirit’, with those who say ‘there is a kind of personal, subjective knowledge that we have or we seek’ which is ‘altogether different from the impersonal, objective knowledge’.
 A grasp of the world which omits de se knowledge is like a map without a You Are Here sign, he says. 
The ‘essential indexical’ has been hailed as capturing something profound about the first-personal perspective. But it has also been the target of scepticism. Herman Cappelen and Josh Dever develop a sustained argument for its philosophical insignificance. Laurie Paul says,
Looking to…indexicality to explain all that is philosophically distinctive about the first person is looking in the wrong place.

Where does our investigation leave the significance of de se imagining? The necessity of de se imagining to empathy, in its paradigm form, would suggest it is, to that extent, ‘deep’. We can note that Vendler’s argument would deepen its significance still further. However, the insufficiency of de se imagining for empathy would suggest it is to that extent ‘shallow’: it is not worth much on its own. To this extent we shall agree, in part, with the sceptics. 
We can see that Lewis offers only ‘the letter’ but not ‘the spirit’, because he offers one aspect of the ‘first personal’, in his account of attitudes de se, and misses the other. What we should find missing in the ‘impersonal, objective knowledge’ is not the only the de se, but also the subjective view.
 What is left out, it seems, is a self in ‘self-ascription’—a self with a conscious perspective on the world, as a perceiver and agent.
 
Recall that our melodrama in Section 3 offered cases of de se imagining which lacked subjective first-personal phenomenology. We can take this further: there can be de se representations without any phenomenology, or any conscious life, at all. Lewis’s map can indexically self-ascribe its own location, as do our smartphone maps, useful when on the move. A map’s ‘You are here’ sign should really be an ‘I am here’ sign. It might also then be more accurate (for ‘here’), and less prone to reference-failure (for ‘you’). Marie Guillot notes the contrast between a ‘purely topographic’ and a ‘genuinely psychological’ sense of ‘perspective’, which bears on the significance of the de se. Expanding beyond the map’s topographic self-reference, she considers other mechanical de se ‘attitudes’, for example, the self-monitoring done by an electric iron: 

Does the lighting of the little lamp that signals ‘Not hot enough yet’ amount to a basic de se thought? Intuitively, no.

To take technology up a notch, we can assume that a self-driving car may be capable of locating itself, and other vehicles in relation to itself. It may even have moments of de se self-discovery: ‘The car in the reflection has a broken headlight— Oh, I have a broken headlight!’ Such manifestation of ‘essentially indexical’ attitudes would reveal nothing of the ‘personal, subjective knowledge’ we require to understand ourselves and each other. Indexical self-ascription is compatible with a complete absence of mental or moral life. 


Moreover, a self-driving car might have ‘empathy’, in addition to de se ‘self-discovery’. It might represent not only itself and other cars, but the perspective of other cars on itself. Its ‘perception’ might represent another car: I ‘see’ that car coming up on my right. Its ‘imagination’ might represent itself from the other car’s viewpoint: I ‘imagine’ being that car, seeing me on my left. (Note that the structure —‘I imagine being that car seeing me’—is of a type that has elsewhere attracted considerable interest.
) The car that ‘imagines’ being that car, seeing me on my left would be ‘empathizing’ with the other car: that is, if empathy embeds ‘a representation of the first personal perspective of one individual into the first personal perspective of another’ (as Paul puts it); and if a ‘first personal perspective’ is merely a de se perspective.
 

I consider this a reductio. The modelling or simulation of one car’s representation by another is not empathy in the sense wanted by ethics.
  It has no bearing on the ‘personal, subjective knowledge’ to which Lewis teasingly alludes. What is missing is the imagining of which we are capable, when we identify with our brother on the rack, and learn what his suffering is like. The first person indexical may be ‘essential’, but it is not ‘deep’ on its own, and it is not enough for empathy. More is needed than is dreamt of in that philosophy, if we are to ‘bring home’ to ourselves what matters in the lives of others.
Empathy and auto-alienation
I need to ‘imagine being’ the other person, according to Vendler and Hare. Empathy demands that I ‘change persons’ and imagine how it would be ‘if I was really you’, according to Smith. The indexical ‘I’ is supposed to shift, in imagination, not only into my brother’s situation, but into my brother himself.  
This imagining may draw on a perception, or illusion, of contingency: I imagine how it would be ‘if I was really you’. Johnston calls this ‘auto-alienation’. As an intuition of contingency, auto-alienation is familiar, appearing in religious views, and in the mundane longing of a teenager who wishes she was Britney Spears. In humorous vein (though hardly an empathic one), Lewis gives it voice:

Here am I, there goes poor Fred; there but for the grace of God go I; how lucky I am to be me, not him. Where there is luck, there must be contingency. I am contemplating the possibility of my being poor Fred, and rejoicing that it is unrealized.
 

