10. Personal Identity and the Body

"When | say 'l am in pain’, | do not point to a person who is in

pain, since in a certain sense | have no iba is." And this can be
given a justification. For the main point is: | did not say that suah
such a person was in pain, but "l am....." Now in saying this | dam'¢ na
any person. Just as | don't name anyone wigeoan with pain. Though
someone else sees who is in pain from the groaning.

What does it mean to knowho is in pain? It means, for
example, to know which man in this room is in pain: for instance, tthat i
is the one who is sitting over there, or the one who is standingtin tha
corner, the tall one over there with the fair hair, and so on.--Whdt am
getting at? At the fact that there is a great varoétgriteria for personal
'identity.

. Now which of them determines my saying that 'I' am in pain?
None.

While | am not certain what to make of everything that Wittggnssays in this passage,
there are, | believe, important lessons to be learned fronorisi@er first the statement
in quotation marks with which it opens. While it is clear, | think, t&ttgenstein
believes there is something right in this remark, we should not asthanhe takes it,
just as it stands, to be straightforwardly correct. Considerghbrtion of the remark:
“When | say ‘l am in pain’, in a certain sense | have no weais”. What do you think
we should make of that?

+++++++++

While a first reaction might be to dismiss it as simply athsuhope that the discussion
of the previous section has made you hesitant about that firstoredeor there is, |
think, a truth that is, at any rate, close to this. Thus, congiger‘tf all 1 can say about
who is in pain is that ‘I am in pain’, there is a certain semsehich | have no ideaho
is”. Suppose that, on first recovering from a coma, | am in a sfatreadful confusion: |
cannot tell you my name, | cannot tell you anything about my pastrat tell you
where | am, | cannot tell you the colour of my hair or any othemwpfdistinctive
characteristics. Yet, when the nurse asks how | am feeling, | can saghtstff, ‘1 am in
pain’. There is a sense there in which, while others may know winmopain, | do not.
Just as there is a sense in whichalifl can say about where | am is ‘Here’, | have no
ideawherel am. The remark that Wittgenstein places in quotation markssseeimply
that such a state of total confusion is the condition of all oflusf #he time; but if we
set that suggestion to one side, we can see that there is something right here.

In the second paragraph of the passage above Wittgenstein asks ‘Whatrdeas to

knowwhois in pain?’, and says that what he is getting at with thenpbes he offers is
that ‘there is a great variety of criteria for persaaehtity”. Suppose that, entering a
ward in which she has been told that there is a man in extpamn, the doctor, seeing
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the contorted features of one of the patients, says ‘I know whopigim When asked
who is in pain, she replies: ‘The man in the bed in the corner nBwt suppose that,
while she knows that it is the man in the bed in the corner wimopigin, she has no idea
whothat man is: she does not know that he is David Williams, father of Jim and Dorothy,
captain of Lampeter rugby football team, the man who donated aslang@f money to
the hospital a few years ago, and so on. Does she know who is inp#mE?sense that
is of immediate importance to her work as a doctor the ansveenply: yes. But that is
consistent with acknowledging that there are other senses in widcanswer is: no.
(Suppose that a lawyer asks me: ‘Do you know who you are marriedAlbsard
guestion! Well, possibly not. Suppose the answer — the one that intérestsis: ‘The
great-great-granddaughter of the wealthiest man in Ireland in the 1880s’.)

While | am not completely certain here, | take this to be Afitein’s point, or close
to it, when he suggests that ‘there is a great variety of criteria farnzrgdentity’. And
as he remarksjoneof these senses in which someone may know who is in pain come
into play when | announce that ‘I’ am in pain.

| gave the following examples of possible answers to the questiaimafa particular
man is: he is David Williams, captain of Lampeter rugby foottealin, father of Jim and
Dorothy, the man who donated a large sum of money to the hosfetalyears ago, and
so on. Each of these answers involves our identifying the perseoonindf us agshe
sameperson as one who underwent, or did, a certain thing in the past. Tthdofirs
example, involves the idea that this is one and the same person lzabthéhat was
christened ‘David Williams’ all of those years ago and has li@ewn by that name
ever sincé The idea of this being ‘the same person’ as one identified rarttee idea,
as it is sometimes put, of ‘personal identity’ — is one thaff isnormous importance in
our lives. It is important to praise and blame, and to reward and pumstpnaishment
is only justified if he is the man who (is the same man a®ntleewho) committed the
crime. The idea of this being ‘the same person’ is, | beljfuadamental to love and
friendship: for example, my special feelings fois child are closely bound up with the
thought that she is Dorothy, my daughter, whom | have watched devetof@nthe past
five years. It is important in my thought abouyselfthrough the pride or shame that |
feel about something that |1 have done, through my sense of ydantlitlocatedness in
the world, through the special feelings of fear or joyful apéiton that | have when |
reflect that the bad or good thing that is about to happen is aboyigerhtome and so
on. Before reading on, you might pause to reflect on these, and other, exarhghe
central importance in our lives of the idea of ‘being the same person’.

2 Suppose that someone replies: ‘Fine. Northasesenses of “knowing who is in pain” come into play
when | announce that “I” am in pain. That is nos&y that, if all | know about who is in pain isth am,
there isno sense in which | know who is in pain’. We mighplse ‘Say if you want that there is a sense in
which | would, in this case, know who is in paiutBemember that the “sense” is the same as that in
which someone who can say nothing about where bhés than “| am here” knows where he is’.

