Should we agree that ‘being the same person’ is essentially a matter of ‘having (or being) the same mind’?
Let’s first address the continuity of self. We need to know what it means to be the same person - of any ingredients - at two different points in time, whether this person is essentially mind or not. It will help to begin with a discussion of what is required for any object to be the same at two different points in time. Leibniz’s law of indiscenibility dictates that if a is identical to b, every property had by a is also had by b. In such a situation we would describe a and b as numerically identical.[footnoteRef:0] I tentatively suggest that we are interested in defending numerical identity for person P at t1 and t2. If our facial recognition skills are up to scratch, we would say “that’s the same person” when shown a picture of person P at two different ages, though he may be remarkably changed physically and mentally, in his characteristics, personality, and typical actions. It feels weak to accept breaks or to recognise person P as different people at every t we check in. So perhaps we need to allow for some change in person P. Let us consider some examples to explicate this.  [0:  Leibniz, p.5, Section 9, Discourse on Metaphysics <https://earlymoderntexts.com/assets/pdfs/leibniz1686d.pdf>] 

On Monday, I measure a beansprout I have been nurturing. It is one centimetre. On Tuesday it is two centimetres. So the Monday-beansprout has different properties to the Tuesday-beansprout. While we could surmise that a new beansprout exists on Tuesday, this is ridiculous and we should in fact land on the conclusion that leeway need to be made for change in the beansprout. In fact, change is a necessary factor for most objects, and especially objects as dynamic as beanshoots and humans. After all, we would be disappointed on our attempt to grow a beanplant were the beanshot to simply not develop. What is truly interesting here is that one day the beanshoot does cease to exist, and on that day we have a plant, which now needs removing from the piece of soggy tissue on the windowsill and planting in a pot with soil. It has different properties, different needs, and a different name. The changes from beanshoot to beanplant are far more drastic than the changes exhibited by a plant growing a centimetre overnight, after all, and far more drastic than the bean developing a shoot. In this case, we are presented by new objects: a seed, a sprout, a plant. And yet, something prevails. I can be proud that I have successfully nurtured this one object to maturity, not that I had a seed and then I had a beansprout and then I had a plant.
So, some change needs to be permitted. But we don’t want to land on a vague identity - this person is “roughly” the same person as he was six years ago, or this plant is roughly the same thing as the seed I had a few weeks ago. Allowing for a vague identity rather than firm numerical identity is lazy, and anyway it would not satisfy a=b, b=c, a=c. Rather, let us make the bolder move of confronting a=c with a definition of a as an object which changes over time. It is a misinterpretation to suppose that a can only refer to an entirely static object which is forever unchanged. Liebniz would realistically only expect this of God, and none of us need accept it for sameness of person at two different times. 
	It is expected and reasonable for objects to change while in existence - they will either 
· change to the point of becoming something else entirely. Consider the carpenter’s modification of a chest of drawers into a large table.
· remain the same object. Consider the sofa being heavily used and eroded across decades. It is very much the same sofa despite changing appearance.

Yes, it is true that the chest-turned-table is made of the same stuff in both its states, and rather than leading us to call these the same object, we recognise that it is made of the same stuff, and is still successfully described as “a wooden piece of furniture”. Names are clearly assertive. If we move onto the sofa, it is altered, yes, but remains the same thing in every sense. Its greatest change is in how it is described - previously “new, squeaky, tan-coloured” , it has become an “old, soft, broken” antique. This is where the most noticeable change lies - in the language we use to think and speak about the sofa. 
We are doing something specific when we take the seed, sprout, and plant separately and the old and new sofa S together. We are using Fregeian modes of representation. It was language which dictated the stage at which our “seed” became a “sprout”, and then a “plant”. There’s something key here. Take the example of Hesperus, the evening star, and Phosphorus, the morning star. This is Frege’s puzzle:
1. Hesperus is Phosphorus.
2. Hesperus is Hesperus. 

We are forced to recognise that the two statements have different meanings, and therefore that the names cannot be switched for one another. 
Let’s also try the next three statements about Henry: 

i. Henry thinks he will see Phosphorus tomorrow.
ii. Henry thinks he will see Hesperus tomorrow. 
iii. Henry thinks he will see Venus tomorrow.

If we know that Henry has not realised that “Phosphorus” and “Hesperus” are names for the same object, but does think that he will see Hesperus at some time tomorrow, then we can only accept ii. as true. We have no reason to accept i. as true. For Frege, this highlights the different “modes of presentation” of objects - their “sense”. [footnoteRef:1] [1:  Gottlob Frege, p.2, “On sense and reference”, Meaning and Reference, ed. Moore, Oxford, O.U.P., 1993.] 

