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[bookmark: _Hlk120658647][bookmark: _Hlk120627468]Should we agree that ‘being the same person’ is essentially a matter of ‘having (being) the same mind’?
In the modern world through conversation, we presuppose that there is a sense of self. An understanding that there is an ‘I’ Something that differentiates me from every other conscious thing. Explanations such as the Dualist approaches of Rene Descartes, view the self as ‘essentially nonphysical’.[footnoteRef:1] Descartes believed that the mind/soul could not be merely a part of the material body, he suggests that “The power through which we know things in the strict sense is purely spiritual”.[footnoteRef:2] For Descartes, our personal identity, our sense of self is grounded in the belief that we are our mind/soul. Princess Elizabeth was critical upon hearing Descartes’ model of the self, suggesting the well-known critique that how the body and the mind interact with one another?[footnoteRef:3] The Cartesian response is that the self and body is unified as a single entity.[footnoteRef:4] I however find this response ineffective. Descartes philosophy while influential, has left a bitter taste in many philosopher’s mouths. John Locke provides an alternative account of personal identity. Locke’s main concern was one of an ethical and political grounding, how can you punish a prisoner for a crime if there is not a continued personal identity over time?[footnoteRef:5] The identification of self, is dependent on whether they can remember committing the act. For example, Locke suggests that to be categorised as continued personal existence, the self must ‘owns all the actions of that thing’[footnoteRef:6]. However, questions of memory loss may provide critical for this explanation. Another explanation of personal identity is that there is none. Two explanations will be critical here, David Hume maintains that when we attempt to locate a self, we cannot, instead we are a constantly changing bundle of perceptions.[footnoteRef:7] This denial of self is shared with the teachings of the buddha, these ideas can be described as non-self. By analysing these types of personal identity, I will argue that having the same mind is important for personal existence, for example, if we argue that the mind creates our personality, through memories, and experience. Being the same ‘mind’ can provide a rational understanding of being the same person. However, the mind is only a small part of what it means to be a self. However, ideas of non-self, bring questions about whether thinking of ourselves as ‘I’ is even valid.  [1:  John Cottingham, ‘Cartesian dualism: theology, metaphysics, and science’, in The Cambridge Companion to Descartes, ed. by John Cottingham (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 236.]  [2:  Rene Descartes, Regulae, AT X 415: CSM I 42. As quoted in, John Cottingham, ‘Cartesian dualism: theology, metaphysics, and science’, in The Cambridge Companion to Descartes, ed. by John Cottingham (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp. 236-257]  [3:  Desmond M. Clarke, ‘Introduction’, in René Descartes, Meditations and Other Metaphysical Writings (Penguin UK, 2003) p.xxxi]  [4:  Desmond M. Clarke, ‘Introduction’, (Penguin UK, 2003) p.xxxii]  [5:  Antony Flew, ‘Locke and the Problem of Personal Identity’, Philosophy, 26 (1951), 10.1017/s0031819100019203> [accessed 15 October 2022] p.53.]  [6:  Antony Flew, ‘Locke and the Problem of Personal Identity’, (1951), p.55.]  [7:  David Hume, The Essential Philosophical Works (Ware: Wordsworth Editions, 2011), p.222.] 