3 Actually, as perhaps you can see, that will ndtegdo as a statement of what is involved in tzénalthat
this is David Williams. But so long as it is alotige right very general lines it can serve to boogthe
point | am after here.

* There is a sense in which this claim is not tgtaticontroversial. | am hoping, however, to conegigou
that it is true.



The idea of sameness

The central question of this section is this: what kind of connectiost tiere be
between an individual at one time and an individual at a lateritime are to say that
the later individual is theame persoas the earlier one? Within philosophical discussion
of the self, this is a context in which the prejudice againsbtiuy takes a particularly
powerful form. As we will see, the body has, in this connection, quitkely been
ignored totally: the discussion being carried on for all thddvas if we were not bodily
creatures at all. And in response to more recent discussions ¢h ati bodily nature
has been given some place, it has been suggested that to dboelyhe central place in
discussions of our identity over time is wholly destructive of dhérg that is of value
in our thought about, and relations with, each other. A central tabisafection will be
to consider the legitimacy of this charge.

In approaching this issue it will be helpful first to think a hlhout some
unambiguously bodily things: for example, tables, boats and trees.d Vikailou, then,
to forget about people for a moment and to consider what is involved imgsdgr
example, that this — a table at which | am pointing - is theegabie as the one that was
here last week.

Now a first point to note here is a feature of our languagentlhg cause serious
confusion in this discussion. | may say ‘This is the same tahileeasne that was here
last week'’; and | may say 'This table is the same as thdhamh was here last week'.
Before you read on | would like you to consider the question: Do tweseemarks
mean the same thing? Make a note of your answer to this question.

B s

Well, | think the answer is: not necessarily. It may be that sbeond remark is
ambiguous, but a possible - | think the most natural - way to readl itake it as
meaning something quite different from the first statement.n@nréading, the second
statement could be true even though the table here now is notntieetalale as that
which was here last week. For what the second statementsstin this tablénas just
the same qualitieas the one that was here last week: same height, same cabbsq a
on. And that could be so (or so we normally suppose) even though dififerent table:
perhaps another one produced by the same company. Now you migiNsayo‘tables
are ever exactly alike in all their qualities." But whhattmay be true it does not alter the
fact that there are two quite different notions of ‘samernedse distinguished here. To
see this, we can consider the other side of the point | have just Tiraslés the fact that
it is possible for the first statement to be true whileseond is false. Thus, this could
be the very same table as the one that was here last werktheugh it has changed:
perhaps it has been painted, or the legs have been shortened.

We could say, then, that our language contains two notions of ‘samémwessbtions
of ‘identity’. We could speak of one - the first -rasmericalidentity: the table that was
here last week and that which is here today are one and thetaalmneAnd we could
speak of the other agalitativeidentity: the table that was here last week has just the
same qualities as that which is here today.



A second general suggestion about sameness that | would like tcherakes this. For
most things, what is crucial to being tes@meone from one day to the next is 'spatio-
temporal continuity': or, as we might equally put it, ‘physiaal’ ‘bodily’ continuity.
This is the same table as the one that was here last week if and onlablénedfore me
now is connected with the one that was here last week thropgksecally continuous
path in space and time. As we might illustrate this: if Ideatn in front of the table last
week and, following it wherever it was moved, did not let it out pfsight, | would find
myself at the end of the week looking at the table that is herecetsely, if it is simply
impossible that the table that was in New York three hours ago tawe travelled
through space to Lampeter between then and now, then this table harapeter now
is certainly not the same table as the one that was in New York three hours ago.

| said: 'what is crucial to being treameone from one day to the next is spatio-
temporal continuity'. It is important here to draw a clear mittbn between what is
crucial tobeingthe same table and what is merelydencethat this is the same table.
Suppose that | used to own a rather unusual table, built to my ovgmdasd which had
some very distinctive scratches on one of its legs. The talslestwwken, but several years
later a table of exactly the same design and with extietlgame scratches on it turns up
in an auction. The fact that this table in the auction is, in tlesgpects, indistinguishable
from the one that | used to own is very g@silencehat it is the very same table. But it
is not what is, in itself, crucial titss beingthe same table. However unlikely it may be in
practice, it makes sense to suppose that there could be anothewithbéxactly the
same features as that which | used to own; and conversely, it cotlidtieetable in the
auction with features substantially different from those thabfdytable had is, in fact,
the very same table: someone has sandpapered and varnished it irathegnmee As |
suggested before, what is crucial to its being the same sllee ifact that this table
before us now is spatio-temporally continuous with the one that | asgdrt. Since, in
this case, we did not keep physical track of the table over tredpsrthree years we are
not in the best possible position for judging it to be the same tsblee have to make
do with something less than conclusive grounds for our judgement: wadeake do
with evidence.

There is one more general point about sameness that | want toherakeConsider a
growing tree. | point to a substantial oak in the garden and sayplswted this tree
thirty years ago'. | say: 'We plantddstree'. That is to say: the tree that we planted is the
very same tree as the one that is standing here now. Yee¢hbdfore us now has very
different features from the one that we planted 30 years agaeytaatds more, it is not at

all composed of the same collection of molecules as the samdithg that occupied this
spot back then. How then, we might askn it be the same tree? Before reading on,
make a note of any thoughts that occur to you in response to this question.

i o

A first thing that you might have said in response is that wet missnguish here
between qualitative and numerical identity. The fact that deeltas changed its features

- the fact that it igjualitativelyquite different from the tree that was here 30 years ago -
is quite consistent with the suggestion that it is the very same® Now some



philosophers have had doubts about that. But on the face of it those duuidt®mly
spring from a confusing of the two different notions of 'sameness'.

