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Introduction


We are in this course asked to enquire into 'the  nature of self' . However, 'the self' is often thought of as a antiquated term and in contemporary philosophy  the term 'person'  is now used to denote an entity which is thought of  as something incorporeal, that is not constituted  of matter, and essentially conscious; this categorisation will become significant later on.  But this indicates why, when looking at the nature of self from a philosophical perspective, it is impossible to ignore the problem of personal identity. This is the a philosophical enquiry  that seeks to illustrate, explain and analysis, the concept of personal identity, which looks at what it means to say that an entity at one time is identical and contemporaneous with an entity at another (past and future) time. Thus this will be the second aspect of self that concerns us here. 
In addition, in this type of inquiry, we come up against a further problem, what in philosophy is referred to as the 'problem of other minds'.  This poses the question as to whether 'I' ( as in any 'I') can know that any other has a mind, i.e. is sentient. This may seem a trivial point, but it is certainly not so for epistemology ( the pursuit of knowledge) when we consider that other entities, while their actions, speech and gestures  might in every way be comparable to mine, may be merely the  behaviour of automata for whom consciousness is not possible. This specifically poses difficulties for the claim that I know what is going on in the minds of others and also for all the related concepts we use, e.g. love, admiration, praise, blame, etc., that we attribute and apply to the conduct of others.  Before you get too enamoured with the mystique of this concept, it is, in contemporary philosophy, hotly disputed that one's thoughts (that is our mental life) is private and restricted, but it  legitimate philosophical enquiry which assesses the accessibility of the mental life of others and of myself.  So these are the three areas which we will be concerned with in this initial block.
  
1. 	                         The 'Nature of Self'

In early philosophy self  is simply identified with Plato's 'soul', that is it is not merely identified with the Greek word for 'alive', or as its equivalent in Latin 'animatus', which may of course be translated 'animated' or ensouled, but is also used to refer to that which reasons, decides and acts, however, again here that which is denoted by the word is identified not with the body, not with flesh and blood,, but rather with the incorporeal occupant, the director that corporeal vehicle it occupies. Thus there are similarities with this use of the term 'the self' and Descartes (1591-1650) 'I' of his famous proposition 'I think therefore I am', where it is essentially a thinking substance. In these views then, especially in the view of Descartes, there can be said to be certainly two distinct properties which human beings' possess. That which is 'mental' and the 'physical' and that such properties entail the use of  such correlative nouns as 'body' and 'mind' Let us begin by looking at the former.
THE BODY.	
In general physical events occur in the history of physical things: when you decorate your house, for instance, different events occur in the history of this thing, the house; a description of these events is a description of changes that are occurring in the history of your house. Molecular changes are constantly going on, and they take place in the history of the things of which the molecules are parts. Sometimes the changes are not, strictly speaking, in the object: light waves and sound waves emanate from objects, enabling us to see and hear them, but it is still physical things or objects from which they emanate. There are, however, physical events that do not seem to be part of the history of physical objects at all: e.g. a flash of lightening, a clap of thunder, a rainbow, disturbances in a magnetic field, cosmic rays. These can still be described as physical events, or phenomena, because they have spatial location and their existence is publicly verifiable; but if you ask, "What is the object in whose history the flash of lightening is an event?" the answer seems to be, "None!"

But the physical events we are concerned with in the search for 'the self', the search for that which it is that, 'thinks', 'reasons', 'decides', 'acts', and a lot more besides are all events in the history of a physical object called the body. The body is a physical thing, like chairs and trees, occupying space, having mass, etc., like every other physical thing. Physical objects are collections of molecules, and so is an organism, though its molecules are primarily organic.

Ask yourself this question, "What is it that distinguishes the body I call mine, from all other bodies in the world?"  Try to answer it before moving on. (When you see a line below the text, please pause leave the text & try to think about what is being asked before returning to the text)


I would say the following features at least:
i) It is the only body I cannot get away from - it is always there whenever I am conscious, and I never see it walking away in the distance.

ii) I can see it, unlike other bodies, only from certain perspectives: I cannot see its face except in a mirror, or the back of its head except in two or more mirrors, and its chest and shoulders always appear in about the same place in my visual field, at the same apparent distance.

iii) It is the only body of which I have kinaesthetic and other somatic sense experiences: of other bodies I can have visual and tactile experiences, but not kinaesthetic.

iv) Most important, it is the only body I can directly control. I can decide to raise its arm (the arm of the body I call mine), and the arm rises; the act follows upon the decision. I cannot control any other body in this way, but only indirectly via command or physical force. I can also alter the position of things in the physical world, as in moving a chess piece from its square to that, but I can move these other things only by moving this body: my influence on the outside world is always by means of this body.