The Cartesian explanation for personal identity, rests on the assertion of ‘Cogito ergo sum’, I think therefore I am. The underlying conditions of being, or identification of a self, are determined by my thinking and thought process, and my realisation of such thinking.[footnoteRef:8] To explain this Descartes uses the argument from doubt, he concludes that everything could be doubted, even his thoughts, what if there is an evil demon whose sole interest is to trick and mislead me?[footnoteRef:9] This leads Descartes to question does he not exist either? The answer he gives is a simple, no. If Descartes could doubt that he exists, surely this must mean he is something? That he must exist.[footnoteRef:10] So long as he thinks of himself as something he must necessarily exist. ‘It must finally be stated that this proposition ‘I am, I exist’ is necessarily true whenever it is stated by me or conceived in my mind.’[footnoteRef:11] This provides us with a groundwork for Cartesian personal identity, it is when we think of ourselves as a self, or any thoughts of ‘me’ this provides evidence of the self. When Descartes uses the word ‘mind’ he is not using it in terms of the material brain, the mind is something immaterial, or spiritual in the sense that is not technically connected to the body.[footnoteRef:12] The obvious question which should be raised here is how can the body and mind interact with one another if they are not physically linked? Antonio Damasio clarified this with the analogy of a computer. The mind and body are related, but in the sense that the mind is a piece of computer software run inside the computer hardware called a brain.[footnoteRef:13] This implies that thoughts are outside the body, the ‘being’ in this example, is the computer software, it tells the computer what to do, without the software the computer would not run. With this example, to me it seems clear that according to Descartes, being the same person over time is indeed a matter of being in the same mind. This is because we are our minds. If you exist solely on the fact that you are having thoughts, this suggests that the mind does create self. However, David Cockburn argued that the cartesian understanding of self, is as ‘a non-material being that is somehow connected with this publicly observable material being’.[footnoteRef:14] This produces a problem for Descartes because if we were talking in terms of an identifiable material body, it might be fair to claim that we can see that it is the same person, however, a spiritual formless self, makes it a lot harder to identify this form of identity. There is nothing here that justifies a belief there is sameness of self through time. [8:  Antonio R. Damasio, Descartes Error: Emotion, Reason and the Human Brain (London: Vintage Books, 1994), p.248.]  [9: René Descartes, Meditations and Other Metaphysical Writings (Penguin UK, 2003), pp.21-22.]  [10:  René Descartes, Meditations, (2003) p.24]  [11:  Descartes, (2003), p.24.]  [12:  Rene Descartes, Regulae, AT X 415: CSM I 42 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp. 236-257]  [13:  Damasio, Descartes Error (London: Vintage Books, 1994), p.248.]  [14:  David Cockburn, ‘The identity of the self’, in an introduction to the philosophy of mind (Palgrave Macmillan, 2001), p.113.] 

There is a noticeably large flaw to his thinking, while Descartes does suggest that a person is their mind. Descartes does not however address the criticism of can we now know that the meditator who is thinking these thoughts, is the same one who had those different thoughts yesterday?[footnoteRef:15]  The problem lies in the fact that Descartes does not seem to have any justification or explanation for the assumption that meditation one Descartes and meditation two Descartes are the same person.  It is important to remember that Descartes is not talking of the mind as a physical entity. And which is readily comprehensible. This critique is further strengthened by the acknowledgement that The Cartesian mind fails to defend the question of what is stopping other minds, interacting with other bodies. As the Mind is only connected to the body through a ‘unity’, something that makes the body work, there is no reason to assume that the mind must be connected to that body, if we are our mind, the body should not be an issue. This might mean a situation where the mind may be hosted essentially a matter of having the same mind.  [15:  David Cockburn, ‘The identity of the self’, (Palgrave Macmillan, 2001)] 

Philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein was critical of the cartesian understanding of the self. He uses our understanding of language to argue that Descartes has created an ‘illusion’.[footnoteRef:16] He suggests that we have mistook the usage of the word ‘I’ when it comes to issues of self.  For example, Wittgenstein writes: [16:  Cockburn, (2001). pp.115-117.] 

“When I say, ‘I am in pain’, I do not point to a person who is in pain, since in a certain sense I have no idea who is,” And this can be given a justification. For the main point is: I did not say such-and-such a person was in pain, but “I am…...” now in saying this I don’t name any person. Just as I don’t name anyone when I groan with pain. Though someone else sees who is in pain from the groaning. What does it mean to know who is in pain? It means, for example, to know which man in this room is in pain: for instance, that it is the one who is sitting over there, or the one who is standing in that corner, the tall one over there with the fair hair, and so on. --What am I getting at? At the fact that there is a great variety of criteria for personal 'identity’. Now which of them determines my saying that 'I' am in pain? None.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations the German Text, with a Revised English Translations, trans. by G.E.M Anscombe, Third edition (Oxford: Blackwell, 2003) 404, p.104.] 

