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Michaela Jirout Košová’s dissertation looks at the folk concept of a person through the 
lens of three sub-components, aiming to show that the concept follows a type of folk 
dualism—a type of body-soul dualism rather than body-mind dualism. Beyond this 
descriptive aim, Košová argues for a type of “realism” concerning the self, drawing 
inspiration from (especially) Sellars and Davidson. This is a nice piece of work and I 
believe it clearly warrants the conferring of a doctoral degree to the candidate. 
 
Overall, I found the descriptive target to be far more compelling than the “realist” target. 
I've put “realist” in square quotes, here, because I ultimately wasn’t sure exactly what the 
claim is or what it amounts to. I believe that the aim is to say that persons (and a defining 
soul) exist as a social reality, where this is taken rather seriously, although I’m not 
terribly clear on what this amounts to. For instance, in the concluding line of the thesis: 
“They exist in the context of everyday human life, a context that philosophy should not, 
in my view, overlook” (142). But I wonder what is lost if the claim was instead 
something like that they are treated as existing? I would have liked to have seen a more 
detailed discussion of this. For instance, in the second paragraph of the conclusion, the 
discussion is summarized as follows: “We don’t need to invoke McGinn’s transcendental 
naturalism, nor do we have to claim that the self is nothing more than a mere illusion. 
When we realise that our ‘dualism’ stems from the collision of two different frameworks 
we use to approach the world, we can acknowledge them both as equally important and 
valuable.” (136). The latter is potentially compatible, however, with treating the self as 
illusory (if not, perhaps, a “mere” illusion depending on what this amounts to). I would 
read Dennett in something like this type of way, for example. It seems that our a given 
concept or framework can be important and valuable, without being accurate (or the most 
accurate).  
 
My concern is that at various places in the dissertation where this comes up, there seems 
to be some slippage between the existence of our folk concepts or frameworks and the 
existence of what those concepts refer to or the things “postulated” by those frameworks. 
And one can take the former very seriously, while being sceptical about the latter. This 
includes that one could push an eliminitivist line about the latter by taking the former 
very seriously—by investigating the origins of our concepts and what they do for us and 
giving an argument that the existence of the supposed referents makes no difference to 
the origins or employment of the concepts. This is perhaps most clear in Section 1.3, 
where Košová argues that “seeing the self as a mental concept does not eliminate it” but 
“rather, it moves it to a ‘different level’—a level of mental entities which has its own 
undeniable existence” (40). Or again in the next paragraph: “It is enough to say that the 
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self is a construction of our mind—a mental entity, and that this entity as such cannot be 
reduced to any physical object or bundling of neural processes, etc., precisely because it 
belongs to the realm of mental entities which has its own rules and logic.” This is a quick 
move from the reality of the concept to a (type of?) reality for the entities falling under 
the concept. I would have liked to have seen a much clearer and more detailed discussion 
of what the existence of such entities amounts to and why a reductive explanation of the 
concepts doesn’t amount to a reductive explanation (or elimination) of the entities. I think 
there is something rather interesting, here, but I also think it was more hinted at than 
detailed in the thesis.  
 
Related to this, I felt that a more careful discussion of “reduction” was needed. This was 
discussed most clearly, I think, starting on page 41, but is put in terms of Davidson and 
would benefit from looking at the larger literature here. Most importantly, I think the 
discussion would benefit from considering the split between ontological reduction and 
explanatory reduction, as well also how things shift when considering mechanistic 
explanation as opposed to “reducibility through law or definition” (41). Given a foil of 
someone like Dennett, this seems rather crucial. I feel like there is a potential tension in 
here between accepting the relevance of empirical methods for purposes of understanding 
our concepts/frameworks and yet not employing the same standards for investigating how 
well a given concept/framework captures reality. This isn't to say I think that this can’t be 
overcome, but that I would have liked to have seen the dots connected more explicitly. 
 
While I had some doubts about the “realist” aim, I was quite impressed with the 
“descriptive” side of things. I personally think that the thesis could have focused on this: 
there is a lot of ground covered in just working out the idea of a folk-dualism here, how it 
shows itself in the concept of a person or self, and ultimately in each of the three sub-
components. The (I think correct) interpretation of Bloom along the lines of a body-soul 
(instead of the “Cartesian dualism” he frames things in terms of and that philosophers 
have been won’t to grasp on to) is good. And it is novel to draw this out through each of 
the three sub-components. Phrasing this in terms of “theory-lite” I think is also quite 
good. As was Košová’s own empirical work (which I would have liked to have seen get 
more space and focus; it felt relegated to background, but could have withstood the 
spotlight). As said, though, the descriptive parts cover a lot of ground and could have 
been developed even further. Focusing the dissertation on this issue, then perhaps 
concluding with a discussion of whether this would support a type of realism, would have 
been improvement, in my opinion.  
 
And this would have allowed space for some further digging into the key empirical 
literature. As it is, there is much more work that has been done on each of the three sub-
components, some of it (I think) rather important to the claims being made. For example, 
with regard to both free will and personal identity, I think that work from Nichols and 
others on folk pluralism would be worth considering. One might wonder whether even 
“theory-lite” is adequate? Perhaps there are multiple concepts here and they just aren’t 
consistent. There was some discussion along these lines, but I think it could have been 
developed, including looking at the empirical work that explicitly pushes in this direction.  
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With regard to the concept of free will, in particular, I think the discussion could have 
been greatly expanded. This would include taking a third target philosopher – someone 
who is more straightforwardly compatibilist than Dennett (and I agree with Košová’s 
portrayal of his view here). I found the reclaiming of “compatibilism” a bit strange. It 
wasn’t clear to me why the “real compatibilism” deserves any such label, and there is a 
worry here about moving from a conceptual claim (that the ordinary concept of free will 
is compatible with determinism being true) to something else. This again might have 
been fruitfully connected up with concept pluralism. It was in the discussion of free will, 
in particular, where I worried that the actual empirical results are quite a bit more 
complicated than the discussion suggested, giving the feeling of results being somewhat 
cherry-picked. For instance, while footnote 152 cites a couple of papers on the idea of 
contra-causal free will being needed “to preserve the effective functioning of our moral 
interactions” (60), there are a number of recent studies calling this into question. And 
there are studies pointing the other way (belief in free will being linked to retributionism, 
for instance). Whether belief in free will is morally beneficial or not is a more 
complicated topic than this discussion suggests. 
 
Such a focus on the “descriptive” aspect might have also helped the organization, which I 
found a bit backwards. While the personal motivation detailed in the introduction was 
interesting, I would have benefited from a clearer statement of the argument. This instead 
felt like a slow reveal over the course of the thesis. 
 
Overall, though, I think that this is very solid dissertation. In my opinion, the integrative 
view of the folk concept of self, bringing together three disparate empirical literatures, 
and especially the body-soul dualism shift, is excellent. And I think this work is well-
deserving of a PhD. 
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