Still, there is another complication in this case: another fabtr has led some to
doubt whether it can really be correct to say that this isdahee tree as the one that was
here 30 years ago. This is the fact that the tree before ussnoemposed of a quite
different collection of particles from the tree that waseh80 years ago. Shouldn't
that lead us to hesitate over saying it is the same tresdl? $fould it? Might we not
simply reply: 'Certainly the tree has developed over the lagea6s: there has been a
constant transfer of particles between the tree and its enweranfut what we mean
when we say it is the same tree as the one that was heyeaB ago is that it is
physically - spatio-temporally - continuous with the one thatveme 30 years ago. And
that condition is clearly satisfied.’

While that has not seemed a good reply to all philosophers, it daassse® me. |
must leave you to decide for yourself what you make of it.

Sameness of people
Let us return now to samenasspeople Many are inclined to think that what is crucial
to being the sampersonis obviously quite different from what is crucial to being the
same table or tree. As | have said, it is a striking featlitiee literature on this topic that
in much of it our bodily nature makes no appearance at all; and that widees, it is
often dismissed as so obviously irrelevant as not to be worthy of serious discussion.
If we do not wish to assume from the start that the body dodsmweta proper place
in this discussion, we may be tempted to draw a distinction betweetie one hand,
views according to which it is 'having the same body' thatusial to being the same
person, and, on the other hand, views according to which it is ‘havisgrtreemind’ that
has this role. There may, however, be dangers in expressing ttez mahis way. In
particular, the phrase 'having the same mind' may fail to marke domdamental
differences between different views. An important aspect of tHesamhical work that
needs to be done here is distinguishing these different views, and feany of them
stands up to close scrutiny. We will be considering in some détag such views:
views, that is, according to which it is, as we might put it, ‘thedimnot ‘the body’, that
is crucial to being the same person. | will call theseth@ simple soul view, (ii) the
memory view, and (iii) the psychological continuity view. You maylvee inclined
towards a view that is rather different from any of theseoli are, you should ask
yourself whether any of the objections that | raise to each of these mgght apply also
to your view.

(i) The simple soul view

On the view that | am calling 'the simple soul view' whatdeasially am is a simple,
immaterial, soul - or 'mind’ - which, while at present lodged s Ibloidy, is quite distinct
from it, and so is capable of existing without it. It is the sulvivkthis simple,
immaterial entity that is crucial tmy survival. On this view, the essential person - the
soul - has psychological characteristics: these are feaitithe soul in a sense roughly
analogous to that in which its colour, shape and weight are featutles table. Thus,
just as the table can change its colour and shape (at leashéoestent) and still be the
same table, so the soul can change its psychological feahdesilhbe the same soul.



Again, just as there can, at least in theory, be two distbdes with exactly the same
colour, shape and weight, so there can, at least in theory, be dtinctdsouls with
exactly the same psychological characteristics.

What makes me the person | am, then, is the fact that | haveuhthat | do. In
practice, at least so far as we know, an individual soul stays dedneth one body
throughout the life of that body. But there is no difficulty in pringiplith the idea that a
soul could move from one body to another; and no difficulty in principla thi¢ idea
that my soul - that is- could survive the destruction of my body.

This view is, of course, that which is to be found in Descartes,tratdwhich
Wittgenstein characterizes in terms of the idea that the self is ‘somdtbdiless, which,
however, has its seat in our body’. Wittgenstein, as we have sesmpts to locate, and
undermine, something that may tempt us towards a view of this kiwdni now to
consider directly a possible difficulty, not with the reasoning thay lead us to the
view, but with the view itself. (The difficulty, you will notices closely linked with one
discussed earlier in relation to our knowledge of the minds of others.)

In practice we often think we know who a particular person ighénsense, for
example, that it does not cross my mind to doubt that the personn geecafe every
day is the very same person - James - who | have met magg/ih the past. What is the
relevance of this observation to the view we are now considekitagg@ a note of any
thoughts you have on this.

+++++++++

The point that | hoped you might make is this: if we accept this account of vwnactial
to being the same person, could we ever be justified in any o¥iews about who
anyone is? After all, it is insisted that a soul reoa-bodilyentity: and that implies, | take
it, that it is not the kind of thing that can be seen or touched. Sogaands could |
have for thinking that the same soul as yesterday inhabitbdbisthat | see in front of
me? What grounds can | have for rejecting the suggestion that sme, with very
similar - or even identical - psychological characteristics, has moved iatbdty?

| should stress that | am not, with these questions, suggestingetdan't ever know
that this is the same person as we met before. The point is ttathef we accept this —
the ‘simple soul’ - view of what is crucial to being the sareespn won't we have to
admit that we don't know? The argument, then, is: if we want td thsiswe obviously
do know who some of the people around us are, then we must reject thismtactwhat
is crucial to being the same person over time.

There is a possible response to this line of argument. Someonesayght least |
know in my own case that the same soul has inhabited this bod{ dbita life; so it is
reasonable for me to suppose that the same is true with othes.baddéeso Ican after
all have good grounds for my judgements about who people are: reagghisir bodies

3 should, perhaps, also stress that what | amiaofjés not a general attack on the idea of a 'sbak, rather,
raising a worry fothis way of thinking of what a soul is. There may wedl dther ways of thinking of ‘the soul’
that do not face this objection.



| can reasonably assume that these contain the appropriate Bouigu find this a
promising line of argument?

