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[bookmark: _GoBack]Personality is Neither Quantifiable Nor Measurable – a discussion.
To argue whether personality can or cannot in any way be quantifiable or measurable there must first be an understanding of what personality entails, and only then can it be determined whether any element of personality has constituents that can in any way be measured, and against what it can be measured.
 The common dictionary definition[footnoteRef:1] is that personality is a collection of characteristics or qualities that form an individual’s distinctive character, with synonyms of persona and identity. This identifies with the philosophical idea of self and this essay will investigate what constitutes self, according to Hume, Parfit and Baggini and whether this is in any way quantifiable or measurable. [1:  https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/personality] 

Parfit asks “what is the nature of a person?” [footnoteRef:2] Unless we can answer this essential question we cannot conclude whether personality is either measurable or quantifiable. [2:  Derek Parfit, Reasons and Persons (Oxford: Clarendon Press) Available at http://commonweb.unifr.ch/artsdean/pub/gestens/f/as/files/4610/17613_101712.pdf accessed 20 March 2018] 

We all have a belief in ourselves as being unique, as having a persona of our own but we measure this persona against specific criteria in our minds. We argue that we are smarter, friendlier, calmer than another person, but to do this we must have some way of identifying these qualities. Our perception of qualities is based on our experience of these qualities. Following then, our idea of self or personality is based on our reaction to these experiences. 
There are a number of ways to define the idea of self[footnoteRef:3], including -  [3:  Personal Identity, Stamford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, available at https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/identity-personal/#pagetopright accessed 26 March 2018] 

· Psychological continuity – where the concept of identity lies in the ability to perceive and to remember
· Physiological continuity – where the continuity of a physical body is what constitutes the self
· Anticriterialism – where there are no set criteria for identity, where the component parts cannot be identified
Hume argues that “The identity, which we ascribe to man, is only a fictitious one, and of a like kind with that which we ascribe to vegetables and animal bodies.”[footnoteRef:4] His position is that we are a series of mental impressions or experiences and that identity is “ nothing really belonging to these different perceptions, and uniting them together: but is merely a quality, which we attribute to them…”[footnoteRef:5]  [4:  David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature: Sect. VI. Of Personal Identity p6 available at https://ebooks.adelaide.edu.au/h/hume/david/h92t/B1.4.6.html accessed 26 March 2018]  [5:  Ibid p7
] 

These different perceptions, impressions and experiences combine to create our memories, which Hume believes to be the basis of personal identity. He states that “As a memory alone acquaints us with the continuance and extent of this succession of perceptions, it is to be considered, upon that account chiefly, as the source of personal identity.”[footnoteRef:6] Memory is our continuity, but he also argues that it is not perfect as we do not remember everything that has happened, particularly the minutiae of our daily lives, but that does not detract from the persona. Personal identity is discovered through memory: there is no single moment that can identify ‘self’, merely the perceptions of[footnoteRef:7] ‘self’ at any given time – which becomes our memory of that perception. Hume says, “I can never catch myself at any time without a perception, and can never observe anything but the perception.”[footnoteRef:8] [6:  Ibid p8]  [7:  Ibid p2]  [8:  Ibid p2] 

Hume concludes that “all the nice and subtle questions concerning personal identity can never possibly be decided.”[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Ibid p9] 

When considering Hume’s point that memory is the basis for personal identity, we must also consider the fallibility of memory itself. As it is only our own perceptions of that moment that we create in our mind, we can never know if our perception is the same as anyone else’s, however simple that memory may appear to be. We may appear to experience the same sounds, images and sensations as another person, but we can only experience them in our own way and our lasting perception, our memory, may have a different impact on us, on our reactions, our future decisions than to the person next to us, experiencing the apparent same moment.
How does this ‘memory self’ of Hume’s create this personal identity? Daniel Kahneman[footnoteRef:10] theorises that we have two selves – the experiencing self and the remembering self. Our experiencing self lives in the present, as in Hume’s perceptions, and the remembering self “keeps score and maintains the story of our own life.”[footnoteRef:11] Kahneman, discussing the virtue of personal happiness, said that “what defines a story are changes, significant moments and endings.”[footnoteRef:12]. Where Hume argues that we find our identity through memory, Kahneman expands on this by saying that what defines us is the defining moment of an experience. Two children, being given a small ice cream treat, would possibly react in different ways according to what we would call their personality. The child who never receives a treat would be happy to have an ice cream. The other child, who previously had received a larger, tastier treat would be unhappy to then be given a small treat. Both of these are personality traits defined by the story of their memory. Their shared memory of being given a treat results in one feeling happiness and the other feeling disappointment.  [10:  Julian Baggini, TED talk, Is There a Real You? Feb 2010 available at https://www.ted.com/talks/julian_baggini_is_there_a_real_you?referrer=playlist-who_are_you accessed 20 March 2018]  [11:  ibid]  [12:  ibid] 

