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Philosophical Anthropological Notions
Of 
“Selfhood”, of The ‘I’
8: What does the word ‘I’ refer to?

The Greeks defined the notion of soul through several functions clarifying the parts of the individual (appetitive, nutritive, and rational): or Aristotle’s common definition. Peculiarly, Rene Descartes’ thinking seems interposed as the autonomous co-posting referential point of “thing” (machine), and the separation of this conscious life from, the mechanism (the human body), perhaps bifurcating and reifying their interrelation from the outset in this antinomous co-referential positing of his interactionism model. As such, substance dualism and mind-body dualism, a species and ilk of metaphysical contra distinguishment has come to define much if not the necessity, at least the general space and furniture of argumentative discourse since then. Cartesianism has been appealing in much discussion on the subject in its simplicity of distinction between mind and body as two separate substances that must interact in the world. I argue, in this paper, that this distinction is too simple; more broadly I suggest a different tact and argumentative hybridization model where they are not necessarily all together separate from each other. 
In this paper, I early in the paper explain why Locke’s understanding of the individual flattens him by denying his soul and body, or roughly mind-body dualism, as central to the individual and the I, emphasizing and effacing self in relation to juridical and political society as the “I” identity; Descartes’ model, I claim, is better because it retains the crucial mind-body dualism. Also, I distance myself from Hume’s theory of the soul as a rapid succession of perceptions as likewise with Locke’s understanding this argument poses a threat to the “I” which I correct with my criticism. Despite the importance of Descartes’ mind-body distinction as central to my argument of immortality, which I discuss at the end, in comparison to Wittgenstein’s argument against it, through an interlude into the role played by the aether, in a central portion of the essay, I develop a refinement of mind-body dualism in the aether concept found, in Albert Einstein, Isaac Newton, Aristotle and Plato, presenting the role it plays in alchemical thinking regarding its role and divine nature within the universe, as the “fine air” that the gods breathe and connecting this image to the alchemical pursuit of the “philosopher’s stone” and “elixir” of life in the alchemical tradition, connections which I think demonstrate the reality of a connection to immortality far surpassing and outstripping the Lockean and Humean trivialization of the “I” which will have prior to this point already have been sufficiently argued as vacant alternatives.
[bookmark: _Hlk131598637]Producing the necessary conclusion for the Lockean viewpoint we can conclude that there is a crucial distinction between the body and the soul of the person. Locke also makes a connection between the memories of the individual and the substance of the individual, or self of the individual, that remembers and feels themselves to be a certain way (Piccirillo, “Lockean Memory Theory”). These previous states of mind or “sameness of a rational being” are central to the identity of the person, as opposed to the significance ordinarily granted to body or soul (Piccirillo, “Lockean Memory Theory”). Locke makes a clear distinction between the body and the soul that Descartes also is trying to emphasize by claiming that, “God, a soul and a body” are, “of three…substances” (Uzgalis, “Locke’s Philosophy of Mind”). The difference is that Locke wants to privilege one means of access to this personal identity of bodily and mind-self identity, namely, the mind-self identity. Locke says the general assumption that mind-self identity, mind continuity, is the concerning feature of existence; that is, that one must view self-sameness with regard to actions or a metaphysical substance with “psychological continuity” related to such actions as a feature of mind-self identity, through a “string of memories” (Kingsley, “Locke on Personal Identity”). This seems central to Locke’s position, as opposed to the idea that bodily identity is crucial or soul identity. Locke presents his point as follows, “…in this alone consists personal Identity, i.e. the sameness of rational Being: And as far as this consciousness can be extended backwards to any past Action or Thought, so far reaches the Identity of that Person; it is the same self now it was then; and ‘tis by the same self with this present one that now reflects on it, that Action that was done.” (Gordon, SEP, “Personal Identity”) In this way Locke approaches Descartes’ cogito, centralizing the self or I-selfsameness of self with the ontological category that he is attempting to grasp, the “I” or self—only Descartes’ cogito, “I think therefore I am” remains ambiguous and tentative, equivocating between soul and self—while Locke’s distinction bears upon the mind-self identity as the privileged and preferable point of access in understanding the self or I, thusly, narrowing the definition. How is this? Other philosophers have argued against this shift of identity being tied to the mind-self identity rather than soul as so, “Many who objected to Locke’s treatment of persons did so because they objected to the decreased importance Locke places on the soul for personhood and personal persistence (see Joseph Butler, Thomas Reid, and Samuel Clarke, for example).” (Gordon, SEP, “Personal Identity”). These objections seem prima facie correct, I would generally take the soul to be a central feature of the individual. A crucial defining move in the definitional realignment and shift of Locke bears upon the specification of the self-substance action nexus roughly the mind-self identity. 