+++++++++

| don't. The argument seems simply to ignore the difficuliéésed by the assumption
that the soul is a ‘non-bodily’ entity: an entity that cannotdensor touched. Given this
assumption, how can | know, even in my own case, that there has not tiemga of
soul in this - my - body at some stage in its life? Ifahe point a fresh soul, with just
the same memories and so on, took over my body would | ever know? Would Fknow
would | even suspect - if a fresh, but indistinguishable, soul took ovdraady every
day?

This is roughly analogous to a case in which someone replacesmgngine with
another that is indistinguishable from it. It is analogous, thaixcep for the fact that,
since one can see and touch car engines, | could, in principle,huatch the act. The
trouble with the 'soul’ - as this is understood on the view we areoswering - is that
since it cannot be seen or touched it seems that we could nevanyageunds for any
beliefs about how they move around. So if what we meant when we said 'This is the same
person as the one | met yesterday' was 'This body is inhabited kgrtteeimmaterial
soul as inhabited the body | encountered yesterday' we could neveaaryageunds for
any of our beliefs about who anyone is. That seems a good reasarddhis account if
we possibly can.

(i) The memory view

John Locke, an English philosopher who was born in 1632 and died in 1704, offers a
groundbreaking discussion of the identity of a person: one to whitdteldiscussions
are indebted. | want you now to read the chapter of his BapkEssay Concerning
Human Understandingh which he discusses this issue: Book Two, chapter xxvii. | hope
that some of it will seem familiar to you: | have alreaxgde use of some of the ideas
that he presents. Don't worry if you can't follow everything tmatsays. But while
reading this chapter | would like you to make a note, however bfighur answers to
the following questions:

(a) What is the significance of the distinction Locke draws eenathe ‘identity ofman'
and’'personalidentity'?

(b) Why does Locke think that having the same soul (the same ‘immapaitglis

clearly not what is crucial to being the same person?

(c) What does Locke think crucial to being the same person?

e o o

Locke was inclined to accept the general Cartesian view of soipehe was, that is,
inclined to accept that a live human being is composed of a mdiedgllinked with a
non-material 'mind" or 'soul’. He was also convinced that theaecsicial distinction
between what he calls, on the one hand, the 'identityanf,and, on the othelpersonal

identity'. He was, that is, convinced that it is one thing to saythleaindividual before
me is the samman- or, as | will express it, the sarheman being as | met last week,



and quite another to say that it is the sgmeesonas | met last week. For he was
convinced that we can envisage circumstances in which it would obvioeiglgrrect to
say that a person had moved from one to another living human body:

For should the soul of a prince, carrying with it the consciousness

of the prince's past life, enter and inform the body of a cobédesoon as
deserted by his own soul, everyone sees he would be thepsesoe
with the prince, accountable only for the prince's actions.

The force of the claim that this is the 'same persotii@grince - that this persesithe
prince - is illustrated by the last clause of the quotation ftaroke: this person is
accountable only for the prince's actions. Despite the facthtsatndividual isbodily
one and the same as the cobbler, he is to be held accountable fonteéspnot the
cobbler's, past actions: thus, he is the one to be praised or blantieel poince's good or
bad actions, he is the one who is committed to keeping a prdmaiséhe prince made,
and, we may suppose, he is the one to wham committed by a promise that | made to
the prince. These, and other things of the same kind, are win@biged in the claim
that the person in the cobbler's body is the same persois ashe prince. While, then,
the person before us is nmdily one and the same as the prince - while it is not the same
'man’: the same 'human being' - it is the same 'person' as the prince.

In one sense Locke is here close to Descartes. Both hold teatstim® difficulty in
the idea that, for example, | should continue to exist in another lasdyérhaps, both
hold that there is no difficulty in the idea that | should continuexist in a totally
disembodied form.) Locke was, however, convinced that there are spratalems with
the view that it is 'having the same non-material soul' thatiigal to my being the same
person as one who did a certain thing in the past. The point that Locke stressesber
so much the one that | raised - one aboutkmywledgeof who | am - but rather one
about myconcernabout who | am. He argues that ‘having the same non-materiaissoul’
not something about which we cearein the way that we care about who we are. Locke
makes his point in this way:

Let anyone reflect upon himself, and conclude that he has in hiarself
immaterial spirit, which is that which thinks in him, and, in the camist
change of his body keeps him the same: and is that which |kenitatelf.

Let him also suppose it to be the same soul that was in Nesitiewsites

at the siege of Troy (for souls being, as far as we knovhergyof them, in

their nature indifferent to any parcel of matter, the suppositionnloas
apparent absurdity in it), which it may have been, as well igsnibw the

soul of any other man; but he now having no consciousness of any of the
actions either of Nestor or Thersites, does or can he conceivelhtires
same person with either of them? Can he be concerned in eithetirof the

® Locke, ibid., section 15. For a brief discussidrbody swaps’ that raises points that are closelgted to
earlier discussions of Wittgenstein in this modskx Bernard Williams, ‘Personal identity and
individuation’, pages 11-12 of hRroblems of the Self.



actions? attribute them to himself, or think them his own, more than th
actions of any other man that ever exisfed?

Locke takes it to be clear that the answer to these questioN®s'i He concludes that
what is crucial to the idea that a particular past thought idhaié¢ had, or a particular
past action one thdt performed, is not my 'having (or 'being’) the same soul' as the
person who had that thought or performed that action.

