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CHAPTER ONE 

'NTRODUCTION 



CHAPTER I 

I I M T R O D U C T I O N 

P r o b l e m s ' o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y a r i s e when someone 

t h i n k s abou t the s o c i a l r o l e s he p l a y s . " W e l l , now I am a l e c ­

t u r e r , I have to go t h r o u g h t h e m o t i o n s o f b e i n g q u i t e s t r i c t , 

w e l l - b e h a v e d and i n t e g r a t e d , b u t r e a l l y I am h a p p y - g o - l u c k y , 

l e n i e n t and u n d e r s t a n d i n g . " The doub ts abou t s t a t e m e n t s o f 

t h i s s o r t a re abou t t h e e x t e n t to w h i c h i t i s p o s s i b l e ' t o d e ­

t a c h a p e r s o n ' s s e l f f rom h i s p u b l i c b e h a v i o u r i n s o c i a l ' c o n ­

t e x t s . I f ' t h a t i s n o t t h e r e a l me' What i s ? 

S i m i l a r p r o b l e m s a r i s e when we t h i n k abou t o u r 

e x i s t e n c e o v e r a l o n g p e r i o d . Should I when s t a r t i n g a j ob be 

i n t e r e s t e d i n t h e p e n s i o n scheme? We m i g h t a rgue t h a t t h e man 

o f twen t y f i v e has n o t h i n g much i n common w i t h t h e man o f s i x ­

t y o f t h e d i s t a n t f u t u r e . Yes, t h a t ' s t r u e . But i t w i l l s t i l l 

be me, w o n ' t i t ? One p r o b l e m i s s e e i n g what t h i s r e p l y means, 

and d e c i d i n g how much f o r c e i t h a s / 

When p r e s s e d abou t what i t i s t h a t makes someone 

t h e same p e r s o n o v e r t i m e , p e o p l e u s u a l l y g i v e one o f two a n -

w e r s , o r some c o m b i n a t i o n o f them. The f i r s t answer c i t e s v a ­

r i o u s k i n d s o f men ta l c o n t i n u i t y : t h e man o f s i x t y remembers 

a f a i r amount o f h i s p a s t , i n c l u d i n g e v e n t s b e f o r e he was twen­

t y f i v e , and some o f h i s b e l i e f s , a t t i t u d e s , and p r e f e r e n c e s 



have stayed constant over time. The second answer cites various 

kinds of physical continuity: the man at the later stage is 

recognizably an older version of the man at the earlier stage, 

r̂ lore fundamentally, his body has traced out a single and conti­

nuous path through space and time. 

There has been much philosophical debate about the 

relative importance of physical and mental factors for personal 

identity. Real cases that have presented difficulties include 

people who, after a car crash have suffered total amnesia and 

radical changes of personality. Do we, relying on observable 

physical criteria, say that we still have the same person, or 

do we, using the mental criteria, say that we now have a diffe­

rent person in the same body'' The decision here is relevant to 

how we assess the plight of the man in Kafka's Metamorphosis 

who could be controversially described as waking up one morning 

in the body of an insect. It is also relevant to traditional 

views about personal survival of bodily death (relevant not 

directly to their truth, but to the prior question of whether 

such views are even intelligible). 

Personal Identity is important because it is the 

1 ground on which accountablity of a person rests. For example, 

in order to hold a person responsible for a crime committed. 

It is necessary that he be the same person as the one who com­

mitted the act. A person cannot simply be held responsible, be 

i 

1, Uibha Chaturvedi: "The Problem of Personal Identity" 
Ajanta Publications (India).Jawahar Nagar.Delhi.1988,p.2. 



p u n i s h e d o r rewarded f o r some a c t i o n s u n l e s s he i s t h e same 

p e r s o n who d i d t he a c t i o n s . 

Uie a l l make p l a n s f o r t h e f u t u r e and i t i s on t h e 

b a s i s o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y t h a t we make p l a n s and e x p e c t a -

t i o n s . When I make p l a n s f o r t he f u t u r e , i t assumes t h a t I 

wou ld be t h e same p e r s o n t i l l t h e n . For examp le , when I i n v e s t 

my money f o r t h e f u t u r e , I do i t because I assume o r b e l i e v e 

t h a t t h e p e r s o n who wou ld ge t t he b e n e f i t s o f t h e i n v e s t m e n t s 

wou ld be none o t h e r t h a n m y s e l f , t h e ve ry same p e r s o n who had 

i n v e s t e d t h e money. P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y i s ve ry i m p o r t a n t as f a r 

as o u r l i v e s he re on e a r t h i s c o n c e r n e d , i t has ve ry much to 

do w i t h o u r r i g h t s , r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , hopes and a s p i r a t j : o n s . 

A c c o r d i n g to ou r o r d i n a r y n o t i o n , S e l f i s a s i m p l e 

s u b s t a n c e and i t i s n o t d i v i s i b l e , i t i s an e n t i t y wh i ch owns 

t h i s body and a l l t h e e x p e r i e n c e s o f a p e r s o n , T h i e s o r d i n a r y 

n o t i o n o f t h e s e l f i s now shaken by S c i e n c e - f i c t i o n s and o t h e r 

h y p o t h e t i c a l s u g g e s t i o n s . Say f o r i n s t a n c e , T e l e c l o n e Plark I V , 

T h i s i s a f i c t i t i o u s f^lachine q u i t e s i m i l a r to T e l e v i s i o n , Ue 

can see what i s happen ing on t h e o t h e r s i d e o f t h e w o r l d on 

t h e T e l e v i s i o n s c r e e n . Now i n t h e case o f T e l e c l o n e , i n s t e a d o f 

t h e p i c t u r e s , t h e r e a l p e r s o n w i l l be p r o d u c e d . Suppose now I 

am i n t h e p l a n e t Plars and the S p a c e - c r a f t by wh i ch I l a n d e d on 

2 , I b i d . , p . 2 , 

3 , D o u g l a s R . H o f s t a d t e r 4 D a n i e l C . D e n n e t t " T h e M i n d ' s I " 
Ban tam B o o k s . 666 F i f t h A v e n u e . New Y o r k . p . A . 



n a r s has been d e s t r o y e d baond r e c o v e r y . That means, I u i l l 

never ever r e t u r n to E a r t h . 

But t h e r e i s hope. I n t h e c o m m u n i c a t i o n c o m p a r t ­

ment o f t h e d i s a b l e d c r a f t , I f i n d a T e l e c l o n e Mark l\l T e l e -

p o r t e r and i n s t r u c t i o n s f o r i t s u s e . I t u r n t he t e l e p o r t e r o n , 

t une i t s beam to t h e T e l e c l o n e r e c e i v e r on E a r t h , and t h e n 

s tep i n t o t h e s e n d i n g chamber, t h e t e l e p o r t e r u i l l s w i f t l y and 

p a i n l e s s l y d i s m a n t l e my body, p r o d u c i n g m o l e c u l e - b y - m o l e c u l e 

b l u e p r i n t to be beamed (to e a r t h , where t h e r e c e i v e r , i t s r e s e r ­

v o i r s w e l l s t o c k e d w i t h r e q u i s i t e a toms, w i l l a l m o s t i n s t a n t a ­

n e o u s l y p r o d u c e , f rom t h e beamed i n s t r u c t i o n s - me! Whisked 

back to e a r t h a t t h e speed o f l i g h t , i n t o t h e arms o f my l o v e d 

o n e s . 

Now t h e r e can be a s e r i o u s deba te as to the i d e n t i ­

t y o f t h e p e r s o n on r ia rs and t h e one p r o d u c e d j u s t now on ear­

t h . Am I r e a l l y t h e same p e r s o n who l e f t t h i s e a r t h t h r e e o r 

f o u r y e a r s ago? o r am I a b r a n d new human b e i n g , o n l y s e v e r a l 

hou rs o l d , i n s p i t e o f my memories - o r a p p a r e n t memories - o f 

days and y e a r s b e f o r e t h a t ? D id t h e p e r s o n who went to I^ars 

t h r e e y e a r s ago r e c e n t l y d i e on Ha rs , d i s m a n t l e d and des toyed 

i n t h e Chamber o f a T e l e c l o n e nark IV? 

Now I am he re s i t t i n g i n my room, I am a l i v e , I am 

c o n s c i o u s o f my s u r r o u n d i n g s , I see a book l y i n g on my l e f t 

s i d e , I see a c h a i r on my r i g h t s i d e and I see so many t h i n g s 



in front of me . Îly hand is now moving touching the things in 

the room. How do I know they are my hands? Silly question, you 

may say. They are fastened to my arms, to my body. How do I 

know this is my body? I control it. Do I own it? In a sense I 

do. I often say , my body, my hand, my legs, my mind, my emo­

tions, etc, I know what's going on inside me, the feelings, 

the pains, and the anger, I am aware of them vividly. But there 

is the 'me' which has them or rather which claims to have them. 

It is this 'I' and 'Me' the strange entity that seems to in­

dwell my body which has been the subject of philosophical dis­

cussion for many centuries and till today, no conclusive an­

swer could be given in philosophical literature. 

Problems of personal identity are raised by cases 

where a single body seems to be 'inhabited' by several diffe­

rent personalities. How many people or minds are we dealing 

with, one or several? The same question arises in interpreting 

the fascinating work of Sperry and others on animals and peo­

ple where the connections between the two serebral hemispheres 

have been cut. If your brain were transplanted into another 

body, it seems that you would go with it. But are you a brain? 

We never say, "I am a brain", instead we say, "I have a brain". 