[bookmark: _Hlk132363048]This shift from Descartes’ “I” in his cogito subtly shifts the focus outwards towards a legalistic or communal understanding of self as subject to the conditional respect-reward and disrespect-punishment commitments that attend to personal action behavior of others relative to the viewers communal/legalistic that reserve the privileged right to determine the relative worth of behavior and provide the proper course of action according, towards the individual, affecting them significantly. In his brief treatise, Second Treatise of Civil Government, after the First Treatise of Civil Government, also brief, Locke advocates clearly for retribution against criminal people, when he makes his basic claim as such, “but only to retribute to him, so far as calm reason and conscience dictates, what is proportionate to his transgression, which is so much as may serve for reparation and restraint. For these two are the only reasons, why one man may lawfully do harm to another, which is that [which] we call punishment.” (Locke, Second Treatise, Sec. 2.8) This sounds somewhat reasonable so far but as we will see upon further investigation Locke’s views are more extreme. Some of Locke’s main points that he emphasizes have been summarized according to what Simmons claims Locke is basically saying and indeed rather crudely as follows: “Simmons (1992) argues that in Two Treatises 2.6 Locke presents (1) a duty to preserve one’s self, (2) a duty to preserve others when self-preservation does not conflict, (3) a duty not to take away the life of another, and (4) a duty not to act in a way that “tends to destroy” others” (Locke, Tuckness, SEP, “Locke’s Political Philosophy”). In his, An essay concerning the true original extent and end of civil government, in a part about explaining the state of war, Locke says, “The state of war is a”… “sedate, settled design on another man’s life”…“against whom he has declared such an intention”… “when all cannot be preserved, the safety of the innocent is preferred”… “and one may destroy a man who makes war upon him” or “has discovered an enmity in his being”, “for the same reason he may kill a wolf or lion” “and so may be treated as a beast of prey, those dangerous and noxious creatures that will be sure to destroy him whenever he falls into their power”. (Locke, Civil Government, sec.16) This might apparently violate number (4) of Simmons’ claim regarding Locke’s principles presented in his Second Treatise of Civil Government or, “a duty not to act in a way that “tends to destroy” others” but one must remember (2) or “a duty to preserve others when self-preservation does not conflict” (Locke, Tuckness, SEP, “Locke’s Political Philosophy”). Nevertheless, based upon his claims, Locke does apparently advocate that people “act in a way that “tends to destroy others”, under the condition of self-preservation (Locke, Tuckness, SEP, “Locke’s Political Philosophy”). This once again is only apparent since these people are apparently not others since, according to Locke they are merely, “dangerous and noxious creatures” and so “may be treated as a beast of prey” and dispatched as a mere creature or beast or animal. (Locke, Tuckness, SEP, “Locke’s Political Philosophy”) This too is only apparent since they are only to be treated this way since, Locke’s use of the term treated in the above quote, referring to how this person is an animal, says that they may be treated this way suggesting they are not this way, hence they are not an animal, otherwise why not say that they actually are this way? If they are not an animal what are they? Are they human? Or perhaps subhuman but not fully animal? Or, once again, are they merely treated as subhuman? And so on, upwards towards, less abusive descriptions, such as not quite human or almost human? Locke’s description destroys the neat and tidy barrier between being animals and being human and seems to multiply the possibilities of animal-like and humanlike many degrees of gradations without reason. How does he justify this transgression against the concept of the “I”, centrally being the assumption that the I is human? Do we wish to give up and concede such a crucial and fundamentally basic and taken for granted distinction so easily to Locke? This seems to corrode humanness as a concept. The “I” is nowhere to be found. 