Julian Baggini stated that many people believe we “have a core, or an essence.”[footnoteRef:13] But he challenges the idea that there is a central ‘you’. The common perception of this ‘you’ is central, he says, made up of parts that all link back to this central part, as in the diagram below. [13:  Ibid] 

[image: ]Common Perception of Self
Baggini states that, rather than being this central core, we are the sum of our parts, that all these cross over and interconnect to create this idea of a person/persona/self, as roughly shown in the diagram
[image: ]Self as a Sum of Our Parts
To clarify this he uses the analogy of water. Commonly, we know that water is composed of hydrogen and oxygen in the parts of 2:1, known as H2O. We do not ever refer to water as these component parts, but as the sum of them. This falls somewhat within the idea of anticriterialism, as no specific criteria can be linked directly to what Baggini defines as ‘you’, as it ‘you’ is a mix of various parts that cross each other at any and innumerable points.
Personality profiling, also known as psychometric testing, aims to judge the character of a person. One such is the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator[footnoteRef:14] which professes to discover “The identification and description of the 16 distinctive personality types…” and is widely used in both business, when hiring personnel, and by individuals for personal growth and in various life stages. The question to be asked here is whether it is personality that is being measured or whether it can truly be measured by these tests. What are they measuring? It could be argued that all they are measuring is aptitude, intelligence, speed of reading and so on, but do these constitute personality? If personality is the sum of our parts, can belief, experience etc. be measured by any type of written or verbal test? The number of sites[footnoteRef:15] on the internet that aim to assist in ‘passing’ these profiling tests to secure the perfect job suggests that the person sitting the test can manipulate the outcome, defying the validity of such testing.  [14:   The Myers & Briggs Foundation, MBTI Basics, (2018) Available at http://www.myersbriggs.org/my-mbti-personality-type/mbti-basics/ accessed 26 March 2018]  [15:  CareerOne, (2016) available at http://career-advice.careerone.com.au/job-interview-tips/psychometric-testing/top-10-tips-to-prepare-for-a-psychometric-test/article.aspx accessed 26 March 2018] 

All of the above regard the idea of psychological continuity as the basis for identity, that there must be continuity of experiences, perceptions and memory if we are to say that X is the same person who experienced a specific event even though many years may have passed or the body may have changed beyond recognition. Parfit discusses the case of the divided brain[footnoteRef:16], where a mind is dissected into two parts and grafted into two separate bodies, each now having memories of events and experiences that were had in the original body. The question is posed, who has the real identity, or personality? Does it reside in one or both new bodies, or does it no longer exist because the original body is gone? Parfit, takes this discussion to great length, offering three possibilities, “(1) I do not survive; (2) I survive as one of the two people; (3) I survive as both.”[footnoteRef:17] Whichever we accept as the definitive possibility, Parfit concludes that “even if psychological continuity is neither logically, nor always in fact, one-one, it can provide a criterion of identity.”[footnoteRef:18] In this respect, he is ‘quantifying’ identity. [16:  Derek Parfit, Reasons and Persons (Oxford: Clarendon Press) Available at http://commonweb.unifr.ch/artsdean/pub/gestens/f/as/files/4610/17613_101712.pdf accessed 20 March 2018]  [17:  ibid]  [18:  Ibid] 


What of physiological continuity? There are theories that state that there must be a continuity of the body of a person to be able to say that this person is the same character, or person, as at any time previously. Also, to have the memories associated with psychological continuity, there must be an associated physical body that is able to have the experiences – by physical, it must have spatial location and its existence can be verified by others. In Parfit’s discussion of the divided brain, is continuity there? Some would say that if the body is no longer present in its original form then continuity has ceased. Parfit suggests that this divided brain may be defined as “two bodies and a divided mind.”[footnoteRef:19]. The concept of a divided mind has previously been supposed to be improbable, but a phenomenon called Alien Hand Syndrome has been observed after surgery to provide relief from seizures. This surgery divides the corpus callosum, effectively splitting the brain in half and has occasionally resulted in one side of the body having ‘a mind of its own’. Karen Byrne[footnoteRef:20] had this surgery at the age of 27 and when she awoke she had no control of her left hand, which randomly began to undo buttons and slap her around the face. Neurobiologist, Roger Sperry, concluded that “each hemisphere is a conscious system in its own right, perceiving, thinking, remembering, reasoning, willing, and emoting"[footnoteRef:21]. Whilst there is continuity of this actual body, it could be said that this is proof that a mind can be split and become two different identities, seemingly confirming the theory discussed by Parfit that “I survive as both.”[footnoteRef:22] but at the same time, according to Sperry, as this conscious system, with its own thoughts etc. Are these then two separate personalities with memories and experiences divided between them or is it one, singular personality in two bodies? Medical evidence appears to support the theory that it could possibly be both, though a ‘brain transplant’ has yet to be done successfully to verify this.  [19:  ibid]  [20:  Dr Michael Mosely, BBC News, 20 January 2011, available at http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-12225163 accessed 26 March 2018]  [21:  ibid]  [22:  Derek Parfit, Reasons and Persons (Oxford: Clarendon Press) Available at http://commonweb.unifr.ch/artsdean/pub/gestens/f/as/files/4610/17613_101712.pdf accessed 20 March 2018] 