Often uie talk about smart people being brains, but we don't 

mean it literally. We mean they have good brains. The case of 

brain-bisection as dramatized by David Wiggins has shaken the 

A, David Wiggins, 'Identity and Spatio-Tempo ral Continuity', 
Basil Blackwell. Oxford. 1967. 



o r d i n a r y n o t i o n o f t he s e l f . The two hemispheres o f a p e r s o n ' s 

b r a i n a re d i v i d e d i n t o tujo and each hemisphe re i s housed i n 

new and d i f f e r e n t body . When t h e r e s u l t i n g p e o p l e wake up, 

w h i c h one o f t h e two i s t h e o r i g i n a l p e r s o n s i n c e we have now 

two p e o p l e h a v i n g t h e same memories o f t h e o r i g i n a l pe rson? I s 

s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t I d e n t i t y p o s s i b l e ? I s b r a i n d i v i s i o n t a n t a -

mount to d i v i s i o n o f t h e s e l f ? 

The i d e a t h a t What you a re i s no t s i m p l y a l i v i n g 

body o r a l i v i n g b r a i n b u t a l s o a s o u l o r a s p i r i t seems to 

many p e o p l e to be u n s c i e n t i f i c , i n s p i t e o f i t s a n c i e n t t r a d i ­

t i o n . Sc ience they m i g h t say, t eaches us no such t h i n g s as 

s o u l s . U/e d o n ' t b e l i e v e i n l e p r e c h a u n s and g h o s t s any more, 

t h a n k s to Sc ience , and t h e s u s p e c t i d e a o f a s o u l i n h a b i t i n g a 

body - t h e ' g h o s t i n t h e m a c h i n e ' - w i l l i t s e l f soon g i v e up 

t h e g h o s t . But n o t a l l v e r s i o n s o f t h e i d e a t h a t you are some­

t h i n g d i s t i n c t f rom you r p u r e l y p h y s i c a l body a re so v u l n e r a b l e 

to r i d i c u l e and r e f u t a t i o n . But some v e r s i o n s a c t u a l l y f l o u -

5 r i s h i n t he garden o f S c i e n c e , 

We must n o t suppose t h a t s c i e n c e t e a c h e s us t h a t 

eve ry t h i n g anyone wou ld ever want to t a k e s e r i o u s l y i s i d e n ­

t i f i a b l e as a c o l l e c t i o n o f p a r t i c l e s moving abou t i n space 

and t i m e . Some p e o p l e may t h i n k i t i s j u s t common sense o r 

j u s t good s c i e n t i f i c t h i n k i n g to suppose you a re n o t h i n g b u t a 

5, Douglas R. Ho f s t a d t e r , , Op . c i t . , p . 6 . 



p a r t i c u l a r l i v i n g , p h y s i c a l o r g a n i s m - a moving mound o f a toms, 

b u t i n f a c t , t h i s i d e a e x h i b i t s a l a c k o f s c i e n t i f i c i m a g i n a ­

t i o n , n o t h a r d - h e a d e d s o p h i s t i c a t i o n . One d o e s n ' t have to b e ­

l i e v e i n g h o s t s to b e l i e v e i n s e l v e s t h a t have an i d e n t i t y 

t h a t t r a n s c e n d s any p a r t i c u l a r l i v i n g body . 

We a l l undergo a l o t o f changes b o t h p s y c h o l o g i c a l ­

l y and p h y s i c a l l y . Our p h y s i c a l l o o k s and appearances change, 

o u r l i k e s and d i s l i k e s , o u r b e l i e f s and a t t i t u d e s , p e r s o n a l i t y 

and c h a r a c t e r undergo changes . For t h i s r e a s o n , m e t a p h o r i c a l l y 

uie o f t e n say , "You a re not t h e same p e r s o n " t h u s meaning t h e 

changes a re ove ruyhe lm ing . Yet we t a l k o f a p e r s o n r e m a i n i n g 

t h e same t h r o u g h o u t t he changes . The q u e s t i o n i s - what makes 

a p e r s o n the same o v e r a p e r i o d o f t ime? What makes me me, and 

what makes you you? What does p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y a c t u a l l y c o n ­

s i s t i n , and what fere t h e p r i n c i p l e s b e h i n d r e i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

o f p e r s o n s ? T h i s i s t h e p r o b l e m ' o f P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y , 

What makes you you , and what a re you r b o u n d a r i e s ? ' 

P a r t o f t h e answer seems o b v i o u s - You a r e a c e n t e r o f c o n ­

s c i o u s n e s s . But what i n t h e w o r l d i s c o n s c i o u s n e s s ? C o n s c i o u s ­

ness i s b o t h t h e most o b v i o u s and t h e most m y s t e r i o u s f e a t u r e 

o f o u r m i n d s . On t h e o t h e r hand , what c o u l d be more c e r t a i n o r 

m a n i f e s t to each o f us t h a t he o r she i s a s u b j e c t o f expe ­

r i e n c e , an e n j o y e r o f p e r c e p t i o n s and s e n s a t i o n s , a s u f f e r e r 

6 , I b i d . , p . 7 . 



of pain, an entertainer of ideas, and a conscious deliberator? 

On the other hand, what in the world can consciousness be? How 

can living physical bodies in the physical world produce such 

a phenomenon? Science has revealed the secrets of many initial­

ly mysterious natural phenomena - magnetism, photosynthesis, 

digestion, even reproduction - but consciousness seems utterly 

unlike these. There is not even agreement about what a theory 

of consciousness would be like. Some have gone so far as to 

deny that there is any real thing for the term 'Consciousness' 

to name.7 

Our ordinary concept of consciousness seems to be 

anchored to two separable sets of consideration that can be 

captured roughly by the phrases "from the inside" and "from 
g 

the outside" From the inside, our own consciousness seems 

obvious and pervasive: we know that much goes on around us 

and even inside our own bodies of which we are entirely un­

aware or unconscious, but nothing could be more intimately 

known to us than those things of which we are, individually, 

conscious. Those things of which I am conscious, and the ways 

in which I am conscious of them, determine "What it is like 

to be me". 

I know in a way no other could know what it is 

like to be me. From the inside, consciousness seems to be all-

7, Ibid., p.8, 

8. Ibid., p.8,9. 



or-nothing phenomenon - an inner light that is either on or 

off. We grant that we are sometimes drousy or inattentive, or 

asleep, and on occasion we even enjoy abnormally heightened 

consciousness, but when we are conscious, that we are con­

scious is not a fact that admits of degrees. There is a per­

spective, then, from which consciousness seems to be a feature 

that sunders the universe into two strikingly different kinds 

of thing: those that have it and those that do not. Those that 

have it are subjects, beings to whom things can be one wjjy or 

another, beings it is like something to be. It is not like 

anything at all to be a brick or a pocket calculator or an 

apple. These things have insides, but not the right sort of 

insides - no inner life, no point of view. It is certainly 

like something to be (something I know 'from the inside') and 

almost certainly like something to be you (for you have told 

me, most convincingly, that it is the same with you), and pro­

bably like something to be a dog or a dolphin (if only they 

could tell us!), and may be even like something to be a 
g 

Spider, 

On the other hand, when we consider about the ex­

istence of others, we consider them perforce 'from the out-

1 0 
side', Various observable features and their visible actions 

and behaviours strike us as relevant to the question of their 

consciousness. For example, they react appropriately to events 

9, Ibid., p,g. 

10.Ibid., p.9. 
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u i t h i n t h e scope o f t h e i r senses , t h e y r e c o g n i s e t h i n g s , a v o i d 

p a i n f u l c i r c u m s t a n c e s , l e a r n , p l a n and s o l v e p r o b l e m s . These 

v a r i o u s ' o u t s i d e ' i n d i c a t o r s a re more o r l e s s r e l i a b l e s i g n s 

o r symptoms o f t he p r e s e n c e o f t h a t u j h a t e v e r - i t - i s each c o n ­

s c i o u s s u b j e c t knows f rom t h e i n s i d e . S ince they behave and 

r e a c t t o w a r d s t h e t h i n g s i n j u s t t he way we do, t h e n we come 

to t h e c o n c l u s i o n t h a t t hey have t h e same t h i n g we have , name­

l y , c o n s c i o u s n e s s . But t he q u e s t i o n a r i s e s : How c o u l d t h i s be 

c o n f i r m e d ? Th i s i s t h e n o t o r i o u s ' P r o b l e m s o f o t h e r m i n d s ' . 

REVIEUi OF LITERATURE: 

Who am I ? Am I a body? Am I a b r a i n ? Do I have t h e 

so C a l l e d s p i r i t o r s o u l ? I s t h e r e l i f e a f t e r dea th? These a r e 

some o f t h e q u e s t i o n s t h a t have been d e a l t w i t h by t h e p h i l o ­

sophe rs ever s i n c e P l a t o ' s day, and d i f f e r e n t t h e o r i e s have 

been f o r m u l a t e d by p h i l o s o p h e r s to s o l v e t h e p r o b l e m s g i v e n by 

such q u e s t i o n s . T i l l t o d a y , t he deba te i s s t i l l g o i n g on b e ­

cause new t h e o r i e s and s c i e n c e - f i c t i o n s have come i n t o t h e 

scene s h a t t e r i n g the f o r m e r b e l i e f s and t h e o r i e s p u t f o r w a r d 

by the p h i l o s o p h e r s . 

