Does Quinton offer a compelling defence of the claim that it is continuity of psychological characteristics that is crucial to being the same person? Is it true, as he suggests, that this account provides a more satisfactory understanding of personal relationships than does a view that gives central place to continuity of the body?
Here it will be argued that Quinton does offer a strong defence to the importance of psychological continuity in being the same person over time, however his defence does not completely rule out the importance of the continuity of the body. It will be argued that the bodily and psychological continuity complement one another in personal identity and in relationships between individuals. This perspective is carried over when discussing personal relationships as here both the body and the psychological characteristics are important, however it is true (as Quinton argues) that it is the psychological characteristics that should be given the greatest weight in the case of personal relationships. This perspective will be explored through Quinton’s own arguments for psychological continuity being compared to arguments for bodily continuity. 
Quinton’s argument that bodily identity is of lesser importance than psychological continuity begins with by arguing that the soul, when the soul is taken to mean some abstract, non-material, “spiritual substance” if it is in fact real, cannot be used as the criterion of personal identity. Even if such a “spiritual substance” exists, Quinton identifies three main weaknesses against this “spiritual substance” being used as a criterion for identity. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The first of these is that the “spiritual substance” is regressive. By this Quinton means that the account of the identity of a material object cannot be given by the presence of another individual thing within said object. In other words, the whole, composed of many parts, cannot be accounted for by one part. [[footnoteRef:1]] A weakness in this argument is that it is common, even by those in favour of the body being what is key to personal identity, to place more importance on some physical components than others. For example, take the body: if an arm is lost, we do not say that this is no longer the same person. However, if the brain-another physical component of the body-was lost one may be inclined to think that the person was no longer who they once were. This can be seen in practice in medical cases when once person X is brain dead, even if their other bodily functions are continued by replacing the brains signals by machinery, it is generally considered that they are no longer still X, hence turning off the machine and causing their bodily functions to cease is not considered murder. Through this reasoning it seems that some parts are more accountable than others for personal identity, so this could be extrapolated so one part can be completely accountable for personal identity.  Although the argument that some parts are of more importance than others, there is a jump from this to one part being of single importance that does not seem to fully follow, therefore Quinton seems correct here. Room is left to say that the psychological characteristics that of the brain produces are also an important component in accounting for identity, as the importance of physical components is determined by their effects: a heart’s worth is based on it pumping blood, so a brain’s worth is in its production of thoughts, beliefs and so on. [1:  [] Quinton, Anthony. “The Soul.” The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 59, No.15 (19 Jul. 1962), 		Accessed 08 Nov. 2017.  pp.393-394.
	<http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/2022957.pdf>] 

Quinton offers further weaknesses to the concept of the soul as a “spiritual substance.” One is that there is no sufficient “observable mental entity that can effectively serve as a criterion…” By this he means that there is no unchanging mental entity that can be ascribed as the part of oneself that is responsible for identity. He uses the example to explain how people’s psychological characteristics can change of a cathedral: a piece of the cathedral can be knocked off, but it remains the same cathedral, this is the same with people losing a belief/emotion and so on. [[footnoteRef:2]] This is a strong argument as it demonstrates how change doesn’t have to be equated with a new identity concerning psychological characteristics, and it is logically possible for this thinking to be extrapolated to physical characteristics as well. The final weakness he expresses is that even if a “spiritual substance” does exist it would be useless for the purposes of identification as it would also be unobservable. [[footnoteRef:3]] This point is useful in helping to establish that continuity of psychological characteristics and bodily continuity are important in personal identity and relationships between individuals as it demonstrates how we do not recognise people by something that is over and above their psychological characteristics and their body. [2: [] Quinton, Anthony. “The Soul.” The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 59, No.15 (19 Jul. 1962), 		Accessed 08 Nov. 2017. p. 394.
	<http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/2022957.pdf>
]  [3: [] ibid., pp. 394-395.] 