If this existence cannot be verified, who is to say there is any existing self, except in one’s own mind? Returning to the theory that memory is what constitutes the self, if we were able to remove the memories from a human brain, would that still retain what we presume to be personality? For instance, many relatives of dementia sufferers maintain that only the body remains, that the person they knew has gone. Andrew Brown, who’s mother has dementia, said, “As dementia takes hold, my mother's personality is disappearing like water down a plughole.”[footnoteRef:23] He goes on to say how very little remains except certain social conventions, such as laughing at something she finds absurd. [23: Andrew M Brown, As Dementia Takes Hold, 6 June 2015 available at https://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/personal-view/11656566/As-dementia-takes-hold-my-mothers-personality-is-disappearing-like-water-down-a-plughole.html accessed 26 March 2018] 

Recently BBC news reported on a start-up company called Nectome [footnoteRef:24] who are working on a process where they claim to be working on mapping the connectomes in the human brain which is where memories are believed to be ‘stored’. They claim that in the future they will be able to back up a human’s memories as a computer simulation. They state that this process is ‘100%’ fatal at present. From an ethical view they are not claiming to kill a human to carry this out – only that it must happen ‘at the point of death’. If this is so, and the memories are preserved, does that mean that the identity will survive? Inevitably, this simulation (at least at the start) will not be able to create new memories. Is identity based on the ability to create new memories, or the fact that there is memory there? Then, does that mean that the personality of that person has ceased to exist, or does it continue to exist in the preserved memories? Would the ability to map memories, and therefore the persona, mean that personality is then quantifiable by this method? [24:  Dave Lee, BBC News, Technology, 14th March 2018 available at http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/technology-43394758 accessed 17th March 2018] 

The scenario set out by Nectome can be imagined, and is therefore logically possibly, but are we working towards a future where this could be causally possible? Many fictions revolving around character, personality and memory are based on the criteria of being able to tap into the psyche in some way and either reproduce it within the (reproduced) body, such as in the now-famous teleportation paradox[footnoteRef:25] or pull it out and replace it in some form of computer program, therefore defying the physical continuity theory. One such fiction considers the logical possibility of copying the personality of an individual and causes one to question the morality of such a practice (but not in this essay) is an episode of Black Mirror: White Christmas[footnoteRef:26] where the job of a character is to replicate the brain and character of a person as a simulation to ‘run’ the household for the ‘real’ human. First though, the simulation must be broken in spirit because they believe they are the ‘real’ identity. Another character, listening to this story, calls the practice barbaric and slavery, but the lead defends himself and his actions because ‘they’re not the real one’, questioning the identity of the replica. The point being that to replicate character, there must be something quantifiable that can be extracted that can then be placed somewhere else, whether in a computer or in another human being. The very act of this extraction, while only being logically possible now, could at some time in the future be causally possible. [25:  Ben Best, The Duplicates Paradox, available at http://www.benbest.com/philo/doubles.html accessed 26 March 2018]  [26:  Black Mirror: White Christmas TV Special, aired 16 December 2014] 

Many theories of personality are based on the concept of the mind being the centre of the psyche, the mind being the brain, and were founded many years ago – in some cases centuries. Hume lived in the 1700s and would not have been able to anticipate the modern medical and scientific advances which have increased our knowledge of both the human body and the mind, with companies such as Nectome proffering methods to map out or measure undefinable, until now, possibly, parts of the human being that theorists believe make up, at least in part, our personality.
The statement that personality is neither quantifiable nor measurable can neither be proved nor disproved. As discussed, where personality resides in the human being has not been truly identified. If the belief is that it is held within the continuity of the physical body, it has still not been proved that there is any tangible way to quantify or measure that part of the body we call personality or identity. Also, the belief that this personality exists only as a bodiless entity defies any way to quantify the characteristics. Indeed, even those who profess to be able to measure these criteria through psychometric testing have admitted that the results can be manipulated, as previously shown.
Parfit’s discussion on the divided brain, alongside the medical Alien Hand Syndrome, compounds the situation, envisioning the brain, and memories, surviving without the physical body, but still does not allow us to fix solidly on anything that is in any way measurable to define personality.
I concur with the original statement, and that it will remain impossible to map and measure personality until we can locate a definitive source for personality. To do that we must first agree on what personality, character, persona or identity is. Only then can we produce a measure for it.
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