Whatis crucial for this is, Locke suggests, to be found by reflecting/lozt makes a
particular thought or sensation that is now being undergontought or sensation.
What is crucial here is, on the face of it, the fact thenlconscious of - have an inside
awareness of - that thought or sensation. For example, it followstfre fact that | am
aware of a pain in the characteristic first personal whgt-is to say, thatfeelthe pain -
that the pain in question my pain. Perhaps, then, we should simply extend this idea to
pastthoughts, sensations and actions: what is crucial to the idea heatticular past
thought is one thdthad, or a particular past action one thperformed, is the fact that |
am conscious - have an inside awareness - of it.

It follows from Locke's view that it could be true that | amshme person as the one
who did a certain thing in the past even though the substance - bothamatel
immaterial - of which | am composed is quite different. For if | have an inséheany of
having done it thendmthe one who did it; and that is so quite independently of whether
this soul - the one that | 'am' or 'have' - is the one that mmaally present in, for
example, Nestor's or Thersites' body. And if it seems odd to suggest imgictmposed
of the same substance' is irrelevant to 'being the same pevsoshould remember, as
Locke does, that we are quite ready to speak in this way in cdses. We say that this
is the same tree as the one that was standing here 30 yeagsesgthough there has
been a radical change in the 'material substance' - thecahpairticles - of which it is
composed. Some philosophers - Hume is a notable example - have been deepl
suspicious of our readiness to speak in this way. But, in the absenzedefent
argument, we may have to put this down to a philosophical prejudice.

Locke's view appears to do much better justice than does thenk&ssnof soul’
account to the idea, central to Descartes' general approachgelfthiat knowledge of
oneself is immediate and infallible. In the present context ithithe idea that the
individual herself has immediate and infallible 'inside' knowledgeviod she is: for
example, that she is the one who signed the documents last week. With this, Legke's vi
also does justice to our intuitive sense of how we should think of megmarkable
phenomena related to his Nestor and Thersites example. | am thiédkn@f the many
reported cases in which a young child - characteristically dme kas quite recently
learned to talk - appears to have a substantial body of 'inside’ kigenid the life of a
person who died before she was bb8he makes detailed claims about this person's life:
claims that are substantiated by later investigation. The knge/lisdinside' in the sense,

! Locke, ibid., section 14

8 See, for example, lan Stevensdnyenty Cases Suggestive of Reincarnatiomiversity Press of
Virginia, 1974)



first, that it appears that the information has not in some way traasmitted to the
child by another; and, second, that she experiences the knowledghdhlads of this
other life as a 'memory' of it: for example, she spontaneoym#gks of things the
'remembered’ person did as things thlaé has done. Now many will, no doubt, be
sceptical about the authenticity of such reports. But if sucheecoatd be authenticated,
many, perhaps most, might feel little hesitation in speakinghef ¢hild as the
reincarnation of the earlier individual. This response, it seaflects our intuitive sense
of the correctness of Locke's approach.

Problems for the memory view

While Locke's view has powerful attractions, it is, | think, pretear that, as it stands, it
will not do. To see this, we must notice first that care is re@dés formulation. We
might express the view in this way: 'l am the person who robbeuhthieif and only if |
remember robbing the bank'. Now expressions of the form 'l remeptii@ng the bank'’
are, in our normal speech, used in two rather different ways. la sages they are used
simply to report an impression that | now have. 'l distinctly remenda®ing the keys
on the sideboard' | say; and | continue to say 'That is how Inneereit' even once it has
been clearly established that | did not leave them there. Batdifferent use of the
words 'l remember robbing the bank' or 'l remember leavingelie on the sideboard’
we will insist that if it turns out that he did not rob the bamnthis words were simply
not true: itseemdo him that he remembers robbing the bank, but he doesn't really.

Now in which of these ways should we read the suggestion #ratthe one who
performed a certain action if and only if | ‘remember' perfogmi? It seems clear that if
we read it in thesecondway we lose the sense of immediate and infallible knowledge of
who | am which Locke is trying to hold on to. For while it will follow from thet féoat 'l
remember robbing the bank' that | did rob the bankill have no special authority in
judging whether | really do remember robbing the bank. Othemsexample, the nurse
on the psychiatric ward where | was a patient at the timéeofdbbery - may know
better than | do that | do natally remember robbing the bank; it only seems to me that |
remember it. Closely linked with this is the fact that, givea tbading, it can hardly be
said that we explain what it is for Jim to be the one who robbeldathle by saying 'He
remembers doing so'; for in explaining what is required foo ibe true that he really
does remember we will have to speak of the fact that he is the one who robbed the bank!

Staying with this case, but switching to tinst sense of 'remember’, it can be said that
| remember robbing the bank without first establishing tidhd kob it: for to say that 'l
remember robbing the bank' is simply to report an impression thatvlhave. Inthis
sense, we might say, a person has immediate and infallible knewt#dgis own
memories. But taken ihis sense, it clearly does not follow from the fact that |
‘remember’ doing something that | was the one who did it. We would allyrmssume
that it could, in practice, seem quite clear to someone that hecditlaan thing and yet it
not at all follow that he was the one who did it.

Further, whichever sense of ‘remember’ we employ here, 'sodka appears to face
the following objection. There are cases in which we readilytlsatythis is the person
who did a certain thing even though she does not remember doing &x&muaple, there
are many things that | did as a child which | do not now remenhdiag. Are we to say
on that account that it was not reaiywho did them?



In these objections | am following closely points made in anladig Antony Flew.

If you are not convinced by the points as | have made them, or ivgald just like to
pursue these issues further, | strongly suggest that youhisadrticle: the reference is
given at the end of this section. Further, if you do think Lockghthe able to answer
the objections | have raised, | strongly suggest that you now makege of how you
think he could do so.