The q u e s t i o n o f P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y has a l s o been a 

s u b j e c t o f c o n t r o v e r s i a l deba te f o r p h i l o s o p h e r s . Some p h i l o ­

sophe rs m a i n t a i n t h a t P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y c o n s i s t s i n t h e i d e n t i ­

t y o f t h e s p i r i t u a l s u b s t a n c e . P h i l o s o p h e r s l i k e D e s c a r t e s , 

B e r k e l e y and B u t l e r a d v o c a t e t h a t i d e n t i t y o f a p e r s o n c o n ­

s i s t s i n the i d e n t i t y o f h i s s o u l . D e s c a r t e s and B e r k e l e y have 
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not discussed the question of identity of persons but uie can 

say that such a uieiu would be in agreement with their philoso-

phical system. In his dissertation 'Of Personal Identity' 

Joseph Butler says that it is obvious that each man continues 

to be the same person throughout his existence, We disting­

uishes between two senses of 'sameness'. In the first sense, 

'sameness' does not involve the idea of similarity but in the 

second sense it does. According to Butler, the first sense 

does not admit of degree whereas the second sense does, Butler 

is here distinguishing between 'numerical' and 'qualitative' 

identity, A question about a person's identity is a question 

about his numerical identity. He equates person with subr-

stance or thinking being, 

1 4 

Similar views are expressed by Thomas Reid. Ac­

cording to Reid also, personal identity consists in the iden­

tity of thinking substance. He says that a person is something 

indivisible. "A part of a person" Reid says, is a "manifest 

absurdity". For example, a man loses his estate, or health or 

strength,' or some part of the body, for instance, leg or arm. 

11. Uibha Chaturvedi, Op.cit.. p.32. 

12. Joseph Butler, 'Of Personal Identity', Analogy of Religion 
Ed, W.E.Gladstone, Oxford University Press, 1896. 

13, Uibha Chaturvedi., Op.ci t.. p.33, 

14, Thomas Reid, Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Plan 
Ed.B. A.Brody, P^.I.T. Press. England. pp.340-'41. 
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Hie is still the same person as he was before. Has amputated 

arm or leg is not a part of him. If it were, it should be en­

titled to a share in his estate which is absurd. Reid says 

that the identity of a person consists in the uninterrupted 

or continued existence of the indivisible thing which he calls 

sel f, 15 

Dav id Hume i s t h e f o r e r u n n e r o f t h e p h e n o m e n a l i s -

t i c v iew o f s e l f . A c c o r d i n g to t h i s v i e w , t h e e x i s t e n c e o f a 

p e r s i s t e n t s e l f i s d e n i e d . P h i l o s o p h e r s l i k e Hume and James 

1 R 
d e f i n e s e l f as a s e r i e s o f e x p e r i e n c e s . O the r p h i l o s o p h e r s 

17 18 19 

l i k e B . R u s s e l l , H . P . G r i c e and A . J . A y e r d e f i n e i t as a 

l o g i c a l c o n s t r u c t i o n o u t o f e x p e r i e n c e s . By s e l f i s a l o g i c a l 

c o n s t r u c t i o n o u t o f e x p e r i e n c e s i t means, a l l t h e s t a t e m e n t s 

abou t s e l f a re t r a n s l a t a b l e , w i t h o u t a r e m a i n d e r , i n t o s t a t e ­

ments about e x p e r i e n c e s . 

R e c e n t l y , p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y has been w i d e l y 

r e g a r d e d as t h e c r i t e r i o n , t h a t i s , as p r o v i d i n g b o t h a n e c e ­

s s a r y and a s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . P s y c h o ­

l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y i n c l u d e s s i m i l a r i t y o f c h a r a c t e r and p e r s o ­

n a l i t y t r a i t s and memor ies o f o n e ' s p a s t a c t i o n s and e x p e r i e n ­

c e s . P h i l o s o p h e r s l i k e G r i c e and R u s s e l l emphas ised t h e i m p o r -

1 5, \ / ibha C h a t u r v e d i , Op . c i t p . 3 5 , 

16 . Dav id Hume, A T r e a t i s e o f Human N a t u r e , Ed. A, D. L i n d s a y . 
J .F l .Den t Sons L t d . London . 1 9 1 1 . 

17 . B e r t r a n d R u s s e l l , ' T h e P h i l o s o p h y o f L o g i c a l A tomism' 
L o g i c and Knowledge , Ed. R. C. rOarsh. A1 1 en & Unw in . London , SB. 

18 . H . P . G r i c e ' P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y ' n i n d . V o l . S O . 19A1. 

1 9 . A . J . A y e r , The Concept o f a P e r s o n , n a c m i l l a n , L o n d o n . 1963. 
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t ance o f memory i n t h e c o n t e x t o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . The uieiu 

t h a t memory i s t he s o l e c r i t e r i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y can be 

t r a c e d back to John L o c k e . Euen though he d i d n o t a c t u a l l y / 

use t h e word ' c r i t e r i o n ' houeve r , i t i s c l e a r t h a t he t a k e s 

memory as b o t h necessa ry and a s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n of p e r s o ­

n a l i d e n t i t y . The c r e d i t can be a t t r i b u t e d t o him as t h e p h i ­

l o s o p h e r who f o r t h e f i r s t t ime posed t h e p r o b l e m o f p e r s o n a l 

21 

i d e n t i t y , A l l i s o n m e n t i o n s two reasons wh i ch c o u l d ,ha\/e d r i ­

ven Locke to t h e p r o b l e m o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . F i r s t , L o c k e ' s 

o p p o s i t i o n to d u a l i s t i c p h i l o s o p h y o f D e s c a r t e s and e s p e c i a l ­

l y t he n o t i o n o f s u b s t a n c e . Second ly , h i s r e c o g n i t i o n o f t h e 

e t h i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . 

22 23 

P h i l o s o p h e r s l i k e Antony Flew and H I . E . A l l i s o n 

t a k e t h e v iew t h a t t h e word ' i d e n t i t y ' i s s y s t e m a t i c a l l y am­

b i g u o u s and has d i f f e r e n t meaning when a p p l i e d to d i f f e r e n t 

k i n d o f t h i n g s , J . L . M a c k i e on t h e o t h e r hand , t h i n k s t h a t 

what Locke means i s t h a t t he r e q u i r e m e n t s f o r t h e i d e n t i t y o f 

a c e r t a i n t h i n g depend upon what k i n d o f t h i n g i t i s . That 

means, t h e c r i t e r i o n o f i d e n t i t y i s d i f f e r e n t f o r d i f f e r e n t 

k i n d s o f t h i n g s . I t i s now c l e a r t h a t f o r L o c k e , t h e c o n d i t i o n 
20 , John L o c k e , An Essay Conce rn ing Human U n d e r s t a n d i n g . 

Ed. A. D. E r a s e r , C la rendon P r e s s , O x f o r d . 1984. 

2 1 , H'.E. A l l i s o n : ' L o c k e ' s Theory o f P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y - A 
r e - e x a m i n a t i o n ' - Locke On Human U n d e r s t a n d i n g . OUP. 

22 , Antony F lew, Locke and t h e P rob lem o f P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y 
Readings i n t h e P h i l o s o p h y o f R e l i g i o n . P r e n t i c e H a l l . 1 9 7 4 , 

23 , HI, E, A l l i s o n , Op. c i t . 
24 , JL J a c k i e , Prob lems f rom Lo ck e. CI a rendon P r e s s , O x f o r d , 1 976 , 
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d e t e r m i n i n g t h e i d e n t i t y o f a t h i n g v/ary a c c o r d i n g to t h e k i n d 

o f t h i n g i n q u e s t i o n . 

The i d e n t i t y o f p e r s o n , u n l i k e t h e i d e n t i t y o f man, 

Locke says , c o n s i s t s i n t he sameness o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s , Locke 

l i k e D e s c a r t e s b e l i e v e s t h a t c o n s c i o u s n e s s n e c e s s a r i l y e n t a i l s 

s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . Whenever we t h i n k o r f e e l o r m e d i t a t e , we 

know we a re d o i n g t h i e g L o c k e ' s v iew i s t h a t i t i s by t h i s 

s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s t h a t each o f us c o n s i d e r s h i m s e l f as one 

p e r s i s t e n t t h i n k i n g t h i n g . Hence t h i s s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s c o n ­

s t i t u t e s t h e essence o f p e r s o n and i t i s t h e i d e n t i t y o f t h i s 

c o n s c i o u s n e s s t h a t c o n s t i t u f e a s p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . As f a r as 

t h i s c o n s c i o u s n e s s can be e x t e n d e d backwards , i t c o n s t i t u t e s 

t h e same p e r s o n . 

As a r i v a l to t h e p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y c r i t e ­

r i o n , b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y has been p u t f o r w a r d i n t h e p h i l o s o p h i ­

c a l l i t e r a t u r e on t h e p r o b l e m o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . I n t h i s 

case , b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y i s d e f i n e d i n t e rms o f t h e s p a t i o - t e m p o ­

r a l c o n t i n u i t y o f t he body and no t i t s s i m i l a r i t y . P h i l o s o p h e r s 

l i k e A, J , Ayer , Terence Penelhum and B e r n a r d W i l l i a m s 

a t t a c h g r e a t e r i m p o r t a n c e to s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y t h a n 

p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y c r i t e r i o n . As m e n t i o n e d e a r l i e r , Ayer 

25 , V ibha C h a t u r v e d i , D p , c i t , p . 5 7 . 

26 , A , J , A y e r , Op. c i t , p . 1 1 6 . 

27, Terence Penelhum 'Personal Identity' 
Encyclopaedia of Philosophy.Ed,Paul Edwards, p.101. 