Auto-alienation appears in Bernard Williams’ famous discussion of imagination, though not under that label. When I try to imagine being Napoleon, either it is impossible for me to imagine it, or I am imagining something impossible. For I am necessarily Rae. And necessarily Rae is not Napoleon.
 Unless I am not necessarily Rae after all? Perhaps I could have been Napoleon. The idea is not that someone with my empirical properties (born in India, speaking in London) could have been Napoleon, nor that someone with my essential properties (DNA structure, parentage) could have been Napoleon. It is not the idea that Rae is identical to Napoleon. It is the idea that this window on the world could have been looking out through Napoleon’s eyes, instead of Rae’s eyes. The power to imagine being someone else brings auto-alienation in its wake. 


Williams is sceptical. If the ‘I’ that is projected into Napoleon is devoid of its empirical and essential properties, what is it? It must be an attenuated Cartesian ‘I’.
 There seem to be three personae: my ordinary self, an attenuated Cartesian ‘I’ projected into Napoleon, and Napoleon. 
 Williams evicts the attenuated Cartesian ‘I’. 
What I am doing, in fantasy, is something like playing the rôle of Napoleon… In the description of this activity, only two people need figure: the real me and Napoleon. There is no place for a third item, the Cartesian ‘I’, regarding which I imagine that it might have belonged to Napoleon.
 
François Recanati has called such imaginings ‘quasi de se’, regarding them as a new, hitherto unrecognized, class of attitudes. The imagined Napoleon, not the imaginer, is the one to whom the properties are ascribed. Recanati compares this to ‘quasi-memory’: 
The properties that are imaginatively represented are not implicitly ascribed to the subject who imagines them, but to the person whose point of view she espouses. [...] The imaginer ‘sees’ the world vicariously, through the eyes of his imaginative target, just as the quasi-rememberer vicariously ‘remembers’ the experiences of another.
 
The comparison with ‘quasi-memory’ is interesting. But seeing the world ‘vicariously’, through ‘the eyes of the imaginative target’— isn’t this to imagine looking out through their eyes? That would seem to require imaginative self-ascription of seeing what the person sees, through eyes that belong to that person. It would seem to require that I imagine de se being that person, having those visual experiences. I suggest, contrary to Recanati and Williams, that I do self-ascribe in imagination the property of being Napoleon, facing the battle scene. 

When I imagine being Napoleon, to what then does ‘I’ refer, and what does ‘being’ involve? If auto-alienation is implied, the options to be canvassed are likely to raise metaphysical eyebrows. For ‘being’, we can try the notion of constitution rather than identity. I happen to be constituted by the person Rae, but I could have been constituted by someone else. Necessity of identity can be respected; there is no need to say Rae is identical to Napoleon. And the ‘I’? Not the person Rae, but what then?  A ‘self’, somehow understood, perhaps a Cartesian ‘I’, as Williams and Recanati fear, but there are alternatives: a ‘centred arena of presence and action’ (Johnston), a ‘first person perspective’ (Lynne Rudder Baker), a ‘transcendental self’ (Vendler).
 
These philosophers have argued that sometimes our interest is in a self, rather than a person: a self that is governed by a ‘subjective unity condition’ (Johnston), a self potentially constituted over time, or across modal space, by different things or persons. In doctrines of resurrection, I am a human being, then a spiritual substance, then a resurrected human being. In doctrines of reincarnation, I continue despite the absence of any persisting item (on the Buddhist view), constituted by different persons in different incarnations. According to Johnston, the hypothesis that we are interested in ‘tracing selves’—
may make better sense of the way in which humanity has been easily haunted both by thoughts of an after-life in which we come to be things in a very different category from human beings and by thoughts of ‘coming back as another person’.

He ultimately denies the existence of such a self, but finds it conceptually coherent. 

 
In empathy I imagine being you: I imagine how it would be if I were you. Empathy invokes a possibility that I could have been you: it exploits auto-alienation. Empathy is not alone in this. We are, as Johnston puts it, ‘easily haunted’ by such imaginings. Should we then avoid indulging in empathy? Or is empathy not so haunted after all?  

At this point readers may wish for a hasty return to the kind of empathy I put aside at the outset: the modest projection into my brother’s situation, rather than into my brother himself. However, I see no immediate reason for haste.
 