THE MIND. 	
Now what are mental events? What are sense experiences, feelings, thoughts, dreams? Do these all fulfil the requirements of being mental. If so to what do they belong?  (Remember the line: again try to answer these questions before moving on.)

The traditional answer seems obvious enough. Just as physical events occur in the history of physical objects (including human bodies), so mental events occur in the history of minds. The mind is that in which mental events occur, just as the body is that in which physical events occur. Physical events are part of the history of physical bodies, and mental events are parts of the history of minds.

But what is a mind? On this question there has been no end of disagreement. We use the word 'mind' as a noun, and we tend to assume that for every substantive there is a substance. Thus it is quite natural that throughout the history of philosophy from Plato on, the prevailing view has been that the mind is some kind of substance. The mind is a locus or centre, or owner of thoughts, feelings sense experience, just as the body is the locus of physiological changes. A human being consists of two different substances, a mind and a body, which, however they may be connected, are  as irreducibly different as the kinds of events occurring in each.
THE SELF. 	
But is this right? Do you agree that the mind and body are two different kinds of substances?

Even if it is, it is certainly true that it is the former, the mind, that is more intimately connected  with what I call 'myself'. I have a body - the body whose movements I am able to control to some extent; but the I that does the controlling is not a body but a mind. It is true that we sometimes say "I have  a mind"; but it may be more correct, at least on this view, to say "I am a mind." It would, however, be quite mistaken to say "I am a body."
It is true sometimes, when I am discussing physical characteristics only, I can identify myself with my body: "I am five foot seven inches tall" means the same as "My body is ......", and to say "I  am five foot etc., but my body is not ...." would be self-contradictory. But when I say "I am thinking", I am referring to the mind, which thinks, and not to my body, which cannot think, though this does not mean that a body, especially a brain, is not  a prerequisite to thinking being able to take place,  but it is not what thinks. Similarly, when I believe, wonder, dream, perceive, feel pain and pleasure, and so on, it is not the body that does any of these things but the mind; one could say that, the mind is "my essential self". The body is, at the most, the invariable accompaniment of the mind, and, at the least, ( in the view of Plato (c428-c348BC), which was also taken up by later philosophers like St. Augustine 354-430), the prison in which the mind is 'housed' and to which it is 'chained' in this earthly life. According to some the existence of the mind without the body is only a logical possibility, whereas. according to others, it is actually the case, more of this later.
So are we saying the mind is kind of substance? If it is, it is not a physical substance like lead or salt, it cannot be seen or touched or even visualised; nor is it a tenuous or ethereal substance like fog or smoke, since these are all as physical as lead. No, on this argument, it seems it is non-material, and as such as no spatial location at all. The mind cannot be in the body, nor can it be in the brain (no one opening the brain could ever discover it). Events occurring in the mind's history are causally connected with events in the brain's history, but this does not imply that the mind is in the brain. This of course neither means that the mind is outside the brain: it has no spatial location at all. Anyone who said that it did, would be guilty of what's termed a 'category-mistake', just as he or she would if  he/she attributed spatial location to the number 2.

Try to note down your thoughts on this argument so far. 

The nature of this mental substance, then, seems increasingly to be quite mysterious. How could its existence ever be known or verified? What would we say to someone who denied its existence? 
Yet we do not willingly part with the conviction that there must be a mind, an owner-of-experience. We may feel dubious enough about any form of substratum theory, yet we remain convinced that there must be owners of all the mental events that occur. My thoughts, my wonderings, my sense-experiences are all connected in that they are part of the history of me, their owner. There just can't be experiences can there? - there must be an owner to tie the experiences together. Since the body does not have the experiences (although the experiences may be of the body), it must be the mind mustn't it, and there must be as many minds as there are owners of experience. We may not like to talk of  mind in the sense of 'mental substance', but we still want to say that there are such things as minds, and whatever the nature of these may be, they are at least owners of experiences. As the Scottish philosopher Thomas Reid (1710-1796) expressed it: 
My personal identity implies the continued existence of that indivisible thing I call myself whatever this self maybe, it is something which thinks, and deliberates, and resolves, and acts, and suffers, I am not thought, I am not action, I am not feeling; I am something that thinks, and acts, and suffers. My thoughts, and actions, and feelings, change every moment; they have no continued, but a successive, existence; but that self or I to which they belong, is permanent, and has the same relation to all the succeeding thoughts, actions, and feelings whish I call mine. Such are the notions that I have of my personal identity. (Thomas Reid, Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man (1785, essay III, Chapter 4.))

Whatever we may think of  'mental substances', the words expressed by Reid seem eminently sensible do they not? Is it not the case that experiences must be distinguished from experiences, and mental events from the minds that have them?