28, Bernard Williams, 'Personal Identity and Individuation' 
Problems of the Self. Cambridge University Press.1973,p.115 
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a d v o c a t e s t h a t s e l f i s a s e r i e s o f e x p e r i e n c e s , b u t he says , 

t h e e x p e r i e n c e s a re no t owned by a p u r e ego. They b e l o n g to one 

s e l f i n v i r t u e o f t h e i r causa l dependence upon the body by 

w h i c h a p e r s o n i s i d e n t i f i e d . Hence I d e n t i t y o f t h e s e l f d e ­

pends upon i d e n t i t y o f t h e body , Penelhum l i k e Ayer a l s o r e ­

ga rds b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y as b o t h necessa ry and a s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i ­

t i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y , w h i l e B e r n a r d W i l l i a m s r e g a r d s i t 

as a necessary c o n d i t i o n o f i t . 

A ma jo r d i f f i c u l t y f o r s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y 

c r i t e r i o n a r i s e s f rom the supposed cases o f a p e r s o n ' s s u r v i v a l 

a f t e r b o d i l y d e a t h . I n many r e l i g i o n s , p e r h a p s , i n a lmos t a l l 

r e l i g i o n s t h e b e l i e f i n i m m o r t a l i t y i s e x p r e s s e d i n v a r i o u s 

fo rms - i t i s t he p i v o t , we can say, round w h i c h a l m o s t a l l t h e 

r e l i g i o u s t e a c h i n g s r e v o l v e . V a r i o u s a rguments have been advan ­

ced to s u p p o r t t he d o c t r i n e o f s u r v i v a l . But p h i l o s o p h e r s a r ­

gue t h a t t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f such s u r v i v a l i s c e r t a i n l y no t l o -

29 g i c a l l y s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y . For example , P , F , S t r a w s o n and 

A rms t rong a d m i t t he p o s s i b i l i t y o f d i s e m b o d i e d e x i s t e n c e even 

though they a re c r i t i c o f C a r t e s i a n d u a l i s m and m a t e r i a l i s t 

r e s p e c t i v e l y . I f d i s e m b o d i e d e x i s t e n c e o r s u r v i v a l a f t e r b o d i l y 

d e a t h i s l o g i c a l l y c o n s i s t e n t t h e n t h e r e i s a d i f f i c u l t y f o r 

s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y c r i t e r i o n , because t h e n t h i s p o s s i ­

b i l i t y canno t be r u l e d o u t ap r i o r i . But i f b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y i s 

29. P. F. S t rawson , I n d i v i d u a l s. Plethuen. London . 19 59. p . 1 1 5 , 

30 , 0. r i . A r m s t r o n g , A n a t e r i a l i s t Theory o f n i n d . l 9 B e . p . 1 9 . 
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a necessary condition of personal identity then it becomes 

self-contradictory to say that persons survive bodily death. 

We find that none of the criteria proposed by dif­

ferent philosophers are ab-le to provide a clear and definite 

answer in all the cases. Some philosophers have taken psycho­

logical continuity, specially, memory to be both a necessary 

and a sufficient condition of personal identity, while some 

other philosophers consider Bodily-identity to be a necessary 

condition of personal identity, but only few regard it to be 

a sufficient condition also. There are another group of phi­

losophers who emphasises the identity of brain in the context 

of personal identity because it is the seat of memory and 

other psychological capacities of a person, What these diffiQ 

culties are, whether they can be removed and if so, how. These 

are some of the questions we are going to deal with in the 

present thesis, 

OBJECTIVE OF THE THESIS: 

Ever since the time of Locke and Descartes, philo­

sophers seem to have discussed two different though not unrela­

ted questions under the title 'Personal Identity', One is the 

question about the Unity of the Self and the other is the ques-

tionabout its Identity, The former question arises from the ob­

servation that a vast variety of experiences - sensations, de­

sires, thoughts, emotions, etc. - seem to be united in a per-
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son: they are all his experiences, exist in a single (his) 

mind. What is it that unites all these experiences? Is it 

some thing that relates them to one another in some specific 

manner? Or is it so by virtue of their relation to an entity 

which is not an experience, namely, a Self or a Brain or some 

other thing? 

The question about Identity, on the other hand, 

arises from certain unusual cases imagined both by philoso­

phers and science-fiction writers, such as the cases of rein­

carnation or brain-transplantation. These cases raise the 

question how, in principle, we should settle disputes about 

personal identity. In effect, it asks for what is essential 

to a person being the person he is. 

The philosophers of Cartesian persuasion seem to 

treat these two questions as though they were the two versions 

of the same question. In the present thesis, it is my attempt 

to show that not only they are different, but when the ques­

tion about Identity is settled, the question about Unity ap­

pears to be a spurious one. 

METHODOLOGY: 

The materials collected for the present thesis are 

mainly drawn from secondary sources which include published 

books borrowed from the Libraries, works and researches done 
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on subjects relating to the topic collected from various 

sources. All these materials are read, analysed and examined, 

various theories put forward by different philosophers are 

studied having the objectives of the present thesis in mind 

and these materials are employed to shou the extent to which 

the attempts of various philosophers have ended in a more or 

less failure in providing satisfactory answers thus streng­

thening my options and conclusions which, I think, are'rela-

vant for our day to day life. Discussions with my Supervisor 

on the topic have made major contributions and my own contem­

plation and conclusions arrived at have made a very important 

contribution to the present thesis, 

CHAPTERIZATION: 

With a view to achieving the objectives of the 

present thesis, the thesis is divided into different chapters 

with each chapter having a sub-title of its own. The following 

are the chapters with their titles in. this thesis: 

Chapter I : Introduction 

This Chapter is an introduction to the problem. 

Here a brief account of the major questions and problems in 

the context of Personal Identity are highlighted and discussed. 

Some of the existing theories relating to the topic put forward 

by different philosophers and a review of literature regarding 
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the subject of the present thesis are given in a gist. 

Chapter II : Hume On the Unity of Nind 

This chapter deals with the question about the 

unity of mind with special reference to David Hume and his 

followers. In his attempt to solve the problem of Identity, 

Hume tried to give an answer to the unity of a person's expe­

riences. If the unity question is satisfactorily dealt' with, 

Hume expected, that the Identity question will be automatical­

ly dissolved. This chapter deals with how Hume, according to 

my opinion, has failed in his attempt and why. 

Chapter III : Criteria of Personal Identity 

In this chapter, different theories of the Cri­

teria of Personal Identity are discussed at great length. 

Theories of self can be divided into three - theories which 

identify the self with the body; theories which take the con­

cept of the self to be primitive and not to be explained in 

terms of anything else, and theories which explain the self in 

terms of various mental relations. To certain extent, the cri­

teria of personal identity are the same as what they are cri­

teria of. By criterion, it means, 'which is logically nece­

ssary and sufficient condition' for identity of a person. In 

an attempt to find out this kind of criterion, different theo­

ries are examined and this chapter provides whether such cri-
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t e r i o n e x i s t s o r no t and what c o n c l u s i o n ue a r r i v e a t and why. 

Chapter lU : P a r f i t On S u r v i v a l W i t h o u t I d e n t i t y 

T h i s c h a p t e r d e a l s w i t h t he case o f s u r v i v a l w i t h ­

o u t i d e n t i t y w i t h s p e c i a l r e f e r e n c e to Derek P a r f i t . The case 

o f b r a i n - b i s e c t i o n as sugges ted by Dav id W igg ins seems to have 

s h a t t e r e d t h e o r d i n a r y n o t i o n o f t h e s e l f , a s i m p l e s u b s t a n c e . 

Since I d e n t i t y i s one -one r e l a t i o n , i t canno t be a p p l i e d to 

W i g g i n s ' s case because i n t h i s case the r e l a t i o n o f t h e two r e ­

s u l t i n g p e o p l e and t h e o r i g i n a l p e r s o n i s o n e - t w o . I n t h i s 

c h a p t e r , I t a l k abou t how we are to compromise w i t h such e x ­

t r a o r d i n a r y cases o f s u r v i v a l and how o u r o r d i n a r y concep t o f 

s e l f i s no t equ ipped to dea l w i t h such c a s e s . 