  Looking at what we have said up to this point we can see how Locke’s subtle shift to mind-self identity from Descartes’ position may have a crucial bearing on how to address the status of these human, animal, or perhaps taking a middle position these less than human, subhuman, savages. As we’ve discussed, Locke’s departure from the soul or I as Descartes conceives with the cogito brings Locke to the point of self-same continuity with regard to properties associated with the given behavior, or the communal legalistic definition of him. Tying this into the context of the treatment of these humans who wish to kill, or threaten to kill, we can see that this Lockean shift allows Locke to viciously bifurcate the sanctimony of soul with a metaphysically clouded view of self as the objective participant in human behavior, or that’s my claim, in any case. This self is thusly an alienated subject subjected to communal prohibitions as the guilt-ridden egoic wrongful/rightful person involved in said actions, in this case threat or desire to kill, bordering on an incoherent reduced and weak self-identity as this or that individual actor in such actions easily subjected to punitive, retributive, or other individual or group prohibitions and sanctions that control them, in Locke’s words, “this present one that now reflects on it, that Action that was done.” (Locke, Gordon, SEP, “Personal Identity”) It seems that Locke’s position not only allows for those who wish to kill to be treated as less than human but also forces this upon the rest of humanity for lesser crimes and perhaps even minor sins. Anything wrongly conceived or done could affect the humanness of the “I” and the sanctity of their soul. The self is beginning to wobble. This inverts the Cartesian sanctimony of the “I” as self-same identical indexical referential posit of subjective wholeness, found in the cogito and its self-assured confidence and distributes them over the imposition framework that society creates; the self answers to society, is defined and controlled by society, not individually autonomous and self-answering. A Faustian bargain indeed.
	Hume’s position as I will demonstrate is not much better for the soul. Ironically and paradoxically the same argument that subverted the idea of causality, a brutely physical issue, undermines the same suppositions that he has about the nature of the soul. The parallel is quite evident upon reflection. Based upon Hume’s bundle theory which claims we can only identify the existence of the soul in the rapid succession of its subjective characteristic moments of expression, like physical causality, it is nothing but this characterization, like the illusion of causal consistency there is no generalizable rule of self-consistency; the continued moments of the soul’s existence prove no generalizable rule that would suggest the continuance of its existence, just like heavy wind resistant objects falling time and time again prove nothing of their future falling; you cannot generalize to a rule, the soul likewise possesses no endless infinity of law and no totality to borrow from Levinas’ book title terms, or Totality and Infinity his chief opus. 
Nelson Pike, writing on Hume’s bundle theory claims, despite the criticism claiming that Hume does not have a theory of mind, that isn’t true when he says, “Here and there in the secondary literature on the Treatise it is suggested that Hume denied that we have an idea of mind. Of course, if this were a correct interpretation of the text, what I have just said concerning the point of Hume's bundle theory of the self would have to be withdrawn.” (Pike, 161) Nelson Pike in his article attempting to defend Hume against the charged made goes on to say later that, “Hume says that we have no idea of a certain kind of mind, viz., a mind-substance which has perceptions.”…“Under analysis we discover that this idea is not the idea of a mental-substance; it is, rather, the idea of a bundle of perceptions.” (Pike, 162) So, what is the difference between a bundle of perceptions that constitutes the mind and having a “mind-substance” or soul and self, “which has perceptions”? (Pike, 162) Does this necessarily imply in one case that a person would have a soul and in the other case that they don’t since they have merely a bundle of perceptions? Granted they could arguably have experiences and perhaps some of the experiences have certain characteristic patterns perhaps but is this all that is needed for a soul? Does it qualify as a soul? At first Hume’s objection, to the soul, seems to be formidable, how can any substance be anything more than its qualities or attributes as understood as connected with other qualities or attributes? This is difficult to answer, logically? Hume could discover no unified substance or soul when he looked within, but looking within ourselves, we may or may not notice the existence of our soul. In any case, based upon my personal introspection, the soul can be more described as a series of perceptions at times but also as distinctly unified and creating a greater sense of persistent cohesion and stability across time at other times. So, Hume is sometimes sort of right, however incorrect it may be to make this into a general rule. In any case, I certainly acknowledge Pike’s point that Hume does have some concept of mind in his theory even if only a bundle theory.
Totality with regard to the soul’s features would seem to pursue the myth of tyrannical totalitarian omnipotence, as Levinas objects. (Min, 572) But without a flexible perhaps partial form of totality, a pseudo-total paroxysm of possibilities contained in infinite soul features, perhaps, the soul would lack its resonance with memory and lived experience, equally complex and seemingly infinite. Hume seems to fail on precisely this point. He assumes totality rather than a pseudo-total infinite resonation with reality. This does not account for Heraclitus’ connection between logos and flux. Hume’s position implies, the soul is thusly finite, or at a minimum that its immortality is not assured.