Nevertheless, there are opponents of this view. David Hume (1711-76), another Scottish philosopher, and perhaps the most famous, was sceptical  about this 'ownership' view in any form: 
There are some philosophers who imagine we are every moment intimately conscious of what we call our ‘self’. That we feel its existence and its continuance in existence. . . for my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call myself I always stumble on some particular perception or other, of heart, or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never can catch myself at any time without a perception, and can never observe anything but the perception. (David Hume, Treatise of Human Nature Book I Part 4, Chapter 6)

Hume thus gets rid of the owner, or so he claims, and thus the puzzle about its nature, he will leave us with only successive states of consciousness. According to this view, the self is merely a bundle of experiences: from birth to death , the experiences occur in temporally successive order, and this whole series constitutes the bundle; there is no self beyond the bundle of experiences, and the bundle simply is the whole series of experiences.
What can we make of Hume's position?


1.	Can't we just reject his view as impossible be reiterating our claim that there must be something that owns thought, etc., and insist that there must be an I to whom experiences belong. Every mental event must in some way belong to some individual, some centre of consciousness. Thus the ‘I’ must be something more than a collection of mental events themselves. 
Isn't Hume denying the existence of self?

Hume, I think, would reply that he was not denying the existence of self but merely attempting to give an analysis of what self is.

2.	We can offer, can we not, that there is surely a difference between my experiences and your experience. If the self is merely a bundle of experiences how does one differentiate the contents of one bundle from another? In other words, what makes the experience I am having mine, and the one you are having yours? What we are asking is: if the ownership-thesis is abandoned, what is the principle of individuation by means of which one could tell which experiences belonged in which bundle?

3.	Another point we can raise in response to Hume's claim is that his account seems to be self-contradictory. He writes, " I never catch myself......" but what or whom does the word "I" refer to here? An owner of experiences? Hume has, however, already ruled this out. He is aware only of certain states of consciousness (which he call 'perceptions') but not the self that has them. But what then makes them his? That they occur in temporal succession? But so do yours and mine. Whose states of consciousness does he find? No one's presumably - just states of consciousness. But how is this possible? Surely it is his own experiences that he finds. In this case, however, we seem to be driven back to the view that the "I" is something more than a series of states of consciousness.
4.	We might ask, further, whether it is even true that I am not aware of myself as a continuing entity beyond the series of experiences. When I have an experience, am I aware only of the experience or also of myself as the owner or 'haver' of the experience? One may say against Hume, that I don't experience it just as an experience but as my experience. Can't the experience be part of the total experience? 
Where do you stand on the argument so far?

Yet don't we remain troubled? If the mind is not a mental substance (and what is that?), then what is it? If it mean simply ownership or possession of experiences, what does that mean? 
Possession…is essentially a social concept. And sometimes a strictly legal one. Something counts as one of my possessions by virtue of my title to it, and this is something conferred by men, in accordance with convention and laws fabricated by men themselves. (Richard Taylor, Metaphysics),
In this sense, it is not the way that I have a relationship with my experiences. Thus, perhaps 'ownership' or 'possession' is merely a bad metaphor, and should be dropped. But what then is the relation of myself to my experiences? One might allege that it is not like any other relation there is; but this, if true, is still not very helpful, for it leaves the questions raised about it just as they were. Indeed, the question of the nature of the self and its relation to its experiences is one of the most perplexing in philosophy. The question, "What am I?" sounds so simple, until we try to answer it. When we do, we encounter nothing but difficulties and perplexities.

Try the following exercise:
Do you consider it logically possible[footnoteRef:1], and why, [1:  If you are not familiar how this term is used in philosophy then please look it up in any good dictionary of philosophical terms.] 

a) for a mind to exist without a body?
b) for a mind to touch a body?
c) for one person to have two bodies?
d) for one person to have two minds?
e) for one mind to control two bodies directly?
f) for one body to be controlled by two minds?

In one or two cases try first to describe a situation which would count as an instance of the kind of thing being mentioned.


I leave out here for the present any discussion of whether there is a particular entity that 'thinks' etc., and ipso facto what kind of  thing this could be. Although you will have noticed that such an entity is logically entailed by Descartes' claim. This is not an illegitimate move on my part but merely the search to achieve simplicity of exposition. I will necessarily have to come back to this point.