Chapter \J : C o n c l u s i o n 

T h i s c h a p t e r i s t h e c o n c l u s i o n and i t embodies 

t h e summary o f t h e p r e c e d i n g c h a p t e r s a l o n g w i t h t h e c o n c l u ­

s i o n a r r i v e d a t i n t h i s t h e s i s . 
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CHAPTER I I 

HUriE ON THE UNITY OF niND 

I n t he p r e s e n t c h a p t e r I w i l l t r y to e x p l a i n and 

answer what I ha\ie c a l l e d the U n i t y q u e s t i o n w i t h s p e c i a l r e ­

f e r e n c e to i t s most sem ina l t h e s i s wh i ch i s to be found i n 

Dav id Hume. rHodern P h i l o s o p h y o f t h e West has been done m o s t l y 

w i t h i n t h e f ramework o f C a r t e s i a n e p i s t e m o l o g y w h i c h i s r o o t e d 

i n t h e d u a l i s t i c c o n c e p t i o n o f man p r e s e n t e d by Rene D e s c a r t e s , 

W i t h i n t h i s f ramework p h i l o s o p h e r s who have w r i t t e n on the p r o ­

b lems o f P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y have r a i s e d as n o t e d e a r l i e r to two 

d i s t i n c t q u e s t i o n s : t he f i r s t q u e s t i o n i s r a i s e d by Dav id Hume, 

'What u n i t e s a p e r s o n ' s p r e s e n t e x p e r i e n c e s w i t h h i s p a s t e x p e ­

r i e n c e s ? ' , 

The second q u e s t i o n wh i ch Hume's f i r s t q u e s t i o n i s 

supposed to answer i s what i s e s s e n t i a l to a p e r s o n b e i n g the 

p e r s o n he i s . Of c o u r s e the two q u e s t i o n s a re r e l a t e d i n t h e 

sense t h a t i f t h e second q u e s t i o n i s answered s a t i s f a c t o r i l y , 

t h e f i r s t one i s r e n d e r e d s p u r i o u s . The f i r s t i s what I have 

c a l l e d the U n i t y q u e s t i o n because i t d e a l s w i t h t h e p r i n c i p l e s 

o f c o - e x i s t e n c e and t h e u n i t y o f a number o f d i f f e r e n t and d i s ­

t i n c t e x p e r i e n c e s w h i c h a p e r s o n unde rgoes i n h i s l i f e t i m e -

f e e l i n g s , t h o u g h t s , d e s i r e s , e t c , - i n the c o n s t i t u t i o n o f i n ­

d i v i d u a l human p e r s o n . 
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The U n i t y q u e s t i o n r e q u i r e s us to s p e l l o u t what 

i f a n y t h i n g i s common to t he g r e a t v a r i e t y o f e x p e r i e n c e s wh ich 

we have i n day to day l i f e , lilhat i s common w i l l be what u n i t e s 

them. Two l i n e s o f t h o u g h t have been p u r s u e d i n t h i s r e g a r d : 

( i ) Some p h i l o s o p h e r s have m a i n t a i n e d t h a t t h e u n i t y o f 

e x p e r i e n c e s i n a p e r s o n ( i . e . u n i t y o f a p e r s o n qua ' S e l f ' ) con­

s i s t s i n the f a c t t h a t t h e e x p e r i e n c e s a re r e l a t e d to one a n o ­

t h e r i n a p a r t i c u l a r w a y ( f o r example , C a u s a l i t y ) , 

( i i ) O the r p h i l o s o p h e r s , however , have t r i e d to show t h a t 

t h e u n i t y i n q u e s t i o n i s due to t h e f a c t t h a t a l l t h e e x p e r i e n ­

ces o f a p e r s o n a r e r e l a t e d to some e n t i t y w h i c h i t s e l f i s no t 

an e x p e r i e n c e such as a S e l f o r a B r a i n , 

I n h i s a c c o u n t , Hume i s a t t a c k i n g t h e v iew t h a t we 

a r e eve ry moment c o n s c i o u s o f what we c a l l 'SELF' and i n d o i n g 

t h i s he p r o v i d e s t h e answer to t h e u n i t y q u e s t i o n , t h a t i s the 

q u e s t i o n ' l i ihat i s i t f o r a v a r i e t y o f e x p e r i e n c e s a l l to be one 

p e r s o n ' s e x p e r i e n c e s ? ' ( A l l o r what amounts to t h e same, what 

makes him one p e r s o n ) . So, i n what f o l l o w s I have to e x p l a i n 

two t h i n g s : F i r s t , what v iew Hume i s a t t a c k i n g and second , what 

i s h i s own answer to t he U n i t y q u e s t i o n w h i c h f o l l o w s upon h i s 

a t t a c k , 

Some p h i l o s o p h e r s have t h e v iew t h a t we a re d i r e c t ­

l y o r i m m e d i a t e l y aware o f o u r s e l v e s , t h a t 'We a re eve ry moment 

i n t i m a t e l y c o n s c i o u s o f what we c a l l ou r SELF; t h a t we f e e l i t s 
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1 
e x i s t e n c e and c o n t i n u a n c e i n e x i s t e n c e . ' I n o t h e r words , by 

r e f l e c t i n g upon my p r e s e n t s e l f and my s e l f , say, t w e n t y yea rs 

ago, I see them to be one and the same s e l f . T h i s vuould r e q u i r e 

t h a t - ( a ) I be c o n s c i o u s o f my p r e s e n t S e l f , 

( b ) I be c o n s c i o u s o f t h e S e l f t w e n t y y e a r s ago, 

( c ) I d i s c e r n t h a t t h e two s e l v e s a re i d e n t i c a l . 

I t i s t h e l a s t a c t w h i c h Hume seems to have i n mind when he 

t a l k s o f f e e l i n g t h e S e l f ' s ' c o n t i n u a n c e i n e x i s t e n c e ' . 

I f what t h e s e p h i l o s o p h e r s ' v iew i s t r u e , t hen i t 

wou ld be p o s s i b l e f o r us to ge t t h e i d e a o f t h e S e l f d i r e c t l y 

f r om the senses , j u s t as we ge t t h e i d e a o f c o l o u r , say , r ed 

o r g r e e n . But Hume says t h a t t h i s i s n o t t h e c a s e . I n normal 

s e n s e - e x p e r i e n c e s , i t i s n e c e s s a r y to have t h e i m p r e s s i o n o f X 

i f we a r e to ge t t h e Idea o f X. By ' i m p r e s s i o n s ' Hume means o u r 

immed ia te s e n s a t i o n s , p a s s i o n s , and e m o t i o n s , t he immed ia te d a ­

t a o f s e e i n g , t o u c h i n g , h e a r i n g , d e s i r i n g , l o v i n g , h a t i n g , e t c . 

And ' i d e a s ' a r e c o p i e s o r f a i n t images o f i m p r e s s i o n s , Hume 

says t h a t t h e d i f f e r e n c e between i m p r e s s i o n s and i d e a s i s i n 

t h e g r e a t e r f o r c e and l i v e l i n e s s of i m p r e s s i o n s . I m p r e s s i o n s 

e n t e r o u r c o n s c i o u s n e s s w i t h more ' f o r c e and v i o l e n c e ' . By c o n ­

t r a s t , i d e a s a re o n l y images o f o u r i m p r e s s i o n s , w h i c h o c c u r 

i n o u r t h i n k i n g , r e a s o n i n g and remember i ng . 

For examp le , i f you l o o k a t t h e room you a re i n , 

you have an i m p r e s s i o n o f i t , s e n s a t i o n s o f i t s s i z e , i t s 

I . D a v i d Hume, A T r e a t i s e o f Human N a t u r e . 
Ed, L, A. S e l b y - B i g g e , O x f o r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s , 1 9 5 8 , p. 2 5 1 . 
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c h a i r s , t a b l e s , c a r p e t and o t h e r f u r n i s h i n g s , t h e c o l o u r o f i t s 

m a i l s , i t s u indo ius , t h e t i c k i n g o f t he C l o c k . Hume l o o k s a t h i s 

oujn room and he s a y s , 

"When I shu t my eyes and t h i n k o f my chamber t he 

i d e a s I fo rm a re e x a c t r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s o f t he 

i m p r e s s i o n s I f e l t ; nor i s t h e r e any c i r c u m ­

s t a n c e o f t h e one wh i ch i s n o t i n t he o t h e r . . . . 

i d e a s and i m p r e s s i o n s appear a lways to c o r r e s -

pond to each o t h e r " . 

Hume q u i c k l y sees , howeuer , t h a t he has been ' c a r r i e d away too 

f a r ' by t h e p r i n c i p l e t h a t i d e a s and i m p r e s s i o n s a lways c o r r e s ­

pond to each o t h e r , s i n c e the r u l e does no t seem to h o l d f o r 

complex i d e a s . For t h i s r eason Hume now makes a d i s t i n c t i o n 

between s i m p l e and complex i m p r e s s i o n s and t h e s i m p l e and com­

p l e x i d e a s wh i ch a r e images o f them, fly p e r c e p t i o n o f red c o ­

l o u r i s a s i m p l e i m p r e s s i o n , and my r e c o l l e c t i o n o f t h i s . red 

c o l o u r i s a s i m p l e i d e a . "The r u l e here h o l d s w i t h o u t e x c e p t i o n , 

t h a t eve ry s i m p l e i d e a has a s i m p l e i m p r e s s i o n w h i c h resemb les 

i t ; and eve ry s i m p l e i m p r e s s i o n , a c o r r e s p o n d e n t i d e a " . 

Our p e r c e p t i o n o f a b i g b r i g h t l y i l l u m i n a t e d C i t y , 

say , New D e l h i , f rom an Ae rop lane d u r i n g t h e n i g h t t i m e i s an 

i m p r e s s i o n t o o , b u t a v e r y complex one , c o n s i s t i n g o f many sen­

s a t i o n s o f da r kness and l i g h t s , b l a c k n e s s and y e l l o w g l o b e s o f 

2 . The P h i l o s o p h y o f Dav id Hume ( e d . V. C. Chappe l l ) 
"̂ '"A T r e a t i se o f Human Na tu re ' p . 2 7 . 
Random H o u s e , I n c . 1963. 

3 , I b i d , p , 2 7 . 
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l amps , w h i t e marb le g r a y i s h i n shadows, s t r e t c h i n g o u t i n t o t he 

v/ast w ings o f t he b u i l d i n g ; i t i s a complex i m p r e s s i o n and ou r 

r e c o l l e c t i o n o f i t i s a complex i d e a . Hume a d m i t s t h a t i t i s 

p r o b a b l y n o t t he case t h a t my complex i d e a c o r r e s p o n d s i n a l l 

i t s d e t a i l s to t h e o r i g i n a l complex i m p r e s s i o n . 