Quinton goes on to say how the soul can be defined empirically as “a series of mental states connected by continuity of character and memory,” a definition that is compatible with reductionism. [[footnoteRef:4]] Here, the view seems to be that the soul is not something over and above characteristics, or the body, but he is of the view that the body is not necessary to remaining the same person, whereas continuity of psychological characteristics are. His reasoning for this is certainly persuasive. He argues that the possession of certain character traits does not require the possession of a certain body. Furthermore, if a body were to undergo sudden, drastic change (such as injuries acquired in an accident) character traits can still persist despite it being harder to recognise bodily continuity.  [4: [] ibid., pp. 397-398.] 

In the third section of “The Soul” Quinton argues against the body being the deciding factor on whether one is the same person. He argues that it seems wrong to claim that someone doesn’t exist if you can hear them speaking in a way that reflects psychological characteristics consistent to their manner, just because you cannot see a body associated to the voice. Moreover, in a situation where there are two people-Person A and Person B-if the person with A’s body woke up with B’s characteristics and visa versa, we naturally claim that the two have switched bodies rather than switching characteristics. When looked at regarding personal relationships, it seems that those with the closest relationships to Persons A and B would be most concerned with the characters of each, and after engaging in conversation with each, they would be more persuaded of the identity of A and B based on which spoke with memories of A/B and in a way consistent to their general temperament, than their external form. Ultimately, Quinton argues, bodies merely provide a helpful tool for recognition. [[footnoteRef:5]] He goes on to say that in so far as we regard the individual as a “person” rather than merely a sexual object, then our affections to them are tied to memories and psychological characteristics rather than their body, which is more fallible to change over time through ageing, in which case if the body was key in defining the person, relationships would be cast aside as the ageing process took its course. Of course, some relationships are cast aside due to changes in physical traits, but Quinton argues this is only true when the relationship is only of a sexual nature where the individual is not regarded by the other individual as a person but as “an instrument.” Furthermore, even here there is interest on behalf of the partner in psychological characteristics, and even if they are traits that enhance the partner’s regard for them as an object, such as submissiveness. [[footnoteRef:6]] [5: [] ibid., pp. 401-402]  [6: [] ibid., pp. 403-404.] 

The opposing side of the argument is that put forward by David Cockburn. He argues that, although Quinton suggests a focus on the body implies an interest with only the bodily characteristics of individuals, rather than commitment to them as a person, this is in fact not the case. Cockburn argues that it in fact shows more commitment and resilience in a relationship to an individual to remain in a relationship to said person “in the face of change of this kind” and that “loving a ‘persisting character and memory complex’” as “a very different thing from loving a person.” [[footnoteRef:7]] Cockburn seems to be suggesting that by trying to escape a cynical view of relationships, Quinton merely creates a situation where we are attracted to a set of mental characteristics in a similar way to how attraction to bodily features is characterised. Furthermore, most personal relationships do not come about out of choice. For example, the relationships of parents and children, siblings and so on, do not rely on a person choosing to be in a relationship with another person, so are not as a result of being attracted to a certain set of psychological characteristics. A parent loves their child from birth, at which point no set of particular psychological characteristics has been established, and continues to love them as they grow into adolescence and then to adulthood. [[footnoteRef:8]] This demonstrates how bodily continuity is key in establishing personal identity, and how it offers a less cynical view towards personal relationships than Quinton offers. [7: [] Cockburn, David. Other Human Beings. (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1990), pp. 138-140.]  [8: [] ibid. ] 

However, returning to Quinton’s case of the “switched bodies” it seems that a family member would feel somewhat like they had lost something if they were presented with the person with A’s body and B’s psychology and told this was their son, but similarly they would feel equal discomfort if they were presented with someone, allegedly still their son, with B’s body and A’s psychology. Therefore, it seems clear that there is some intrinsic link between mind and body.
To conclude, both psychological and physical characteristics seem necessary to personal identity but not one alone is not sufficient. Quinton’s argument has strengths in its defence of psychological continuity as crucial to personal identity, and that to some extent that our personality is important in forming and maintaining personal relationships. However, Cockburn’s defence for bodily continuity also seems to be necessary in forming personal identity, and his account for relationships is also coherent. Both theories contribute to a more satisfactory view of personal relationships when viewed holistically. 