 
2. 				Personal Identity
If we seem to be baffled at every turn in trying to answer the question "What is self?" we may be able to make more head way if we change the focus of the question somewhat and ask instead, "Under what conditions is X the same self, or the same person, as before? That is what mental or physical changes can occur in X without his/her ceasing to be X? This is the problem related in the ‘Ship of Theseus’ set out by a number of philosophers in the past.[footnoteRef:2] Let us now examine in it in a more complex case, when the X is a human being. [2:  but my favourite is Trigger’s broom!! See http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QiS1IcKuG8s last bit] 

	We might first suggest a straightforward physical criterion, the possession of the same body. A person's body can change a great deal and still be the same body: you have the same body as you did when you were a child, but it is now much larger, and so different in general appearance that someone who had not seen you since you were three years old would probably not recognise you today. Still we say, "its the same person all right," and at least a part of what we mean by this seems to be that it is the same physical body that you had then, however much it has changed. This one human body has continuously existed during the entire period. If someone had followed you around day and night with a camcorder, the film would be that of one continuous existing body. There was not a split second in that entire time interval during which this body did not exist, although some changes were doubtless occurring in it at every moment. And so one might say: It's the same person as long as there is bodily continuity. No matter how the mental characteristics may change, its still the same continuously existing physical body. You may suffer from total amnesia and not recognise anyone ever again or even know your own name, but its still you, because the same body continues to exist. Even if you suffer a personality change, and turn from a saint into thief or vice-versus, without apparent cause, we will say its the same person: we may say "How s/he's changed!" but it is still the same person that has undergone the change, since the same body continues to exist. 
	
Let us turn, however, from the actual to the logically possible. Here is Joe Bloggs, whom we all know. Suddenly before our eyes, mysterious physical changes start to occur in him; and just to be sure they are really occurring in him; and just to be sure they really are occurring we use our camcorder again. Joe's limbs begin to change their size and their spatial relations  to one another, his face undergoes a swift transformation, hair sprouts all over him, and in a minute we see before us not a human body but a chattering monkey. In other respects, however, there is no change: he talks to us as before, tells us how shocked he is at his sudden transformation, and just to let us know that he is the same person he tells us things that he remembers about his life prior to its transformation, and he shows that he has an excellent memory of his pre-monkey state; indeed, aside from an understandable trauma at his sudden transformation, his personality traits remain as before. Would we not say that this is the same Joe Bloggs, who, though now a monkey (more accurately: now having the body of a monkey, still exists, albeit in a transformed state? Precisely this sort of thing happens in Franz Kafka's story The Metamorphosis, in which a human being turns into a spider or a beetle and yet remains the same person he was, with memories of his previous state untouched and his habits and personality intact. (If a human being had simply been replaced by a beetle, his state would not have been so terrifying: he would have died and never known the difference; the terrible fact is that it is still the same person, though now in - or occupying, or possessing, or owning, or animating - the body of a beetle).  The transformation described is, so far as we know, empirically impossible and contrary to all biological laws; but it is logically possible, and in fact it is easily imagined. If this happened, would we still say, "Here is the same person"?
	
We cannot say it is the same body: it was originally a human body, and now it is the body of a monkey or a beetle. Thus our original criterion, having the same body, is not met. Nevertheless there is a physical continuity between the earlier state and the later state: the camcorder would record all the biological transformation, without one moment during which no organism at all existed. Our original criterion, then, must be liberalized somewhat: there must be physical continuity, but not necessarily a continuity of the same body (or perhaps we should say here the same type of body). The point at which we would say "Its no longer the same body", thus, is vague, as in the case of ‘the same boat’ in the Ship of Theseus that we mentioned earlier. The degree of difference and the suddenness of the transformation, would both criteria here.
Now let us consider a further logical possibility. Couldn't a person successively inhabit different bodies, like for instance Warran Beaty's character in Heaven Can Wait, who begins as a American football player, dies at a non-preordained time owing to some mix up in the files of heaven, and then occupies the body of an industrialist, with the former's memory and personality traits intact?  Or consider this example, Dr. Morgans is giving a paper in a conference in London and there suddenly disappears from everyone's view; at that very moment she turns up in the middle of a conference in Lampeter. The Londoners are mystified by his sudden disappearance from everyone's view as are the Mid-Walians by his sudden appearance there. Our first hypothesis, strange as it may seem, could be that one person has mysteriously disappeared in London and another one has mysteriously appeared in Lampeter. But after checking one another's dates, the Londoners and the Mid-Walians might conclude that the one who disappeared and the one that appeared are really the same person: both had the same clothing, the same birth marks, the same fingerprints, the same notes in his hand, and so on. What would clinch the matter is that, although Morgans had no memory of travelling from one place to another, and was as  mystified as everyone else by the sudden switch of locations, he clearly remembered being in London up to the moment of his disappearance and could recite the whole story of his life history. On the basis of such evidence we would surely say that the person who disappeared in London was the same person who appeared in Lampeter
	But in this case the physical continuity has been broken: there would be a slight break in the film. If he appeared in Lampeter one second after disappearing in London, there would be a one-second gap in the record even if a camcorder happened to be present and in use at the appropriate location in Lampeter. If he appeared in Lampeter at the very instant he disappeared in London, there would be a continuity break in the fact that, unlike any physical body ever known, he got from one place to another without having transversed the space between. Yet despite of this we would probably say that it was the same person. If he went on living as before, could we have any doubt of it? What is it that would make us so sure? It is partly the similarity of the body, but this is not decisive because we would say it was the same person on the basis of the other evidence even if many bodily characteristics had changed; it is mainly the continuity of his states of consciousness, so far as we could determine these from hearing him talk and recite memories and from watching his behaviour with care - the same tone of voice,  the same personality traits, nothing is different except the one sudden shift in the location of his body. 
	Let us try one more case. Dr. Morgans dies in London, many people view the body and verify he is dead. But at the moment of death a body just like the one he had prior to his death suddenly appears in Lampeter - a body so like the one in London that anyone who knew him there would recognize him in Lampeter and say "Its the same person." The personality-traits and the memories are  correspondent to the pervious case. This example provides more of a conceptual jolt than the previous one, for there are now two bodies instead of one- the dead one in London, the live one in Lampeter - and we might wonder, "Which body is Morgans'? Or does he have two bodies? "But in spite of this jolt, we would, perhaps, soon come to identify this live person in Lampeter as the same person who died in London, and would speak of the live body as "Dr. Morgans’' new body." As those who knew him before meet him now, in the new body, and conversed with him exactly as they had done in London, they would not doubt that this was really Dr. Morgans. And even if they were slightly sceptical because of the strangeness of the case, Dr. Morgans himself would know, would he not? If he remembered being in London and having a heart attack there, would he not know that he had survived the death of his body in Lampeter.  Thinks this through carefully. What is your position on this?
	