	Extrapolating towards the view that contains the general thrust of Descartes’ position I hope the reader will not find too necessary, as likewise based upon the above conclusions it seems that there is no reason to prefer this sort of theory, Humean or Lockean, to the rather seemingly benign views of Descartes’ position or someone like Berkeley, anything to unload the general ballast of these Lockean impositions, and diffuse them in the smooth concept of soulness and individuality. Nevertheless, needless to say, any species of idealism or dualism seems preferable to the metal clanking Lockean and Humean alternatives at this point. I will now provide the balm and the salve to cure the wound with the concept of aether, a metaphysical and mysterious concept. Let us now turn to the importance of aether as a concept.
Also, familiar and similar to this viewpoint is the question of what substance the universe is composed of or the four elements fire, water, air, earth, or the pre-Socratics’ views of Heraclitus, Thales, and Anaximenes respectively for the first three, earth being the only substance not argued for chiefly by some major pre-Socratic as fundamental, though several pre-Socratic philosophers included it as one of the four main elements. There was also the possibility of a fifth element, or aether as proposed by Plato and Aristotle, often associated with celestial and heavenly bodies. In Aristotle, aether was the substance of the crystalline spheres and was the air that the gods breathed. (“Fifth Element”) Aether is interesting because it is an especially fine substance or rarified air. Also relevant, “The word αἰθήρ (aithēr) in Homeric Greek means “pure, fresh air” or “clear sky”. (“Fifth Element”) Relating to the sky it was the substance of the crystalline spheres, as Aristotle described that held celestial bodies (“Fifth Element”). Aristotle introduced this term as a “new fifth element” to “the classical elements of Ionian philosophy” although Plato had mentioned it already in the Timaeus, saying “there is the most translucent kind which is called by the name of aether” (Plato, 58d). Also, once again and to add the concept of essence, “In Greek mythology, it was thought to be the pure essence that the gods breathed, filling the space where they lived, analogous to the air breathed by mortals.” (“Fifth Element”) 
Particularly, relevant is the idea that aether is connected with the soul and the possibility of interaction with the body. In alchemy, the idea of aether was relevant to the elixir of life or the philosopher’s stone one of whose properties were to confer immortality upon the person who drank it. In science it is often associated with Newton, who spent much of his life occupied with alchemy. Ultimately, it became despised and discredited theory in science when Einstein’s special relativity paper was published. It was proposed as the mechanism for light propagation or the luminiferous aether meaning light-bearing (Encyclopedia, “Luminiferous Aether”). With the publication in his special theory of relativity, in 1905, Einstein came to the conclusion, with the Michelson and Morley experiments that the aether did not exist. (Britannica, “Michelson and Morley Experiment”). He rescinded this view 15 years later on, May 5, 1920, in an address to the University of Leiden, in the Netherlands, saying that aether did exist as so, “Recapitulating, we may say that according to the general theory of relativity space is endowed with physical qualities; in this sense, therefore, there exists an aether. According to the general theory of relativity space without aether is unthinkable; for in such space there not only would be no propagation of light, but also no possibility of existence for standards of space and time…” (Einstein, 1920 Address) So, with this later view light propagation was explained as a feature of the space-time manifold therefore aether or this fabric existed, allowing for the common observation of the speed of light not being dependent on the speed of the emanation of the object which it was emitted from, an observation of the theory of special relativity (“Energy Wave Theory”). 
The persistence of this concept from Plato to Aristotle, to Newton, to Einstein, in different forms, demonstrates the importance of this concept alone, as well as its connection to alchemical medieval thought in the elixir of life, and its existence as possible fifth element, in Aristotle’s view, of in Plato’s view the addition of another element, described by Aristotle as the aether. Furthermore, it is perhaps most relevant to the discussion of the soul and its possible connection and interaction with the physical world as this seems to suggest no specific boundary between the soul and the physical world, suggesting a dual interaction between them similar to Descartes. It is closely connected with Heraclitus’ idea of fire which is the divine logos of existence and the principle of change. Might this not be described as the soul of existence, or the principle of stability? 