We can learn from Henry’s venture into astronomy that differing names can refer to differing or senses of the same object, and that these aspects are recognisable in their own right. So it is not the case that the seed, sprout and bean need be separated. Nor is it the case that the changing person need separating into different persons. 
Let us imagine that on Monday I am gifted a large lump of clay. On Tuesday I form this into a statue, but you tell me you do not like the statue, and so on Wednesday I squish the statue, which has luckily not dried yet, back into a a lump of clay, ready to start the process over again. The statue is not the same as - it is certainly not identical to - the lump, though it is made of the same physical parts and the only altered thing is the clay’s shape. The statue has different properties to the lump, many of which the lump cannot achieve: It began its existence at a different time; it may have been designed to model a particular person; it may be made in a particular artistic style. So we must conclude that the statue is not the same as the lump, and I would put forth that it is not even similar. A large part of what makes it dissimilar is human interference - more specifically, the language we use to describe it. We are able to say “Hmm. I don’t like that statue. Put the clay back into a lump and start again,” but, when I had complied and squished my statue, we would not then add “This is the same lump as was here the day before yesterday.” The clay remains the same clay, but from it we have formed two lumps and a statue. Linguistically, “lump” here is shorthand for “a lump if clay”, and statue is shorthand for “clay formed into a statue”. So, just as with the sofa, there is something consistent lying beneath all the descriptors. It is possible for the object to persist in the face of becoming something new every time it is altered in the very fashion Frege suggests: the clay, the sofa, take on modes which do not alter the foundation of the thing itself, though the descriptors (statue, lump, old, new) are linguistically non-interchangeable. 
Fight-man is a superhero whose civilian name is Andy. Ultimately, “Fight-man” and “Andy” are modes of representation of the same man.
1. Mary loves Andy
2. Mary does not love Fight-man.
Mary does not know that Andy has an alter-ego named Fight-man, and has never met Fight-man in costume, and is not a big fan of his superhero antics from what she has heard in the papers. If we ask Mary whether she loves Fight-man or not, she would likely respond in the negative, or perhaps just with confusion. This is because Mary lacks a key piece of knowledge. Were she to see Andy dressing up as Fight-man and performing feats of super-strength, she will likely come to know the fact “Andy is Fight-man”. She will then have to contend with the fact that she does love Fight-man. She held the false belief that she did not love Fight-man, and when provided with information about Andy’s identity, comes to realise a truth. There is no sense in which 1. and 2. can both be true. Mary does not experience feelings of love when she thinks of Fight-man initially, but this is because a piece of the story is missing. We have to conclude that, had she discovered Fight-man passed out on the pavement and removed his mask, she would have felt those feelings of love - and concern - rush in. She would probably become jealous were she to see Fight-man kissing another woman. Were an onlooker, who knew all the facts about Mary and Andy, to hear Mary claim she did not love Fight-man, the onlooker would be well within his right to chuckle, because he knows this to be untrue. The set of Mary’s known statements has been lacking “Andy is Fight-man”. So, naming cannot account for the entire process of maintaining sameness of person.
I ask you to consider this fifth example: What is it that permits the red-brick building “Keble College” to remain “Keble College” at the point in time at which everything about the building has changed? Perhaps we have changed not just its bricks and mortar, but also the use of the building. Different groups of people in different centuries would accordingly have a different sense of the building, whether they call it by the same name or a different name. Kneale’s description theory of names recognises this. Kneales understands n where n is a name as synonymous with “The individual [or object] named n”.[footnoteRef:2] Our building is synonymous with “The building named n”. Regardless of whether two groups of people at different points in time use the facilities for different purposes and with a slow change to bricks and mortar, the building is still “The building named n”, though the statement “The building named Keble College” may never be spoken again. We could also say the building is “The building previously named n”. The building is recognisable despite all the described changes because n will still refer to “The building named n” or “The building previously named n and now named m”. Frege’s theory of sense tells us “the building changes” and Kneale’s description theory tells us “the building is just the thing called ‘the building named n’”, which holds true even if the younger generation is unaware of the building’s previous usage and name.  [2:  Bart Geurts, p.319, “Good News about the Description Theory of Names”, Journal of Semantics, Oxford, OUP, 1997.] 