The discussion thus far has shown that, though we take it as a criterion of personal identity in ordinary life, bodily continuity is not the only criterion. Every believer in immortality must deny that this is the only criterion, for it is known that the body disintegrates in the grave, or is destroyed in cremation, yet that person believes that the person continues to, or will continue to exist, either with a new body or with no body at all. The believer in immortality holds that consciousness survives after the body dies; even disbelieves in immortality can hold, and often do, that a person survives after the death of the body is not logically impossible. More often this point is expressed by saying that a soul survives - but what is that supposed to mean if not simply that consciousness survives? Is the souls a non-material substance of some sort? Can we avoid the quicksand of confusions by saying that (at least it is logically possible) consciousness survives?


But what ensures that the consciousness that survives is the consciousness of the same person? Why not just say that one bit of consciousness was snuffed out when the body died, and another bit of consciousness survives suddenly arose thereafter, without its being consciousness of the same person? The fact of consciousness itself does not provide the link, for the two might be quite different, with no evidence that they are both conscious states of the same person. What then does provide the link? One obvious answer is, of course, memory. If a person survives her/his death, s/he must have some memory of his/her state before death. The memory would not have to be complete, perhaps, but if there was no memory at all of a previous state, what would entitle anyone, including the alleged survivor, to say that the being who exists now and the one who died earlier are the same person? It seems that without some memory of the former state, there would be no reason for calling this the same person.
Persons who claim to be a reincarnation of someone else run into this difficulty without usually being aware of it. "In my previous incarnation I was Ludwig Wittgenstein!" exclaims a philosophy student. He knows well enough that Wittgenstein's body is no more, and he does not claim to have any of Wittgenstein's memories. He has to take classes in mathematical logic and the philosophy of language with the other philosophy students, and the enormous philosophical skill that "he" had as Wittgenstein is of no use to him now. What good is it now to him, we may ask, that he once was Wittgenstein? In fact, what does it mean to say that he was once Wittgenstein: what would be the difference between saying:
a)	That he was once Wittgenstein
and
b) 	That Wittgenstein died and now a student lives?
The second formulation is the one we would all use; the first would mislead people into thinking that Wittgenstein's genius was continuing in him, that he had Wittgenstein's philosophical talents (not only talents like Wittgenstein's, but the very same ones - that is, those of the very same person), and so on. Since no such new and surprising phenomenon has occurred, it is preferable to describe the situation in the familiar and ordinary way, since it is indistinguishable from the situation we already describe in this way. Such reincarnation-hypotheses contain no 'difference' that makes a difference.

Let us review what progress if any we have thus far in our search for criteria of personal identity.

1. In daily life we use the criterion of bodily continuity. Here it does not matter whether one's memories are totally destroyed, or how many abrupt personality-changes there may be; there is bodily continuity, and as long as that condition is met, we say that the changes are all occurring to the same person.