A l s o , Hume a s k s , what i f I i m a g i n e a c i t y ? Hume h i m ­

s e l f g i v e s the examp le . " I can i m a g i n e to m y s e l f such a c i t y as 

t h e new J e r u s a l e m , whose pavement i s g o l d and w a l l s a re r u b i e s , 

t hough I never saw any s u c h " . I s t h i s n o t t he case o f a complex 

i d e a w i t h o u t a c o r r e s p o n d i n g i m p r e s s i o n ? But t h i s complex i dea 

( f o r examp le , g o l d , w a l l s , r u b i e s ) o u t o f wh i ch the i m a g i n a t i o n 

has f a b r i c a t e d i t . And we can show, says Hume, t h a t eve ry one 

o f i t s s i m p l e i d e a s has a s i m p l e i m p r e s s i o n wh i ch i t r e s e m b l e s . 

Hume i s mak ing an i m p o r t a n t e m p i r i c i s t a rgument 

he re - t h a t we canno t know a n y t h i n g w h i c h we have n o t had a 

p r i o r i m p r e s s i o n o f i n sensory e x p e r i e n c e . Even i n o u r r e l i g i o u s 

f a n t a s i e s o f a new w o r l d i n o u t e r space , we canno t i m a g i n e a n y ­

t h i n g w h i c h we have n o t had an i m p r e s s i o n o f i n senso ry e x p e ­

r i e n c e . F i n a l l y , on the m a t t e r o f complex i d e a s , w h i l e they may 

n o t c o r r e s p o n d to a l l t h e d e t a i l s o f an i m m e d i a t e i m p r e s s i o n , 

t h e r u l e does h o l d , says Hume, f o r a l l o u r s i m p l e i m p r e s s i o n s , 

t h a t eve ry s i m p l e i d e a has a s i m p l e i m p r e s s i o n w h i c h p r e c e d e s 

i t and eve ry s i m p l e i m p r e s s i o n has a c o r r e s p o n d e n t i d e a . 

A. I b i d . , p . 2 7 . 
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The fundamental principle that Hume sees and has 

established is this: "All our simple ideas in their first appea­

rance are derived from simple impressions which are correspon­

dent to them and which they exactly represent". In short, all 

ideas are copied from impressions. Now it is true that each of 

us has an idea of himself as one thing or being that remains 

the same throughout his life time. This being the case, there­

fore, any impression that alone could give rise to such an idea 

would itself have to remain constant and invariable throughout 

a whole life. But there is no surh impression. 

When we examine the impressions of the external ob­

jects that come to our mind through sense-experience, we find 

that impressions succeed and follow one another in rapidly chan­

ging sequences, with none of them remaining constant for more 

than a moment. Even if one of these impressions were an impres­

sion of the Self at a particular time, and some of the others 

were impressions of the Self at different times, still the idea 

of the Self as something that endures for a life-time without 

interruption would not be a mere copy or correlate of any one 

impression. So the idea of the Self is not directly derived from 

the senses. 

It is the case that in our normal day to day conver­

sations, we talk and act as if there is a thing or a being which 

we call our 'self'. Statements like 'my body, my hand, my feet, ' 

5. Ibid., p.28. 
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seem to convey that there is a being or a self which owns the 

body, the hand and the feet. The physical entities which the ' so 

called being or self owns can be seen and felt, but the owner 

(Self or Being) cannot be seen and felt. It is not subject to 

sense-experiences. If this were the case, then, what guarantee 

do we have for the existence of the so called Self by looking 

into ourselves? When we 'look into ' ourselves to see what we 

are 'aware o f , what do we find? Hume's answer to this q.uestion 

is thought-provoking: 

"For my part, when I enter most intimately into 

what I call Imyself, I always stumble on some 

particular perception or other, of heat or cold, 

light or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure, 

I can never catch myself at any time without a 

perception, and never can observe any thing but 

the perception...." 

According to Hume, when we look into ourselves, all there is to 

be observed is a sequence of perceptions. There is nothing else 

going on. For me to think, to see, to love, to hate and so on, 

is just for certain perceptions to be occuring. Hume says that 

he can never find anything that is invariable and uninterrupted. 

All that we can ever find is 'a bundle or collection of diffe­

rent perceptions, which succeed each other with an inconceivable 

7 rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux and movement'. 

6, David Hume, Dp.cit, p.252. 

7. Ibid., p.252. 
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The above observations are connected with Hume's 

real reason for denying the continued existence of an invaria­

ble self. We have to remember that Hume was an empiricist. On 

empiricist principles we cannot claim to have any knowledge of 

the self as a unity, as permanent and continuous, but only as 

a series of perceptions. Being an empiricist philosopher, Hume 

believes that all our ideas are derived from experience, Hume, 

in effect, denies that we have a valid idea of the self. Strict­

ly speaking, Hume cannot claim that the flux of our perceptions 

have even the unity of a bundle. 

If we had en idea of the self there would have to be 

an impression of the self from which the idea is derived. But an 

impression of the self would have to have qualities which no im­

pression does have. This is so because the Self is supposed to 

'continue invariably the same through the whole course of our 

lives'. But experience does not give us an impression which con­

tinues invariably the same. 

But this way of rendering the problem suffers due to 

Hume's commitment to his empiricism. For Hume recognises that 

'self or a person is. . . . that to which our several impressions 

and ideas are supposed to have a reference', and yet, he treats 

the question 'Is there a self?' as though it were a question 

about something which could be observed in experience. When he 

says, 'I Can never catch my self at any time without a perception' 
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( see above) he g i v e s t he i m p r e s s i o n as though he h a l f e x p e c t e d 

t o f i n d some th ing w h i c h he c o u l d c a l l h i s ' S e l f . The a b s u r d i t y 

o f t h i s e x p e c t a t i o n comes o u t i f we i m a g i n e a c t u a l l y f i n d i n g 

' s o m e t h i n g s i m p l e and c o n t i n u e d ' w h e n we i n t r o s p e c t e d . Would we 

want to c a l l i t o n e ' s ' s e l f ? Suppos ing I r e a l i s e t h a t I have 

had a m i l d c h e s t p a i n f o r n e a r l y two y e a r s , why s h o u l d I want 

to i d e n t i f y t h i s ' s i m p l e and c o n t i n u e d ' i m p r e s s i o n w i t h me_ o r 

my ' s e l f ? 

The same i s t r u e when we r e f l e c t on t h e so c a l l e d 

e x t e r n a l o b j e c t s as w e l l . 'Our i d e a s o f b o d i e s a r e n o t h i n g b u t 

c o l l e c t i o n s fo rmed by the mind o f t h e i d e a s o f t h e s e v e r a l d i s ­

t i n c t s e n s i b l e q u a l i t i e s , o f wh i ch o b j e c t s a re composed, and 

w h i c h we f i n d to have a c o n s t a n t u n i o n w i t h each o t h e r . . . ' The 

i d e n t i t y o f o b j e c t t h r o u g h t i m e i s no t s o m e t h i n g we eve r f i n d 

i n o u r e x p e r i e n c e . We f i n d o n l y c o l l e c t i o n s o f p e r c e p t i o n s , b u t 

we ' r e g a r d t h e compound, w h i c h t hey f o r m , as ONE t h i n g , and as 
g 

continuing the SAME under very considerable alterations,..' . 

So we can say that the Identity of selves and of external bodies 

is something we merely attribute to them as a result of various 

operations of the imagination. It is not something we directly 

observe. 

The idea that we have of identity or sameness is 

nothing but the idea of the inuariableness and uninterruptedness 

of an object through time. On the other hand, we also have an 

8, Ibid., p.252 

9, Ibid., p.219. 
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idea of diversity - of several different bodies existing either 

simultenously or in succession. According to Hume, an instance 

of the second of these ideas is really an instance of the first. 

It is a belief in both the conti nued and the di stinct existence 

of things. We believe that things continue to exist even when 

they are not being perceived. That they exist independently of 

their being perceived by anyone. Since we have such a belief, 

we must have an idea of an enduring, independent world, and so 

there must be some intelligible way in which we come to have 

that idea and that belief. 

Our minds are so constituted that we find it natural 

to regard a succession of resembling perceptions as one conti-

nously existing thing. Yet if we consider that succession at 

two distinct moments we cannot avoid concluding that we are pre­

sented with different things and thus with an instance of diver­

sity. The inclination to regard it as one which is invariable 

and uninterrupted is so strong, however, that we cannot but 

yield to it. 

How then do we come by a warranted belief in the ex­

istence of physical objects having the perceptible properties 

with which we normally credit them? The phenomena of constancy 

and coherence, Hume says, which he invokes to explain how we 

fall into the illusion of supposing our perceptions to have a 

continued and distinct existence, can be regarded instead as 
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a f f o r d i n g an adequa te b a s i s f o r an i m a g i n a t i v e t r a n s f o r m a t i o n 

o f s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n s , o r p e r c e p t s , as f o l l o w i n g R u s s e l l , i n t o 

t h e c o n s t i t u e n t s o f t h e p h y s i c a l w o r l d o f common sense . 