So we accept that one object can have different names, and that this is entirely coherent, even helpful where we want to be specific. So why do we not simply refer to the changed person at t1 and t2 with an entirely different name? When I see you on Monday and you are in state x {being exhausted, being in a bad mood, thinking irrationally, with long hair} and I see you again on Tuesday in the state y {having slept well, being joyful, thinking clearly, with a buzzcut}, something stops me from both a) deciding you are a different person and b) calling you by a different name. It would be disturbing for me to decide you are a different person, in which case we would surely have to be reintroduced to one another, or to call you by a different name. Not only impractical, this would feel a break of what being an existent person entails: change is an integral part of being human. As far as we can see in the world around us, it’s an aspect of all physical and mental objects. In Liebniz’s law, we need to accept that a can change, and presumably a can be a person. But the question remains: what is this same person? What allows this person to continue existing as the same person? Is it simply a matter of having the same mind?
When a disappointed wife says “You are not the man I married,” this is of course not meant literally. Its very sense is found in the communcation that he is the exact same man she married, and that he is either behaving differently to the way he did when she chose to marry him, or she is regretting her decision based on her own initial misreading of his personality. (More likely, she is simply expressing frustration at his current behaviour.) Statements in the style of “You are not who you were then” are statements loaded by the very fact that you are indeed who you were then. In other words, you are the same person, despite apparently making different choices, and apparently being “of” a different mind. The “you” is found not in the behaviour, not in the choice to behave a particular way, not in the thoughts residing in the mind, but in the continuity of the elusive “I” behind it all, mysteriously magnetising the changing physical body and the changing mind together in continuity. The mind may come and go - I may even have a dramatic change of personality to the degree that we might describe me as having a “split” personality, and I may genuinely see myself as a different individual, but we find this condition disturbing for the very fact that the “I” persists through these changes, and appears trapped behind the switches between “normal” and “false” personality. This is the truth of dys-appearance: When things are functioning as they should, we struggle to locate those things at all.[footnoteRef:3] Our attention is never so keenly drawn to the question of what the relationship is between the elusive-but-sustained I, the thinking mind, and the physical body, as when there is so dramatic a change as to upset the proper functioning order of the relations. We are more likely to find persistency in the potentiality for a working mind than in the mind itself - while we may come in and out of consciousness, and absolutely enter states at times e.g. of blackout where there is no real mind to speak of. Why do we try to treat the body of the blacked-out person with the same level of respect we would when the person were awake? This is at least in part due to potential for & history of mental existence. But it is also in part due to the underlying linguistic “I”.  [3:  Drew Leder, p.127, “The Threatening Body”, The Absent Body, University of Chicago, 1990] 

We are only able to refer to ourselves as “I”, and will do so at time t1 and t2 where “I” refers - as Kneale dictates - to the “thing named I”. Further, in the Fregeian model, “I” is both the continuous namer and the thing behind the modes of representation - “Georgie at t1” and “Georgie at t2” are ways of referring to the same thing. There is a linguistic “I” behind it all. Cockburn quotes Wittgenstein, who notes that a speaker “can correctly say 'I'm here' even though one has no idea where one is. The words 'I'm here' might, on the surface, look as though they are doing the same kind of work as do the words 'I'm in London'; that is to say, identifying a particular physical location as being the one where I am. But it becomes clear that they do a very different kind of work when we reflect on the fact that if I had cried out 'Help!', or simply screamed, that would have achieved precisely the same as my words do.”[footnoteRef:4] I would suggest that the utterance “I’m here” confirms, along with the wordless scream and the cry for “Help!” is that “I” exists, and is requesting attention be paid to that fact. In the same passage, Cockburn addresses Quinton’s claim that, when we look around at other people, we use their bodies largely as communicators of that other “I’s” (or rather, not-I’s) persistency, that we might recognise the person we like or love. And this truly is a foundational point. Unless we accept a persistent “I”, no longer can we claim to love an individual (an individual cannot be the “object” of our love) except perhaps for a moment at t1, as this “person” is not a continuing one. Rather, we must claim that we love the appearances of particular characteristics typically exhibited by the conglomerate we call a person. The other direction is also intriguing. I may feel that I do not love person P in a given moment, due to P’s unusual, out-of-character, behaviour, but my trust that P still exists is what holds the love in place. If we conclude that the person is essentially their mind, we may as well profess love to one another’s minds, and this is clearly lacking. Were a married woman to suffer some accident tomorrow which rendered her of what is for all intents and purposes a different mind, perhaps at the hands of a nasty combination of amnesia and altered personality, it would be rightly expected that her husband continue to genuinely love her, and act out this love in care and patience wherever possible. Where this married woman, now of damaged mind, describes herself as “I”, she is referring to the same “I” as she did prior to the accident, but - as was Mary - is lacking information. Her husband’s love would be expected to persist not in the hope that a previous mind will return, but because the “I” persists, and therefore the human person does too.  [4:  David Cockburn, “The Identity of the Self”, Philosophy of Mind, Palgrave Macmillan, 2001] 
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