2. But once we start thinking about post mortem existence, there is no longer a body to establish the continuity: the body is dead in the grave, or burnt to ashes, or eaten by sharks. What then is left? We have suggested that even if consciousness in some way survives bodily death, it could not, in the absence of memory, be called consciousness of the same person; the person would have to remember existence prior to his/her bodily death.

 It might seem as if we could let the matter rest here. But memory will prove trouble-some if it is the only criterion. In the absence of the body, memory is a necessary, but is it alone a sufficient condition? We may well doubt that it is, but if it is we get a curious result. 
. . . that a man may be, and at the same time not be, the person that did a particular action. Suppose a brave officer to have been flogged when a boy at school for robbing an orchard, to have taken a standard from the enemy in his first campaign, and to have been made a general in advanced life; suppose, also, which must be admitted to be possible, that, when he took the standard, he was conscious of his having been flogged at school, and that, when made a general, he was conscious of his taking the standard, but had absolutely lost the consciousness of his flogging. These things being supposed, it follows . . . that he who was flogged at school is the same person who took the standard, and that he who took the standard is the same person who was made a general. Whence it follows, if there be any truth in logic, that the general is the same person with him who was flogged at school. But the general's consciousness does not reach so far back as his flogging; therefore ... he is not the person who was flogged. Therefore the general is, and at the same time is not, the same person with him who was flogged at school. Thomas Reid, Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man (1785), Essay VI, Chapter 5
As long as we have bodily continuity of some kind, the situation Reid depicts is not too troublesome for us: bodily continuity assures the continued existence the same person in one sense and enables us to plot identity despite memory loss or lapses. But the situation does become more difficult when memory is claimed to be a sufficient condition of personal identity. If it is to act as such then memory-experiences will have to be continuous, in a strict sense and thus infallible. 
	Another problem for us if we insist that memory is sufficient is in the area that we dealt with last week, i.e. it can be argued that memory cannot occur in isolation, it presupposes someone to do the remembering - an enduring self. The memory experiences must be someone's experiences. And in this we are led back to our very first question "What is the self?"  Memories (ME’s) must refer to previous occurrences in the history of the same self - and thus memory, as a criterion of personal identity, presupposes a self, or haver of experiences. The problem of the self is with us once again, with all its perplexities.
	Finally, we can answer that ME's can act as a criterion as memory itself, by tying present experiences to past ones, provides the experience of personal identity. At any rate, without it there would be no such experience. But here is a consideration so simple that it may surprise you. doesn't there have to be personal identity before there can be experience of personal identity? 
But though consciousness of what is past does thus ascertain our personal identity to ourselves, yet to say, that it makes personal identity, or is necessary to our being the same persons, is to say, that a person has not existed a single moment, nor done one action, but what he can remember; indeed none but what he reflects upon. And one should really think it self-evident, that consciousness of personal identity presupposes, and therefore cannot constitute, personal identity; any more than knowledge, in any other case, can constitute truth, which it presupposes. (Bishop Joseph Butler, "Of Personal Identity," in Works, I, as quoted in Antony Flaw (*d,), Body, Mind, and Death, p. 167. Italics mine.)


All these difficulties came upon us the moment we started to ask questions about personal identity in a post-mortem existence. It is time, then, that we asked a few questions about this form of existence.  

An Exercise

Answer the following  questions:

Would you say "Its the same person" if
a) she loses her memory, completely and permanently, but her body persists?
b) he turns into a beetle, but retains hus memories as a human being?
c) she turns into a monkey, and also loses her memories as a human being?
d) his body disintergrates before your eyes, returning (or another body just like it) ten years later, complete with the man's memories and personality traits?
e) her body disappears before your eyes, but her voice (or one that sounds exactly like hers) continues to speak?



3. 	                          Parfit's 'Personal Identity'

When my son was young, he had a favourite story in the Dr. Seuss range called, Horton Hears a Who. Horton an elephant is capable of hearing things that the other creatures cannot hear. One of the things he hears are the voices of some minute beings called whos, who live on a small speck of dust. As none of the other creatures can hear these voices they think that Horton is mad, especially when he talks to the whos, and they feel that something should be done about it. In the course of the story, Horton is worrying about what will happen to the speck of dust and the whos that live on it, and he says:

Should I put this speck down?...If I do these small persons may come to great harm. I can't put it down. And I won't! After all a person's a person, no matter how small.

When in due course the other creatures want to boil the speck of dust, we read:
"Boil it,...." gasps Horton!  "Oh that you can't do! Its all full of persons! They'll prove it to you!"