This quotation perfectly summarises Wittgenstein’s understanding of then self. Whenever we think of ourselves, as an ‘I’ as an independent separate individual, we must understand that there are circumstances where people may acknowledge us as knowing ‘who’ you are. But you may not know that. For example, what if you had a life-threatening accident and you became an amnesiac. Imagine if you then woke up from a coma two years later not knowing ‘who’ you are or were. But if a doctor asked you “how are you feeling” you might respond that “I am in pain”[footnoteRef:18] what Wittgenstein is suggesting that while others would be able to point out who is the one in pain, us, ourselves in this situation cannot. We only know that there is pain being felt. Not who is having the pain. However, according to Cockburn, this understanding who the patient is merely superficial, in one sense, it can be argued that from seeing who is groaning in pain, the doctor can observe the pain, know who is in pain, but in terms of a patient.[footnoteRef:19] This subtle difference means that the doctor does not know ‘who’ he is in terms of what it means to be that person. For example, what they have done throughout their life, the pains and feelings. When Wittgenstein notes that “there is a great variety of criteria for personal ‘identity’”, this demonstrates the complexity of the matter. To answer the question of being the same person, we return to why Wittgenstein would suggest is that the cartesian response to how we would maintain personal identity over time is flawed. What Wittgenstein is trying to suggest is the impact on how we use language has a substantial impact on our perceived sense of self. For example, when we spoke about the context, we use the word ‘who’ we concluded that there are two levels of knowing, spatial awareness of the person, for example, the doctor could tell who the patient was from locating the pain. However, they did know who they were, based on what made up their sense of self, through their life. [18:  Cockburn, (2001). ]  [19:  Cockburn, (2001).] 

Wittgenstein challenges the idea that the Cartesian idea of self can be correct because Descartes is assuming that speaking of self and ‘I’ is something of a non-bodily entity. Cockburn suggests that if we use the example of a pitch-black whole and London, it becomes clear that we could be wrong about being in London because our senses may have deceived us. However, in pitch-black, because you have no grasp of where you are, you cannot be wrong to say that you are “here”.[footnoteRef:20] This demonstrates the subtlety of language, if we were to apply the example, when Wittgenstein asks us to imagine we say ‘I am in pain’, when we use the logic applied to London, it would make sense to suggest that you could be mistaken, However this is absurd. Wittgenstein wrote ‘To ask “are you sure that it’s you who Have pains?” would be nonsensical’.[footnoteRef:21] Something has gone very wrong here, this leads us to understand that the cartesian method does not allow us to determine the identification of ourselves. Due to a misunderstanding of language on part of Descartes.[footnoteRef:22] We cannot use ‘I’ for the identification of self in the same context as an identification of a being in a certain location. Wittgenstein critiques the question whether ‘being the same person’ is essentially a matter of ‘having (being) the same mind’. He does not think it is ‘essentially’, being the same mind, personal identity is complex, and our understanding of language helps us identify what the self is. The challenge from Wittgenstein forces us to look elsewhere for a more convincing argument for being the same person. [20:  Cockburn, (2001.]  [21:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, The Blue Book, p.66.]  [22:  Cockburn, (2001), pp.118.] 

English Philosopher John Locke provided an alternative account of mind and continued personal existence over time. Locke was critical of the cartesian view that the mind/soul is made from thought alone.[footnoteRef:23] He wrote: [23:  Harold Noonan, ‘Locke on Personal Identity’, Philosophy, 53.205 (1978), p.345.] 

He who shall place the identity of man in anything else but, like that of animals, in one fitly organised body, taken in any one instant, and from this continued under one organisation of life in several successively fleeting particles of matter united to it, will find it hard to make an embryo, one of years, mad, and sober, the same man, by any supposition that will not make it possible for Seth, Ismael, Socrates, Pilate, St Austin and Caesar Borgia to be the same man. For if the identity of the soul alone makes the same man, and there is nothing in the nature of matter why the same individual spirit may not be united to different bodies, it will be possible that those men living in distant ages, and of different tempers, may have been the same man.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  John Locke, ‘An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Book II, Chapter 27’, in Readings in Modern Philosophy Volume II, ed. by Roger Ariew and Eric Watkins (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2000), pp.62-63.] 