I am curious about the banishment of the Cartesian ‘I’, and its alternatives, as an apparent commitment of our imaginings. Methodological questions are raised about the point of our theorizing. It seems easy to imagine being someone else. It seems easy to ponder the contingency of our self-location, the X that marks I on the map of all people. When Williams offers role play, and Recanati offers ‘quasi-de se’ attitudes, I wonder if they offer a palatable redescription of what we have been doing all along, or a palatable revision to avoid metaphysical embarrassment.  
If empathy exploits auto-alienation, perhaps it is based on a modal truth: I could have been someone else. Perhaps that is imaginable, and on the face of things, possible.
 More likely, it is based on a modal illusion: I could not have been someone else. Perhaps it is imaginable, but impossible. When I imagine being you, I imagine being a self I could not possibly be. If so, well—it takes some work to show the impossibility. The illusion, if it is an illusion, is not obvious. And we can wonder, also, if there would be a price to pay for its banishment. 
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� Smith 1759 I.i.i. For helpful comments on this and related work I am indebted to Richard Holton, Jane Heal, Steve Yablo, Alex Byrne, Marie Guillot, Mark Johnston, and audiences at the Aristotelian Society, MIT, the University of Melbourne, the Cambridge Moral Sciences Club, and an MIT-Institut Jean Nicod conference on de se attitudes, where an early version was presented.


� Smith 1759 VII.iii.i, emphasis added. 


� There is a large literature on de se attitudes, and a growing one on de se imagining. See e.g. Perry 1979, Lewis 1979, Wollheim 1982, Walton 1990, Vendler 1984, Guillot 2013. For important recent work on de se imagining, see Recanati 2007, Ninan 2008, 2016.


� Again there is a large literature, see Nagel 1974, Vendler 1979, 1984. Cf. Wollheim 1982; Recanati 2007; Ninan 2008, 2014; Walton 1990. 


� See Matravers 2017, 1.


� See Goldie 2011 and Matravers 2017, who reject the ambitious version for moral reasons and conceptual reasons, respectively. Amy Coplan endorses it, as ‘other-oriented perspective taking’: ‘I imagine being the target undergoing the target’s experiences rather than imagining being myself undergoing the target’s experiences’, Coplan 2011, 13. Vendler 1984 endorses it for other reasons.


� For the doctor example, and argument that empathy need not involve ‘sharing’, see Abramson and Leite 2018; the sadist example draws on Goldie 2000, 215, and Matravers 2017, 106. 


�On simulation theory see e.g. Gordon 1995, Goldman 1995, Curry 1995, Heal 1998, Matravers 2017. ‘Guarded’ optimism: Holton and Langton (1998) draw on simulation theory to interpret R.M. Hare and Peter Singer, arguing for the inadequacy of empathy for the ethics of non-human animals. Much has been written on empathy’s limits and pathologies, but see e.g. Rowan Williams’ 2014 Tanner Lectures; and for pseudo-empathy Langton 2004, Coplan 2011. 


� Nagel 1974; Vendler 1979, 1984; Wollheim 1982; Recanati 2007; Ninan 2008, 2016. Cf. Frege on the ‘first person mode of presentation’ that is supposed to enable indexical self-location: ‘everyone is presented to himself in a particular and primitive way, in which he is presented to no one else’ (Frege 1918-19, 25). This raises large issues beyond this paper’s scope.


� I shall not do justice to the de se literature, or Lewis’s proposal for making all attitudes de se by making them all self-ascriptions of world-membership. His account is often interpreted in terms of ‘centered worlds’, but this does not seem essential; and in any case the self-ascription, and the property, are distinct elements (see Holton 2014, Guillot 2013). As Guillot remarks, ‘A centre, as pictured by Lewis and his followers, is really only a point within space-time at which a subjective perspective may be anchored, not the subjective perspective itself’ (2013, 1810). 


� Lewis 1979, 528.


� Cappelen and Dever 2013, Paul 2017.


� Lewis, 1979; Perry 1977, 1979, see also Kaplan 1989, Holton 2014. For my purposes it doesn’t matter whether the shift to de se is from de re (cf. Kaplan) or de dicto. See Paul 2017 for a nice empathic adaptation of Lewis’s ‘two gods’, one of whom wants to imagine the perspective of the other. Doubters include Cappelen and Dever 2013, and Paul 2017. I suspect that de se attitudes are irreducible, and in that sense ‘essential’, but that is not my topic. 


� Nagel 74, Jackson 86.


� Wollheim 1974, 76.


� Wollheim 1974, 73. Central imagining is one kind of ‘iconic’ imagining, one where the phenomenology is of the centrally imagined individual. 


� Vendler 1979, 161, labels and paragraph spaces added. See also Recanati 2007, 195-6, Ninan 2008 and 2014, McCarroll 2018.


� Walton says, of a comparable case, that imagining de se need not be imagining ‘from the inside’ (Walton 1990, 30-31), while Ninan describes a comparable case as ‘impersonal de se’ (Ninan 2008). See Recanati 2007 for dissent. I avoid the metaphor because subjective imagining need not be ‘from the inside’ of the target’s viewpoint, as Case 4 will illustrate. Note that I imagine ‘centrally’ in Case 1, and ‘peripherally’ in Case 2, cf. Wollheim 1984. The cases to follow can be described in Wollheim’s terms: 3 is peripheral, 4 is peripheral (?), 5 is peripheral, 6 is central, 7 is central. (All are in Wollheim’s terms ‘iconic’, involving imagery.) 