The exact geographical location of Horton's jungle is not specified - but there is little doubt of its conceptual location. The western tradition in religion and philosophy, etc. Here is given a specific and privileged status to the concept of the person, both descriptively and normatively. There really are  such entities, individuated and continuous; they are worthy of a kind of respect and moral evaluation qualitatively different from that accorded to any other part or inhabitant. The words person and self denote something ultimately real. Other cultures and traditions have denied this kind of thinking, if not explicitly, then implicitly by their practices and perhaps, on times, covertly with their customs. And there are times when thinkers brought up in the western tradition turn out to side with the latter and opposing views. Derek Parfit a contemporary philosopher is one such thinker. 

His views have raised much controversy. Many philosophers disagree totally with him others pick out some of the aspects of his work as vitally important. I want you to see which category you fall into. The form of personal identity that Parfit defends can be described as a  'reductionist' view. Central to this position are four theses:
i) Our identity can be indeterminate
ii) Our identity is not what matters
iii) The fact of personal identity over time is less deep, or involves less, than we are inclined to suppose.
iv) That it is a matter of degree.

Also in this particular version of the reductionist thesis, Parfit introduces, what looks like a novel refinement, by his use of two related concepts, that of psychological continuity, and psychological connectedness. (see Fig 1 & 2)
In his book (chpt. 12) Reasons & Persons thesis i) is, most powerfully defended. He produces imaginable circumstances which imply, it seems, that we cannot avoid the conclusion in such circumstances, that there is no correct answer to the question 'Will that person be me?' He argues, if one half of my brain is destroyed and the other half transplanted in my twins body, it is clear that 'I' survive. If, then, both halves of my brain are successfully transplanted to two different bodies, the relation to each, must be at least as good as survival. (see Fig 3) His argument here appeals to a principle held by another eminent philosopher arguing on this matter, that of Bernard Williams, in his paper The Future of Self, and that principle is that "Whether a future person is must depend on the intrinsic features of the relation between us [i.e. the two bodies that are involved in the operation]". It is not here that we can say that I am either, or both of the resulting people, only that if my relation to one subject after the operation, is good enough to posit a criterion for personal identity, then, so it must be that it is the relation, 'R'  rather than identity that matters. If we are convinced that 'R' holds in a one-to-one form, then we have no argument against it holding in a one-to-two situation. Thus, that it does hold in a one-to-one form, that is that there is only one candidate for being me, cannot in itself be of any real significance.
Consider and write down your thoughts on Parfit’s position before going on with my account.

I
I think this calls for a number of comments. Firstly, it turns on Parfit's view of brain transplants, this is already a kind of begging the question. If we did not accept that the brain was central to any  account of personal identity, and instead insisted on introducing a fuller notion, i.e. that of 'human being', the argument would be more difficult and might indeed not go through. I will want to expand much more on this notion in blocks. Secondly, Williams requirement, that is,  ‘whether a future person is must depend on the intrinsic features of the relation between us [i.e. the two bodies that are involved in the operation]", requirement is not clear, or if clear not clearly true. Before we accept it we need an account of what constitutes an 'intrinsic feature' of a relation. And even if we get it, I think we need to be further convinced of the claim that whether a future person will be related to me in a way that is important - if we can make the claim without begging the question- cannot depend on what happens to other people. When we consider the point of view of me immediately prior to the division, it may be implausible to suggest that the existence of two equally well qualified candidates for being me could be no worse, except in marginal practical ways, than the existence of one no better qualified candidate. When, however, you consider the point of view of my partner or parents, things start to look a bit different. Parfit suggests that 'I can assume that since she/they love me, she/they will love both. Isn't this a bit too quick! To be confronted with two well qualified candidates for being one's partner, or child would, I think, be for many intolerable- much worse than being confronted by one- and not in just practical terms. Therefore, uniqueness may be more important than Parfit suggests. 