Locke is recognising the same critique as I outlined in the earlier Descartes part of this writing. The cartesian method cannot explain why souls should have to stick to the same body, this seems absurd. This absurdity continues when Locke suggests that Socrates and Caesar Borgia are the same man, if we choose to accept the cartesian response we could never be sure, which soul is in which body. The problem of personal identity is a fundamental problem for Locke because How can we justify reward and punishment, if there is no way to confirm that we are the same person as yesterday? For example, if someone committed a murder yesterday, how could we justly punish the man if he insists that he not the same person as yesterday?[footnoteRef:25] The cartesian method could not defend law enforcement on this issue. Descartes would happily acknowledge that the mind could continue to live in another body.[footnoteRef:26] Locke however would argue that it is not enough simply to agree that the mind could exist in other material bodies. One way that Locke attempts to avoid the pitfalls of Descartes is to draw a distinction between, the ‘identity of man’, and ‘personal identity’.[footnoteRef:27] The identity of man, is outlined in the quote above, what makes a person, or human being is to be made up of the same material matter and an immaterial soul. This might seem reminiscent of Descartes, however, Locke distinguished himself from Descartes by acknowledging that soul alone would not make up a human being. The material body plays a vital role in the creation of a self, as Locke states, without the body, it will be hard to make an ‘embryo’.[footnoteRef:28] Locke is accepting the vital role of the body in the creation of our sense of self. I would agree with Locke, the body is a way in which our self and personality is based. The body is one way of distinguishing ourselves from others. Locke does not limit himself to pure materialism, because he accepts the immaterial soul/self plays an equal amount in the formation of self. Locke main argument for the personal identity is that there is a significant difference between a human being, and that of a person.[footnoteRef:29] Locke defines personal identity in a human as: [25:  Cockburn, (2001), p.118.]  [26:  Cockburn, (2001), p.118.]  [27:  Cockburn, (2001). P.119.]  [28:  Locke, (2000), p.63.]  [29:  Cockburn, (2001), pp.119-120.] 

‘a thinking intelligent being that has reason and reflection and can consider itself as itself, the same thinking thing in different times and places, which it does only by that consciousness which is inseparable from thinking and as it seems to me, essential to it.[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Book II, (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2000), p.63.] 

The main point for his argument is that you must remember having those thoughts at that specified time, to be considered a self. Locke describes it as a same self that would remember committing an act in the past but can reflect on those actions and thoughts in the present moment.[footnoteRef:31] Locke is putting memory in the forefront of his thinking, by doing this he can create a way in which we can still be the same self throughout time, something that Descartes method could not. Locke wishes to raise an important question here, what should we do in circumstances where souls swapped bodies? Locke uses the example of Nestor and Thersites at the battle of troy: [31:  Locke, (2000), p.63.] 

suppose it to be the same soul that was in Nestor or Thersites at the siege of Troy… But he now having no consciousness of any of the actions either of Nestor or Thersites, does or can he conceive himself as the same person of either of them?[footnoteRef:32] [32:  Locke, (2000), p.65.] 