� See Walton 1990, Vendler 1979, Williams 1973, Recanati 2007, Ninan 2008 and 2016.


� The linguistic cues (‘imagine’ vs. ‘imagine myself’ etc.) deserve more attention, cf. Vendler 1979, Wollheim 1984, Velleman 1996, Recanati 2007, Ninan 2008. 


�Case 3 is not de se, but I leave open whether de dicto or de re. ‘Lingens’ could provide a de re connection, so perhaps I imagine de re of Lingens (in fact, myself) that he is swimming. Still I do not in imagination self-ascribe the property of swimming, cf. Lewis 1979, 543. Recanati 2007 classifies a possibly comparable case as ‘accidental de se’, but I would resist this. There are larger issues here about self-ascription (see Guillot 2013, Holton 2014).


� Goldie, 2011 306, also Matravers 35-6. Goldie says there is no need to imagine ‘from the inside’ what it is like for her, but, as mentioned, I am avoiding that phrase. My speculation about how I arrive at ‘how it is’ knowledge is not in Goldie’s description.


� Hare 1963, 1981, and see for criticism Holton and Langton 1998. 


� Hare 1963, 94, 1998, 217, Holton and Langton 1998. We also need to know who is in the domain of moral salience in the first place, and Hare thinks empathic imagining is needed for this too. 


� Hare 1981, 91-2; ‘to be A’ is from 1963, 94. 


� Hare 1981, 99. This is the ‘Principal of Conditional Reflection’, as Gibbard calls it (Gibbard 1988, see Holton and Langton 1998).


� Wollheim 1982, 43. 


� Johnston 2001, 188, 187, 189.


� See e.g. Johnston 2010, 190-2. I am not doing justice to his distinction between ‘derivative’ and ‘basic’ de se reasons, which has more significance than I allow here. 


�Johnston appears to such apprehension is available only to self-knowledge (2010, 190-2). But it may be achievable, e.g. through moral parable: suppose Nathan the priest tells King David that a soldier is plotting to kill David, and steal his wife, much to David’s shock; and then ‘Thou art the man!’ reveals David to be the plotter. David might thereby gain a more forceful apprehension of Uriah’s viewpoint. (Nathan’s more eloquent perspective-shifting parable is at Samuel II.12.1-7.) 


� Quoting Kurt Vonnegut in her epigraph, Hurley 2004, cf. Currie 1995.


� Vendler 1984, 7. Vendler develops a transcendental argument for this conclusion.


� We can also note that there could be no modest ‘in-his-shoes’ perspective shifting, where I locate myself de se merely into someone’s situation, without identification, as Goldie describes (2011).


� Lewis 1979, 528.


� Cappelen and Dever 2013, Paul 2017, 192, see also 190. 


� The closest Lewis gets to this is his discussion of ‘qualia’ (Lewis 1988).


� Guillot 2013, 1811.


� Guillot 2013, 1814. She is examining limitations of a relativist account of the de se. Cf. Velleman 1996 for extended discussion of the map analogy, which, however, fails to address this fundamental disanalogy. 


�Sometimes described as ‘Lakoff cases’ e.g. ‘I imagined that I was Brigitte Bardot and that I kissed me’, Ninan 2016, adapted from Lakoff 1972. 


� Paul 2017, 200. (First personal perspective for Paul herself includes more than de se self-ascription.)


� See Holton and Langton 1998 for two ways of understanding ‘simulation’ that bear on this.


� Johnston 2010, 148-9, Lewis 1983, 395. I do not address Lewis’s own solution.


� Williams 1973, Vendler 1984, 36. My characterisation of the puzzle follows Vendler.


� Williams 1973, Johnston 2010. See also Walton 1990 31-2, Recanati 2007.


� Williams, 1973, 42.


� Williams, 1973, 44-45; see also Velleman 1996, Ninan 2014.


� Recanati 2007, ??2. 


�Johnston 2010, 148-154; Baker 2007, 345; Vendler 104-106. Johnston and Baker see the relation as ‘constitution’. There are differences in terminology, and a rich literature on ‘I’-thoughts, and their possible referents, which I do not address.


�Johnston 2010, 212. The Buddhist view denies a persisting soul, and a persisting body.


� This empathy is the ‘in-his-shoes perspective-shifting’ defended by Goldie 2011 and Matravers 2017, discussed in Section 1. Vendler and Coplan defend the priority of identificatory empathy, for moral reasons (Coplan) and philosophical ones (Vendler).


� Cf. Yablo 1993. It is a large question when and whether imaginability is a guide to possibility. 
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