Even if we allow this argument to go through, it still doesn't give him claim (iii) The fact of personal identity over time is less deep, or involves less, than we are inclined to suppose. The claim that it is relation 'R', not identity, that matters is simply the claim that the uniqueness of the relationship that holds between me and some future individual is of no intrinsic importance. But this shows little if anything about the depth of the importance of the relation, which Parfit thinks does happen - reaction 'R'.  It should be clear from what we have heard that 'R' is psychological continuity. But is psychological continuity a 'deep' fact. Parfit uses this idea to play a crucial role in supporting his claim that we have no reason to be especially concerned about our own future; that such concern may be undermining the notion of just deserts, and that it has various implications for consequentialism. The final result of a serious of argument centred on the latter point is that consequentialism, or utilitarianism becomes more plausible than it otherwise would be thought. Since identity is less deep, so to speak, than we have been inclined to suppose, so is separateness, or non-identity of 'others'. Thus the impersonality of consequentialism; the way for example we ignore or disdain principles of fair distribution, is less plausible. While we admire and even concur with his sentiments here, he does not fully demonstrate, in my opinion, whether or not the extreme cases he uses are justified. And this mostly stands or falls on the claim as to whether psychological continuity is  a deep fact. He nowhere, it seems to me, tells us what his claim amounts to or how to decide on what is a deep fact. No doubt we have instinctive reactions to these questions, and such reactions are significant. But without a clearer picture all that is on offer from Parfit is a kind of relationship which holds between a metaphysic of the person and an ethical outlook, so it seems that at this stage at least, we can make very little of Parfit's argument.
II
Perhaps we can make more of it if we go on to explicate in more detail the second of Parfit's novel devices, the notion of psychological connectedness. Psychological connectedness is a matter of degree. I am much less connected with myself twenty years ago than I am with myself yesterday. Since connectedness matters, I can rationally care less about those parts of my future in which the connections will have grown weaker, e.g. an offender criminal deserves less punishment (and we can have a wide notion of what that implies here) when s/he is less connected with him/herself at the time the offence was committed. This argument depends on Parfit having shown that connectedness as a matter of degree matters. This is meant to tighten up the problem with psychological continuity which is subject to inaccuracies and gaps. To try to validate this claim, Parfit points out that ' I want my life  to have a certain kind of overall unity. I do not want it to be episodic, with continual fluctuations in my desires and concerns.' He goes on to say, ' Losing all direct memories of our past life would be something that we would deeply regret.' Fine! Connectedness does matter. But this shows it matters in this particular way, it does not automatically follows that it matters in the way Parfit  claims to show, and thus we do not have to subscribe to the ethical outlook which, on his arguments, flows from the importance of connectedness. 
III
Finally, we must then consider Parfit's defence of the claim that it is a combination of his two phenomenon, psychological continuity and psychological connectedness,  which is at the centre of the picture rather than any other criterion, e.g. bodily continuity. We are told that physical criterion ought to appeal not to 'the continual existence of the whole body, but to the continual existence of enough of the brain for it to be significant. Our question to Parfit must be " Why should the brain be singled out in this way?" His answer may be obvious, the brain is the conveyor of  the phenomenon that he introduces as significant and that form the relation between a self at t1  and a self at t2 .  This way of singling it out  means  we are launched directly into focusing on the phenomena that he finds important. The suggestion that the identity of persons might be tied to, in any important way, to a different notion altogether, e.g. the notion of 'human beings', has been dismissed without any argument at all.

Parfit, like many other philosophers dealing with this problem, utilise quite bizarre examples to get their argument of the ground.  These are not used just for the sake of it, one must admit. However, what about the ordinary notions we entertain in everyday life, important notions such as love for example. Such notions do, in my opinion, place the emphasis on a fuller notion of the human being than merely 'the brain', and do give the former notion a central place in our concept of identity of persons. Parfit, like others, takes the view that loving a person interpreted as basically loving a particular body, is extremely uncommon, and thus concludes that love, as we use the notion, is normally concerned with the psychology of the persons involved, and with their continually changing mental life. But what if we offer that neither of these explanations is the truth and that the situation is more with loving a 'human being. Parfit would presumably want to ask some questions about this. But consider a mother's love for her child. are we to say any explanation of this is must be reduced to an account of the particular psychological characteristics of the new born child; that the mother's love somehow latches on to the individual that is composed of these? What do you think?

This example, I think, gives us a clue to the poverty of Parfit's notion. What we need  I suggest is a richer terminology than the one on offer here, to explain a love that can survive radical psychological changes which take place in the life of a growing child. What about the love and commitment that is often the case where there is a total disintegration of these psychological characteristics. I am not here, of course denying that we are concerned with the psychology of a person when we refer to others or ourselves. On the contrary, but do we have to see it as central in the way that Parfit suggests?

Parfit speaks of 'the best conception of the best kind of love.' The kind of interest in another which he seems to be presenting as this ideal, is as we have seen an ideal which supports the place of psychological characteristics as central to an account of personal identity - but this is only the same explanation of an interest that is concerned solely with the physical attributes of a person, it is merely a different emphasis. Yet this kind of monism he rejects. If he is really serious about this (as opposed to not having thought it through properly), then there may be, in one sense, little more to be said. We must, however, note that at the basis of his whole story lies a moral outlook, which many will find deeply repugnant.

The upshot of Parfit's claims are to put forward a wider argument than that of merely personal identity, it is to discuss the nature of rationality and morality. Parfit denies the importance of prudence and self-interest, two values that are more in evidence today than at any time this century or last. We will need to consider this position much more deeply in the next block.
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