10 
I n h i s book 'The Prob lems o f P h i l o s o p h y ' R u s s e l l 

makes a d i s t i n c t i o n r e g a r d i n g ou r knowledge i n t o - Knowledge by 

A c q u a i n t a n c e , and , Knowledge by D e s c r i p t i o n , By the f o r m e r , he 

means t h e k i n d o f know ledge we have o f a n y t h i n g we a re d i r e c t l y 

aware o f w i t h o u r senses , w i t h o u t t he i n t e r m e d i a r y o f any p r o ­

cess o f i n f e r e n c e o r any know ledge o f t r u t h s . For examp le , what 

I i m m e d i a t e l y c o n s c i o u s o f when I am s e e i n g and t o u c h i n g my Ta­

b l e i s 'Knowledge o f t he t a b l e by A c q u a i n t a n c e ' , 

My know ledge o f the Tab le as a p h y s i c a l o b j e c t , on 

the o t h e r hand, i s no t d i r e c t k n o w l e d g e . I t i s a k i n d o f know­

l e d g e w h i c h i s d e r i v e d o r a b s t r a c t e d f rom a c q u a i n t a n c e w i t h t he 

s e n s e - d a t a t h a t make up the appearance o f t h e t a b l e . The k i n d 

o f knowledge we have as a r e s u l t o f o u r judgment o r c o n c l u s i o n 

abou t what o u r s e n s e - d a t a g i v e to us i s what R u s s e l l c a l l s 'Know­

l e d g e by D e s c r i p t i o n ' , For example , o u r know ledge l i k e T a b l e , 

c h a i r s , Sun, PHoon, e t c . , a re ' know ledge by d e s c r i p t i o n ' . What­

eve r we can be a c q u a i n t e d w i t h , R u s s e l l says , must be some th ing 

p a r t i c u l a r and e x i s t e n t . Among the o b j e c t s w i t h wh i ch we a r e 

a c q u a i n t e d a re n o t i n c l u d e d p h y s i c a l o b j e c t s (as opposed to 

s e n s e - d a t a ) , nor o t h e r p e o p l e ' s m i n d s . These t h i n g s a re known 

1 0 , B e r t r a n d R u s s e l l , P rob lems o f P h i l o s o p h y , 
O x f o r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1973. pages 2 5 - 3 2 . 
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to us by what R u s s e l l c a l l s 'Knowledge by D e s c r i p t i o n ' . 

R u s s e l l says , ' A l l o u r know ledge b o t h knowledge o f 

t h i n g s and know ledge o f t r u t h s , r e s t s upon a c q u a i n t a n c e as i t s 

f o u n d a t i o n ' . Sense-da ta a re among t h e t h i n g s w i t h wh i ch we 

a r e a c q u a i n t e d . But ou r know ledge i s n o t c o n f i n e d w i t h i n the 

r e a l m o f s e n s e - d a t a a l o n e . I f t h i s were t h e case , we w i l l know 

o n l y what i s now p r e s e n t to o u r senses . We have ' a b s t r a c t 

i d e a s ' wh i ch a re d e r i v e d f rom ou r s e n s e - d a t a , f̂ o r R u s s e l l , He-

mory ' p l a y s an i m p o r t a n t r o l e i n t he f o r m a t i o n o f o u r knowledge 

r e g a r d i n g the p a s t . And by I n t r o s p e c t i o n , we can be aware o f 

o u r a c t s - t h a t i s , we can be aware o f o u r ' s e e i n g o b j e c t s ' , I 

see the Sun and by i n t r o s p e c t i o n , I become aware o f my ' s e e i n g 

t h e Sun'o 

'When I am a c q u a i n t e d w i t h 'my s e e i n g t h e Sun' i t 

seems p l a i n t h a t I am a c q u a i n t e d w i t h two d i f f e r e n t t h i n g s i n 

r e l a t i o n to each o t h e r . On the one hand, t h e r e i s t h e s e n s e -

datum w h i c h r e p r e s e n t s t he Sun to me, on t h e o t h e r hand, t h e r e 

i s t h a t wh i ch sees t h i s s e n s e - d a t u m . A l l a c q u a i n t a n c e s , such as 

my a c q u a i n t a n c e w i t h t h e sense -da tum wh i ch r e p r e s e n t s t h e sun , 

seems o b v i o u s l y a r e l a t i o n between the p e r s o n a c q u a i n t e d and 

the o b j e c t w i t h w h i c h t h e p e r s o n i s a c q u a i n t e d . When a case o f 

a c q u a i n t a n c e i s one w i t h wh i ch I can be a c q u a i n t e d (as I am 

a c q u a i n t e d w i t h my a c q u a i n t a n c e w i t h t he sense -da tum r e p r e s e n -

1 1 . I b i d . , page 27 . 
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t i n g the Sun) , i t i s p l a i n t h a t t he p e r s o n a c q u a i n t e d i s m y s e l f . 

Thus, when I am a c q u a i n t e d w i t h my s e e i n g the sun , t he whole 

f a c t w i t h wh ich I am a c q u a i n t e d i s ' S e l f - a c q u a i n t e d - w i t h - s e n s e -

d a t u m ' , 

We can sum up R u s s e l l ' s p o i n t s l i k e t h i s : - o u r senses 

g i v e us a k i n d o f raw m a t e r i a l s . For example , t he s e n s e - d a t a I 

have when I see o r t o u c h a t a b l e i s i n R u s s e l l ' s t e r m i n o l o g y 

'Knowledge by a c q u a i n t a n c e ' . Then^on the b a s i s o f t hese sense -

d a t a , my reason makes a c o n c l u s i o n t h a t t h a t w h i c h g i v e s me 

t h e s e s e n s e - d a t a must be a p h y s i c a l o b j e c t , namely , a t a b l e . 

T h i s knowledge o f p h y s i c a l o b j e c t i s Knowledge by D e s c r i p t i o n , 

By i n t r o s p e c t i o n , I become aware o f my ' s e e i n g and t o u c h i n g the 

t a b l e ' , R u s s e l l c o n c l u d e s t h a t i t i s p r o b a b l e , t hough no t c e r ­

t a i n , t h a t we have a c q u a i n t a n c e w i t h S e l f , as t h a t w h i c h i s 

aware o f t h i n g s o r has d e s i r e s t owa rds t h i n g s . 

I t i s v e r y n a t u r a l to i n v e n t s o m e t h i n g t h a t does 

rema in c o n s t a n t and i n v a r i a b l e and u n i n t e r r u p t e d t h r o u g h o u t t he 

s u c c e s s i v e changes , s o m e t h i n g t h a t i s n o t d i r e c t l y a c c e s s i b l e 

to o b s e r v a t i o n . T h i s , t h e p h i l o s o p h e r s o f t h e p a s t , c a l l a 

Subs tance , o r i n case o f p e r s o n s , a Soul o r Sel f« Thus t h e c o n ­

f l i c t between i d e n t i t y and d i v e r s i t y i s a p p a r e n t l y r e s o l v e d . 

E v e r y t h i n g we a re aware o f - the sequence o f p e r c e p t i o n s - i s 

v a r i a b l e and i n t e r r u p t e d ; b u t t h e r e i s t h o u g h t to be someth ing 

1 2 , I b i d . , page 27. 
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else, the Substance, that remains invariable and uninterrupted 

throughout those changes. The 'accidents' that 'inhere' in the 

sub.stance change, while the substance remains the same through­

out time. 

For Hume, the notion of Substance is a mere philoso­

pher's invention which is both unintelligible and unnecessary. 

However, it is very easy for us to fall into using it when.we 

reflect on our ideas of individual things. It is clearly an in­

vention, according to Hume, since all the objects we regard as 

having a continuous identity are in reality nothing but a suc­

cession of parts connected by resemblance, contiguity or causa­

tion. 

The idea of substance, for Hume, as well as that of 

a mode is nothing but a collection of simple ideas that are uni­

ted by the imagination and have a particular name assigned them, 

by which we are able to recall, either to ourselves or others, 

that collection. In other words, it is not the reality that the 

object of which we have the notion of identity - something 

which exists uninterrupted and continued in existence even when 

we do not perceive its existence - even if the object really 

exists independently of our perceiving it, there is no way of 

verifying its existence except by sense-perceptions. Any object 

of perceptions to which we give identity are given identity 

because each perception we have of them in different instances 

bear resemblance among them and our reason concludes that since 
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each p e r c e p t i o n resemb les one a n o t h e r t h a t they a l l m i g h t b e ­

l o n g to one p a r t i c u l a r e x i s t e n t o b j e c t . Thus, t he n o t i o n o f 

i d e n t i t y o f an o b j e c t a r i s e s . But f o r Hume, t h i s does no t p r o v e 

whe the r the o b j e c t s r e a l l y e x i s t i n d e p e n d e n t l y o f o u r p e r c e i ­

v i n g them. The n o t i o n o f S e l f o r S e l f i d e n t i t y i s a l s o t h e 

p r o d u c t o f o u r i m a g i n a t i o n . We see p e r c e p t i o n s i n ou r m inds , we 

have memory o f t h e p a s t , so o n . Then, we c o n c l u d e Hume a r g u e s , 

t h a t t h e r e must be a c o n t i n u e d and u n i n t e r r u p t e d e n t i t y to 

w h i c h a l l t hese p e r c e p t i o n s b e l o n g . T h i s e n t i t y , he says , we 

c a l l i t ' S e l f . S ince i t i s the p r o d u c t o f o u r i m a g i n a t i o n , 

t h e r e i s no way o f p r o v i n g i t s r e a l i t y i n s e n s e - e x p e r i e n c e , e x ­

c e p t by means o f t hose s e n s e - d a t a , f e e l i n g s , s e n s a t i o n s , emo­

t i o n s , e t c . , f rom w h i c h we i n f e r t h e e x i s t e n c e o f S e l f , 