The importance of personal identity

In the objections to Locke's account that | have raised | have lagp®aour normal
views about when it can be said that this is dhmeperson as one who did a certain
thing in the past. | have suggested, on these grounds, that Locke's view loaraot
satisfactory account of what we normally mean when we saxitidsof thing. Now it
might be replied that this only shows that our normal ways of spgakdout these
matters are deeply confused. It might be added that Locke isngffes a revised
understanding of what is involved in our identity over time: one whicloti®pen to the
charge of confusion. Clearly that is a possible position. But the cb&fgenfusion’ will
have to be substantiated. On the face of it, Locke has done no morhtvarthat his
view fits with at leassomeof our intuitions better than does the Cartesian alternative.

How might it be shown that one view of what is crucial to beingdnee person over
time is to be preferred to another? Perhaps a variety of fmrargument are possible. In
any case, when considering any such argument it is important to bear in mwtdhét
at issue here is not simply what way.As Locke stresses, our views about the identity
of people are closely bound up with a whole range of practiceseatidgs that have a
central place in our lives. Locke focuses in particular on ourtipescof reward and
punishment. We can only punish a man for a crime if he was the lnmeammitted it.
The same point applies to such responses to others as praise, dplatitede and
resentment; and to feelings about oneself such as pride and quilin, Aa
understanding oivho this is may be central to our personal relationship with another. |
may feel a special commitment to this person because she msatmgr: the one who
gave birth to me and raised me. | may feel bound to this woman in a special wasebeca
in a wedding ceremony, | made a commitment to stay with herdedth. Perhaps more
significantly, the particular character of the love or respeit| feel for another may be
very closely bound up with my sense that this is a person who hasia gaist, or, more
specifically, with whom | share, a certain past.

It is possible that Locke did not appreciate just how deeply b@uatwould bring
him into conflict with feelings and practices that few of u give up lightly. You may
want to reflect further on such conflicts yourself: asking gelirjust how widespread
and significant they are. We will now, however, turn to a view thdiije having
significant affinities with Locke's, has been thought by somnavbid its most obvious
difficulties.

(i) The psychological continuity view

| mentioned earlier Hume's suggestion that when we introspect wetdimd aselfthat
has thoughts, feelings and so on; we find only the thoughts and feelingsehees.
Having allowed, with characteristic irony, that there may laphysicians who have
more luck than he does, Hume comments:



But setting aside some metaphysicians of this kind, | may venture to
affirm of the rest of mankind, that they are nothing but a bundle or
collection of perceptions, which succeed each other with an inconceivable
rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux and movement... .

They are the successive perceptions only, that constitute theé mind.

Hume's suggestion echoes ideas that are found in Buddhist thinking:

Buddha has spoken thus: "0 Brethren, actions do exist, and also their
conseqguences, but the person that acts does not. There is no one to cast
away this set of elements and no one to assume a new set ofl tiexen.

exists no individual, it is only a conventional name, given to a ket o
elements.*®

Closely related ideas have a strong hold in certain quarters afngpotary Western
philosophy. In particular, Derek Parfit has argued that we must staddr the links
between a person at different stages of her life, not in tersenod persisting individual
thathasall of the emotions, sensations and so on that we think of as hens,teuhs of
certain connections betweetihese 'mental’ (‘psychological’) characteristics aedifft
times. The connection, stressed by Locke, between a thought or aatioa later
memory of it is one such psychological link. But there are mahgrst There is the
connection between an intention to do something and the later performianicat
action. There are the connections of similarity between thefbetiesires and interests
of a person at one time and the 'same' person at a lateMorebroadly, we may speak
of the similarity in character between a person at one sta¢jés dife and the 'same’
person at a later stage.

Now consider a human being - John Williams - who lives for 90 ydarsg which
time he undergoes significant changes in his psychological ¢hastics. Between JW
on any one day of his life and JW on the next day there ayecl@se psychological
connections: he has very similar beliefs and character, on ¢bacséay he remembers
much of what he thought and did on the first, and so on. &vett connections will be
weaker over a longer time span. The beliefs and charactbe @0 year old are very
different from those of the 5 year old, the 50 year old has vergtirmemories of the 5
year old's life, and so on. Nevertheless the 50 year old is ‘psgatailp continuous’
with the 5 year old. That is to say, his psychological charattsyideveloped out of
those of the 5 year old through a series of stages: at egehtetae being close direct
psychological connections with the previous stageh#it sense we can say that the 50
year old is the 'same’ person as the 5 year old. But oncevevaug the idea that the
important thing is some underlying core - such as a Cartesialh-'svhich links the 5
year old with the 50 year old we will, it is suggested, no longer that this sense in
which he can be said to be the 'same' person is of much sigodicénis direct
psychological connections that are thignificant links between different stages of a

° David HumeA Treatise of Human Natur8ook |, part iv, sec vi
% Cila Mara



person's life. There is significant,an important, sense in which JW today is the same
person as JW last year only if the person at each of thess ha®e closely similar
character, memories and so on.

Parfit's view is clearly similar to that which the Buddkarss to present. Both deny
that there is some core whicinderliesthe psychological elements and which is the
important link between different stages of a person's life. &lgege that where there has
been a substantial change in psychological characteristiesisheo significant, but only
a 'conventional' sense in which it can be said that we have thepsasna. They perhaps
disagreeover what we should say where there has not been such a substanrige.c
While the Buddha seems to suggest that even here there is nacaignsiense in which
it can be said that we have the same person, Parfit mairttains such a case thasa
significant sense in which this can be said. Closely connectbdhvait is the fact that the
Buddha is, on the face of it, calling for a much more radical @vig1 our current
thought about ourselves than is Parfit.