This question is the difference between being the same human being and the same person. They may be the same material body, but if a different soul entered that body, it would not be quite right to describe them as them as the original bodies’ person, this is because they lack the memories which created that personality.
Antony Flew raised objections to the Lokean account of personal identity. One of the major criticisms he raises is in the case of memory loss. Flew suggests that there are many times throughout our lives that we wish to say that we committed an action, however, cannot distinctly remember performing such an action.[footnoteRef:33] For example, if as a child I stole food from the local shop, and then years later, the shop assistant remembered me and told me about this, I may look surprised as I cannot remember this. According to Locke, it would not be criteria for suggesting that your child self, who committed the theft, is the same person, that you are today, just because they no longer remember it.[footnoteRef:34] This provides a serious flaw to Locke’s account, it seems absurd to claim that these two instances, do not share the same personal identity, especially when verified by others, Locke seems to disregard this. The instance of memory loss is further damaging for Locke when we introduce the concept of amnesia. Locke seems unable to defend himself against the charge of amnesia, instead he argues that the best response is by ‘calling on the goodness of God to prevent this possible occurrence of phenomena’.[footnoteRef:35] This response simply admits the fault of Locke’s argument. The concept of amnesia provides a damaging critique for Locke because, an amnesiac, will not know who they are, because they lack memories. This would mean that the amnesiac would technically no longer have a personal identity, or concept of self. While to the family, they would still consider them to be that person.  [33:  Antony Flew, ‘Locke and the Problem of Personal Identity’, Philosophy, 26 (1951), p.56.]  [34:  Flew, (1951), p.56.]  [35:  Flew, (1951), p.58.] 

However, there is an argument to be made that the person is correctly unidentifiable with that personal identity if they cannot remember who they were before. Locke is suggesting that our memories provide crucial insight into our minds. It is our ability to remember our past actions which shape our identity in the present. If we lose this ability, it could be argued that we are no longer the same person we were before. This is a fair response, but I think the issues of memory loss in the individual cases, provides us with enough ammunition to be critical of the Lockean response.
This brings us back to our original question, is ‘being the same person’ is essentially a matter of ‘having (being) the same mind’? As I hope I have shown throughout this section, Locke does not think that you simply need the same mind. You can have the same mind, but without the memories, and thoughts, you had in the past, you cannot have a form of personal identity in terms of continual existence, you might indeed be classed as a self, in terms of the identity of man.[footnoteRef:36] However, it cannot be classed as continued personal existence. Locke is suggesting that there is more to just sharing the same mind, that mind needs to be aided by memory. While I think provides a fuller account of personal identity which matches our understanding of what we think it means to be a self, the memory loss dilemma, brings the entire argument into doubt because it weakens the argument. [36:  Locke, (2000), pp.62-63.] 

One final response to the question of personal identity, is one of outright rejection. David Hume rejected that there is any form of ’I’ he writes:
‘I am certain there is no such principle as me. But setting aside such some metaphysicians of the kind, I may venture to affirm of the rest of mankind, that they are nothing but a bundle or collection of perceptions.’[footnoteRef:37] [37:    Hume, (2011), p.222.] 

Hume uses the example of a theatre to suggest that we have thoughts and perceptions, that quickly fade and reappear with quick succession.[footnoteRef:38] Unlike Locke who suggested that memories should be placed at the forefront of our recognition of self, Hume suggests that our thoughts are fleeting, there is no obvious marker of existence, we are an everchanging bundle of perceptions. Hume argues that in one sense there is not continued personal existence. Different perceptions fade and disappear, so do our thoughts and feeling. In contrast to the Lockean understanding, we do not maintain those memories, so there is nothing to call a permanent self. This challenges both previous understanding of the mind. Hume’s response to our question, should we agree that ‘being the same person’ is a matter of ‘having (being) the same mind’? Is a simple no. being in the same mind is not sufficient. Hume denies the sense that the mind is an immaterial soul, compared to the likes of Descartes. Personal existence is more of a conventional truth, there is not a solid concept of self because there is nothing, we maintain throughout our life that we can call self. For example, our perceptions and thoughts from childhood are drastically different from mine as an adult. This understanding can be defined as non-self. [38:    Hume, (2011), p.222.] 