Perhaps, closest to this view of the aether is Anaximander’s view of the “boundless” or in, “Greek: “apeiron,” that is, “that which has no boundaries” (Couprie, “Anaximander”). As the, Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, article says written about Anaximander regarding the boundlessness of the apeiron regarding it connection to the cosmos, “The Boundless seems to have played a role in Anaximander’s account of the origin of the cosmos. Its eternal movement is said to have caused the origin of the heavens. Elsewhere, it is said that “all the heavens and the worlds within them” have sprung from “some boundless nature.” (Couprie, “Anaximander”). 
What is important about aether for the sake of this discussion is that the distinction between the material world and the world of the soul and mind begin to share in each other’s properties. This has been already suggested by the comparison between Newton and Einstein’s physical theory of aether and the Platonic and Aristotelian more metaphysical understanding. The aether is too subtle and refined in both the physical and metaphysical theories in these two cases for there to not be a strong possible connection between the physical and metaphysical interpretations. This is in any case a plausible and highly suggestive theory at a minimum—but I will not pursue this connection further. I leave it to the reader’s imagination to fill in the necessary facts that are lacking in my account.
Emanuel Levinas’ account in Totality and Infinity, supersedes any and all negative theological problems of selfhood. (Levinas, 151) The face become the autonomous definitional posit of human iterative consciousness, the I. As such human nature looks forward towards the unknown percipient sense of self as a self-other identificational nexus of human life. So, found, human love, transcendent and paradisiacal and incredible as it may seem finds its abode. 
After this philosophical interlude, of aether, better understanding Descartes’ views on the soul, and its possible immortality, can be distinguished from Wittgenstein’s for several reasons. First, self or soul, is non-spatial. Understanding this factor and the way that self exists compared to bodily existence is one of the key factors in Descartes’ cogito. This makes the self invariant with regard to material objects such as the body and other everyday objects. The possibility that one is dreaming is only relevant with regard to doubting the body and bodies or objects around the person. The immaterial non-spatial self does not require the existence of the body to verify itself and is self-evident upon the observation of one’s thinking hence Descartes’ dictum, “I think therefore I am”. Descartes’ cogito and with it the idea that Descartes demonstrates that the soul is separate from the body has been taken to provide some evidence implicitly for the possible immortality of the soul, since, just because the body may decay need not mean that the soul which is a separate substance not requiring a body also decay (Andrade, “Immortality”). Wittgenstein directly contradicts this assumption in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus when he says, “Not only is there no guarantee of the temporal immortality of the human soul, that is to say of its eternal survival after death; but, in any case, this assumption completely fails to accomplish the purpose for which it has always been intended.” (Wittgenstein, 6.4312) He insinuates a possible reason for this objection later when as he continues immediately after by retorting, he says, “Or is some riddle solved by my surviving for ever? Is not this eternal life itself as much of a riddle as our present life? The solution of the riddle of life in space and time lies outside space and time. (It is certainly not the solution of any problems of natural science that is required)” (Wittgenstein, 6.4312) Clearly Wittgenstein considers this riddle of life a riddle of space and time, bringing us back to the idea that the soul is dependent on the body, a point Descartes would reject since as we have seen Descartes regards and assumes the non-spatiality of the soul, taken on its own this trenchant remark and quick dismissal of Wittgenstein’s insinuating retort thus begs the question. He does, however, raise a question that is perhaps worth the time it takes to address. Why is the soul so closely connected to the appearance of its connection to apparent physicality? The physicalist materialist account and I take Wittgenstein’s idea that the solution to the soul might be a physical and spatial answer seems to be supporting and encouraging the investigation of this connection of mind to natural science as physicalist in its tenor and import. Wittgenstein’s understanding of the I is unable, I would argue to address some of the central sceptical problems that Descartes raises that we have been over, once again, the idea of the dubitability of the physical world, and the idea that while the world can be doubted the senses and thinking of the individual cannot be doubted upon reflection, this is what is absolute. As Descartes says regardless of whether he is dreaming or deceived about his experiencing of physical objects he cannot doubt his thinking and experience itself, as I would argue, a bare fact. (Descartes, Meditations, part II, sec. 3) Phenomenologically, the qualia of existence, the bare sense datum, upon reflection of their existence proves their existence. A physical world on the other hand can be doubted. So, the idea that we are dealing with “the solution of any problems of natural science” seems dubious. (Wittgenstein, 6.4312) Then he can breathe the pure air (aether) and claim his birth right to sustain life, his life, on that which is other, becoming as it were one among the gods in his freedom as the infinite life of the I or the soul.
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