One example - perhaps the central example - of the revisiomdethhy the Buddhist
view relates to the individual's thought about his or her ‘'own futuiest &f us have a
sense that there is a very important difference betweerearcadich it will bemewho
suffers pain tomorrow and a case in whsdmeone elseill suffer pain tomorrow. This
sense of a deep difference is reflected in the very difféegtings that we have in the
two cases; and in the degree of trouble to which we are gengrafigred to go to try to
ensure that the pain is not felt. For the Buddha, by contrast, theceimportant sense,
only a conventional one, in which 'I' will be around tomorrow; a paih el felt
tomorrow, but there is no important contrast between the case ih whidl, as we say,
be 'me' who feels it and that in which it will be someone &ladit's view is less radical.
There may be no important sense in which it will be 'me’' who suffers some plémefsd i
in 30 years time; but, provided that | am closely psychologicahnected with him,
thereis an important sense in which the person who will suffer pain tomorrow is me.

How are we to decide between the Buddha's and Parfit's intémpretbithe 'no-self’
view? They agree about what connections hold between different stages of a pigeson’
but disagree about theportanceof particular connections. It might be argued that the
Buddha is clearly right on the following grounds: if there is no ungingnsubstance at
the core of our being then there is no significant sense in whach the same person
from one moment to the next. But Locke's example of the tree shauldd us that we
need arargumentor that claim.

Parfit defendkis point of view by appealing to what he takes to be our everyday sense
of what is of value in a personal relationship. In this he followsatgement of another
contemporary philosopher - Antony Quinton. Quinton writes:

For why, after all, do we bother to identify’ people so careé?uWhat is
unique about individual people that is important enough for us to call
them by individual proper names? In our general relations withr oth
human beings their bodies are for the most part intrinsically uniargort

We use them as convenient recognition devices enabling us to locate



without difficulty the persisting character and memory comdeie
which we are interested, which we love or ftke.

It is quite clear, Quinton and Parfit argue, that in so fargenuinely care for another as
an individual person (as opposed, for example, to simply caring for harsasual
object) it is her particular set of psychological charadiesighat is at the centre of my
understanding of her. | will, then, think of the other as, inri@ortantsense, the 'same’
person so long, but only so long, as she has roughly the saméologycal
characteristics. We should conclude that ‘having the same psydablodgaracteristics' -
being 'closely psychologically connected' - is a significanthasignificant - connection
between stages of a life. A person in 2003 is, inimortantsense, the 'same' person as
one in 2004 if and only if the one is closely psychologically connectddtive other.
And if, in practice, we often identify people by their bodies wef take this to be the
same person as the one | have known for many years on the btmsfadt that she is
bodily continuous with that person — that is, or should be, only because ‘sanéness
body’ is generally goo@videnceof ‘sameness of psychological characteristics’. Being
the same bodily being — the same human being (or, as Locke puts#meeman’) — is
not, in itself, something of any importance at all.

This argument appeals to something that we might call ouraktense of what is of
value in a personal relationship: it is suggested that reffecti what isimportantin a
personal relationship will lead us to the conclusion that the bodgtimsically, quite
irrelevant to questions aboutho this is. What do you think we should make of this
suggestion?

+++++++++

My own view is that it is badly confused. My suspicion is thatihg some plausibility
from certain ways in which we sometimes speak, but that thasipility dissolves on
closer inspection. Consider, for example, the way in which a womght reay of her
husband: 'This is not the man | married’; or the way in whicimigét say of an elderly
person who has suffered a stroke: 'She is not the person she onc®hibes'such
expressions may seem to harmonize nicely with Parfit's vieke, is needed. For it may
be - indeed I think it is - that the sense of such words depends ooegtaace that there
is a straightforward sense in which the person of whom wepagakigis the very one
that we knew before.

To see this, compare such cases with one in which | say 'Ting the car it once
was'. My words, | take it, mean something like: 'It has lostyrat the features that it
once had' - features that, perhaps, played an important role inimgyitiéally attracted
to it. But it is only true that it has 'lost' these featufesia straightforward sense, it is
the very car that once had those features; and, closely connettigtiat; there would,
in such a case, be no possible grounds for arresting me on thefodsesfact that | am
driving around in a car that is not mine - the one | bought 10 years ago'.

1 A. Quinton, ‘The SoulThe Journal of Philosophy.962, p 402



Now while the importance that the idea of 'being the same person' has isftprgatdi
from that which the idea of 'being the same car' has, an aeatdghe above point may
apply there. For example, consider a case in which someone undesgbesl r
psychological change as the result of, say, a severe strokbt Wé&gnot say that the
particular tragedy of such cases is dependent on the ideathitia is a quite
straightforward sense in which this the same person? While it is true that some
children abandon their aged and decrepit parents in geriatric vitaigisiot at all clear
that we should take their doing so as reflecting a doubt about whe.tmdeed, it might
be, in part, quite the reverse. It is precidedgauset is quite clear that this is my father
that the thought of visits is such a nightmare. If | did not acaepinambiguously that
this is my father | might be able to visit him with little clinfort; and, to mention
another face of the same point, | might not feel the guilt that | do about not visiting

The same point applies to the horror that a parent feels on tp#nainher child has
suffered serious brain damage. On the view outlined by Quinton aft] & would -
or should - be for the parent the same as her child's death. Bke littdéhat this
suggestion involves a serious distortion of the way in which at heasy people do, in
practice, feel in such circumstances. There is one sense in mvhighmight find such a
situation more agonizing than one in which their child dies; for vehsd dreadful about
the situation is the fact that itd®hn- my child - that is in this condition.