Hume’s bundle theory shares similarities with the teachings of the Buddha. ‘"0 Brethren, actions do exist, and also their consequences, but the person that acts does not…There exists no Individual, it is only a conventional name, given to a set of elements."’[footnoteRef:39] Both share the echoes of non-self, Buddhism suggests that the self is empty, devoid of anything physically to be found. This too demonstrates the fact that being in the same mind does not constitute personal existence over time, because our ideas of self as a distinct thing, are an illusion. A similar viewpoint can be obtained from philosopher Derick parfit. He argued that we must not think of continued personal existence as a persisting individual, but as something changes throughout the stages of one’s life.[footnoteRef:40] Parfit encourages us to think of the psychological mental connections which maintain throughout one’s life.[footnoteRef:41] For example, a five-year-old and an 80-year-old may seem mentally very different, such as the different thoughts and beliefs. However, Parfit claims that there is a psychological chain that links the two life stages.[footnoteRef:42] The beliefs have slowly changed and developed into other past and future selves which result in your current self today, Parfit calls these our ‘ancestral selves’[footnoteRef:43]. He concludes that ‘having past and future selves is, what we needed, a way of continuing to exist’.[footnoteRef:44] This gives us a way that we can have, although a twisted one, a continued personal existence. It is not a matter of just being in the same mind, we need to be able to trace back our mental thoughts to an earlier age. However, some may argue that this is not even personal existence at all, Parfit gives up the cartesian soul- something that is the core of their being. This means that apart from the mental thoughts, it becomes difficult to understand in what sense can we say they are the same person? [39:  Buddha, as quoted by David Cockburn, ‘The identity of the self’, in an introduction to the philosophy of mind (Palgrave Macmillan, 2001), p.123.]  [40:  Cockburn, (2001), p.123.]  [41:  Cockburn, (2001), p.124.]  [42:  Cockburn, (2001), p.124.]  [43:  Derek Parfit, ‘Personal Identity’, The Philosophical Review, 80.1 (1971), p.22.]  [44:  Derek Parfit, ‘Personal Identity’, (1971), p.22.] 

To conclude, when dealing with issues of continued personal existence over time, it becomes difficult to weigh the arguments because it is something we cannot know definitively. For example, we cannot verify if the cartesian soul exists, or if there is no self at all. For the Cartesian suggestion that we are our mind, the conditions for personal existence are simple. This however suggest that we can live on in different bodies. To suggest that the premise of sameness through time rests on the mind seems to be flawed. The cartesian immaterial soul suggests that thought of ‘I’ is proof of self alone. Wittgenstein’s critique of the way we use ‘I’ and self, provides an example of how language plays an important feature of how we identify and locate ourselves and others. This suggests that there is something more to what makes up our personal identity. Locke’s approach by putting our memories throughout our lives at the forefront of his explanation, give us a different dimension to understanding the self. Locke challenges the problems of how the mind and body stay in one material body. The answer is simple, we cannot be identified as a person, unless we can remember our previous actions, this constitutes a self. However, the problems for Locke, appear when we take into consideration the change of amnesia and memory loss, it may seem absurd that a person who cannot remember an event is no longer the same person. The Lockean response to the question produces a new response to the issue of continued personal existence. We are not simply our mind. It is necessary for the mind to be inhabited by the corresponding memories to create the personal identity. The third and final types of explanations of personal identity is that of non-self. Hume, Parfit, and the Buddhist response, all agree that there is no fixed explation of self, unlike the Cartesian response suggests. Throughout our lives our thoughts, beliefs and perceptions are constantly changing and developing. Focusing on memories alone will not give us a self, it is just one feature of a much larger picture. If we are ever changing, this means we cannot identify personal identity in the sense that some philosophers have suggested. The word ‘I’ is simply a conventional marker for understanding our existence, Buddhism would call self a delusion.[footnoteRef:45] Hume and Parfit seem to suggest that in a traditional sense, there is not a possibility of continued personal identity because we are ever changing. By looking at the vastly different approaches, it seems to me that we cannot say that being the same person’ is essentially a matter of ‘having (being) the same mind’. This is because the mind is complex, the mind alone is not the only feature of identity, Locke reminds us that the material body is also important, memories provide an important feature to our identity. The comments of non-self-provide a critique of the entire project. Our understanding of self needs readdressing and from there we can begin to see if personal existence is a possibility. [45:  Walpola Rahula, What the Buddha Taught. (Grove Press, 2017) p.37.] 
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