These are extreme examples of what are, | think, famd&urfes of our feelings for
another in the more normal cases of gradual change over time. Ndwest not, of
course, follow from the fact that, at least in many of us, cona@rsdme others does
take the form of which | have been speaking, thatigghtto do so. My point is just that a
little reflection may lead us to doubt whether Quinton and Parfitreally count on our
intuitions at the point at which their argument needs them. Reméhabeheir argument
was of this form: reflection of what isyportantin a personal relationship will lead us to
the conclusion that the body is, intrinsically, quite irrelevarguestions about who this
is; and that it is 'having the same psychological charaatstishat isthe significant
connection between stages of a life. | have suggested that siechionfshould, in fact,
lead us in a quite different direction. As we might express this: one thing to be
attracted to a particular set of psychological charactesisind quite another to be
attached to a particular person. While | may love the storieshensense of humour of
the man | meet regularly in the pub, if I simply move over to sometsewhen his
peculiar knack with stories begins to slip away there is aesenwhich it can be said
that thepersonwas of no concern to me. With that, while it may be true thabme
cases what first attracts me to another is her particwahpkgical characteristics, if |
come to care foher my commitment takes on a form such that it has at least some
independence of those characteristics. It is, | want to suggestalce® anything that
most of us would want to speak of as ‘love’ for another thatrélagively resilient in the
face of changes in both bodily and psychological change.

Reinstating the body

Suppose that we take as our starting point the way in which anothecantinue to
occupy a quite special place in my feelings despite radi@aiges in her characteristics.
And suppose that we add to this the fact - as | think it is -ntizaty feel that there is
something particularly admirable in a 'love’ in which this feaisiqgowerful. We might



add, too, the way in which my fear of a pain that 'l' will undergo tosmomight be in
no way compromised by the information that | will, before then, siifain damage -
brain damage of a form such that the person who suffers tomorrol beiil
psychologically quite different from me tod&yFocusing on these intuitions we might
be drawn to a quite different way of thinking of what is crumabeing the same person’
over time. It seems clear that 'being the same human beinging 'the same bodily
being' - is of central importance in much of our normal thought abou¢rsss of
people. And it is not at any ratgbviousthat this is a reflection of something in our
nature that we will, on reflection, wish to disown.

We might summarize the route my argument has followed in tys im the form of
an individual's knowledge of who she herself is, we may be tahptesee a decisive
objection to the proposal that the body is crucial to the idea aidlie same person
over time’; but this temptation rests on an illusion that Wittggnséxposes. Having
seen through the illusion, we can acknowledge that in developing anra@f what is
crucial tobeing the same persave should strive to satisfy two requirements. First, our
account should be such as to allow that | can sometimes know whacalpagerson is:
know that this — whether myself or another — is the same pessameavho did a certain
thing in the past. And second, our account should be such as to leave rotm for
thought that this is one and the same person — say, John - even thaadathbeen a
radical change in his psychological (and, of course, physicalacieaistics. | suggested
that ‘the simple soul view' - that which emerges most naturkllyn Descartes’
discussion of the self - fails the first of these tests; hatl‘the psychological continuity
view’, along with its earlier incarnation as ‘the memory viefails the second of my
tests. By contrast with these approaches, a view that giveslcplaice to thehuman
being - to the physical continuity of this bodily being — appears totrheth of these
requirements. Of course, it might be that there are other re&mosspposing that any
such view must be rejected. In the absence of such reasons, howewn&tively draw
the following conclusion: far from being wholly destructive of gteing of value in our
thought about, and relations with, each other, only a view of our identitytiowerthat
gives central place to the body can do justice to fundamental agfpebat value. As we
can put this: we should at least consider the possibility that loaksormously
influential distinction between being the same 'person’' and beingpime 'human being'
('man’) is one of which we should be suspicious.

Of course, | do not expect you to - | do mant you to - accept my conclusion on
trust. If, however, it seems to you clearly incorrect, | would Yi&a to get quite clear in
your mind just where the argument that | have presented goes wrong.

Reading

For an extremely clear and detailed presentation of both the empertof Locke’s
contribution to the debate and the difficulties in his view see Ankbey, 'Locke and
the Problem of Personal Identity'. David Hume's discussion of pérnsiamaity can be
found in ATreatise of Human Natur&ook | Part iv section 6. Derek Parfit defends his
views in his paper 'Personal Identity’, and in much greater dethisiReasons and

2 For a nice discussion of cases of roughly thisl liee Bernard Williams, ‘The self and the futuie’his
Problems of the Self.



Persons Quinton's paper The Soul' is a more straightforward presamtatithe key
idea developed in Parfit's work. For a useful introduction to Buddhistsvaawd their
relation, in particular, to Parfit's position see Steven Collinggp@8uddhism in Recent
British Philosophy and Theology'. For a strong defence of the lid¢dt is the body that

is crucial to the identity of a person over time, see thst four essays in Bernard
Williams, Problems of the SelAn excellent introduction to the topic of this section, and
one that leans towards the ‘bodily’ view, can be found in John P&rBialogue on
Personal Identity and ImmortalitySee also John Perry (ed®ersonal ldentity. this
useful collection contains a number of the above papers.