Hav ing r e j e c t e d the n o t i o n o f S e l f as a mere p h i l o ­

s o p h e r ' s i n v e n t i o n to s o l v e the p r o b l e m o f U n i t y and D i v e r s i t y 

o f o u r e x p e r i e n c e s , Hume t h u s g i v e s us h i s own answer to the 

U n i t y q u e s t i o n - ' F o r as such a s u c c e s s i o n answers e v i d e n t l y 

t o ou r n o t i o n o f d i v e r s i t y , i t can o n l y be by m i s t a k e we a s c r i b e 

to i t an i d e n t i t y ; and as the r e l a t i o n o f p a r t s , wh i ch l e a d s us 

i n t o t h i s m i s t a k e , i s r e a l l y n o t h i n g b u t a q u a l i t y , w h i c h p r o ­

duces an a s s o c i a t i o n o f i d e a s , and an easy t r a n s i t i o n o f the i m ­

a g i n a t i o n f rom one to a n o t h e r , i t can o n l y be f rom the resem­

b l a n c e , wh i ch t h i s a c t o f t h e mind b e a r s to t h a t , by wh ich we 

1 3 c o n t e m p l a t e one c o n t i n u e d o b j e c t , t h a t t h e e r r o r a r i s e s . . . ' 

1 3 , D a v i d Hume, Op. c i t , page 2 5 5 . 
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We can explain the statement mentioned before in a 

simpler way. I open my eyes and I see a table in front of me 

having four legs, made of woods, with a particular colour say 

yellow. I close my eyes and open them again, I see the table 

again which exactly resembles the one I have just seen minutes 

ago, I see it standing in front of me in the same position and 

place as the one I have seen just now. I close my eyes again 

and when I open them, I see the table which resembles the two 

tables I have just seen standing in the same place in the same 

position as those two tables. Strictly speaking, I have observed 

three tables and each table resembles one another. In fact, in 

Hume's terminology, each table has a 'quality' inheres in it­

self, which in the present example, is 'resemblance' among them, 

and this quality produces in us an association of the ideas we 

have of the three tables which our sense-perceptions have given 

to us. This quality makes an 'easy transition of the imagination' 

from one to another. This means, this particular quality of the 

tables (re.semblance) reminds (easy transition) us of the other 

two. Then, we make a conclusion that those three tables must, 

in fact, be one continued object perceived in different times. 

Then, we give an identity of an object, table. It is this qua­

lity, for Hume, from which the error of giving identity arises. 

Thus, the so called 'Identity' of an object is nothing but the 

product of our imagination which cannot be accepted as truth 

for it is not subject to sense-experience. 
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For Hume, the fiction of a substance is unintelli­

gible for it requires us to have an idea of something of which 

no idea can be formed. He says, 'There is nothing in any object, 

considered in itself, which can afford us a reason of drawing 

a conclusion beyond it.' A substance is not something with 

which we can ever be 'acquainted' in experience, and the only 

way we can represent something to ourselves is by means of 

ideas that are derived from experiences. A substance isalso 

defined as 'something which may exist by itself', but this tra­

ditional definition does not serve to distinguish substances 

from fleeting and variable perceptions which are present to 

the mind. 

Each of our perceptions is different and uniques 

from every other and from everything else in the universe. There­

fore, it is possible for us to separate every distinct thing 

from every other by means of our imagination. And since imagi­

nation of separating each of our perceptions is possible, each 

of our perceptions, we can conclude, can exist separately from 

all others, and requires nothing else to support its existence. 

The definition of the substance as 'something which 

may exist by itself', therefore, shows that each of our percep­

tions is a substance, but the very point of the doctrine of sub­

stance was to have something distinct from the perceptions on 

14. Ibid., page 139, 
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which their existence depends. This is not to say that Hume se­

riously believes that each of our perceptions is a substance. 

He has no use for the notion, and simply relies on this argu­

ment to show that the traditional distinction between substance 

and accidents does not help to make the notion of substance phi­

losophically intelligible, 

Hume goes on to say that we do not need the notion 

of substance to explain how we come to attribute identity to 

things. We make such attributions, because the passage of 

thought along a series of related but different perceptions is 

so smooth and effortless that we mistake it for 'a continued 

view of the same object'. Plany things facilitate that passage. 

If the change in what we perceive is very small and gradual, we 

hardly notice it. And smallness and gradualness are matters of 

proportion. Adding a mountain to a planet would not make us re­

gard it as a different thing, but for many bodies, changing a 

few inches would destroy our belief in its identity. 

Even when we notice great changes in the succession 

of the parts, there is an 'artifice' which still induces us to 

attribute identity. If all the parts are connected with a 'com­

mon end or purpose' the passage of the mind along the sequence 

of parts is still facilitated. As for instance, we have diffe­

rent kinds of chairs and tables, some of the tables have two 

legs, some three and some four, even their shapes and sizes 
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are v/ariant in appearance. Yet uje give to each one identity, 

that is, an identity of a chair or table. 

Hume gives us in his own words the example as such: 

'A ship, of which a considerable part has been changed by fre-

quent reparations, is still considered as the same; nor does 

the difference of the materials hinder us from ascribing an 

identity to it. The common end, in which the parts conspire, 

is the same under all their variations, and affords as easy 

transition of the imagination from one situation of the body 

to another,,.. 
15 

As in the case with all animals and vegetables, 

Hume says, this effect is even more readily forthcoming when 

the parts bear to each other the reciprocal relations of cause 

and effect. Each part has a mutual dependence on and connection 

with all the others. This makes it possible for us to allow 

that a particular tree, say, has undergone a total change of 

matter in the transition from a small sapling to a giant Oak 

1 R 

tree while remaining the same tree. This kind of ordinary 

examples give us some of the factors influencing the imagina­

tion and leading us to ascribe identity when, strictly speaking, 

we never observe it. That is just what happens in the case of 

personal identity. There is no invariable and uninterrupted 

entity that is Self or Plind, When we examine ourselves, the kind 

1 5. Ibid., page 257, 

16, Ibid., page 257. 
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of life we live nou and that of twenty years ago may be quite 

different, our attitude towards different things, our values 

and opinions, our shapes and sizes, our physical appearances 

may also have undergone a total change. That means there is no 

invariable and uninterrupted entity or Personal Identity that 

we can call Self or Plind, 

As already discussed, Hume denies any such cons­

ciousness of self. He says that introspection never gives us an 

impression of the self. Moreover, he argues that u/e cannot have 

an impression of the self, since self is not an impression but 

that to which all impressions are said to belong. The unobser-

vability of the self coupled with the unintelligibility of the 

notions of 'substance' and 'inherence', leads Hume to the con­

clusion that self is nothing but a 'bundle of perceptions'. 

These perceptions succeed each other with 'an inconceivable ra­

pidity and are in a perpetual flux and movement'. , 17 

Each perception, according to Hume, is a distinct 

existence, that is, it is logically independent of other percep­

tions. There is no logical contradiction in supposing a percep­

tion to exist although the perceptions prior to it, or coming 

after it do not exist. From this, Hume says, it follows that 

strictly speaking, the self is neither simple nor does it re­

main identical through time. There is no simplicity because 

self is a complex of perceptions, there is no identity because 

17, Ibid., page 239. 
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perceptions appear and then disappear in quick succession. The 

idea of identity according to Hume is the 'idea of an object 

that remains invariable and uninterrupted through a supposed 

1 fl 

variation of time. Since none of the perceptions that consti­

tute a self exist throughout a period of time and one percep­

tion is quickly replaced by another and different perception, 

the self cannot be said to remain identical through time, what­

ever 'natural propension' we may have to suppose this identity. 

The reason why there is a natural tendency to be­

lieve that the self remains identical throughout a person's life, 

Hume explains, can be accounted for by psychological analysis. 

The belief in the identity of the self, for Hume, is the result 

of a 'natural propension' of the imagination, which is brought 

into play be certain features of the order or series of percep­

tions that constitute a self. He says that when several diffe­

rent but related objects appear in a succession this should ac­

tually give us the idea of 'diversity'. But because of the close­

ness of the relation between members of the series, imagination 

confuses this with invariable and uninterrupted existence of 

one and the same object. The fact that the members of the series 

are related makes it easy for the imagination to pass from one 

member to another and the imagination overlooks the fact that 

what is appearing is a succession of different perceptions and 

not one object. Thus identity is ascribed to self due to confu­

sion and is a 'fiction of imagination'. It is a mistake which 

18. Ibid., page 240. 
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everybody makes and cannot get rid of. 

Hume's theory of personal identity is generally re­

garded as an interesting failure. Not only his critics, but Hume 

himself felt dissatisfied with his theory and termed it as a 

1 9 'labyrinth', Wittgenstein in his book 'Investigations' says, 

'Really you do not see the eye. And nothing in the visual field 

20 allows you to infer that it is seen with an eye'. From the 

context it is clear that what Wittgenstein here says of the eye 

he means also' to apply to the 'I', We cannot' see our own eyes 

except their reflections in the rtirror. The eyes are organs of 

sight with which we can see all kinds of things, but we cannot 

see our eyes with our own eyes. That means, the eye cannot see 

itself, but this does not imply that there is no eye. Likewise, 

the 'I' perceives and sees, the 'I' imagines and thinks, the 'I' 

searches for itself, looks for itself - and the 'I' catches the 

perceptions, feelings, emotions, etc., which are going on in 

the mind, but the 'I' cannot see or perceive itself, it cannot 

even catch itself. That is what Wittgenstein's point tries to 

say when he talks about the functions of the eyes. 

In the same line as that of Wittgenstein, H.D.Lewis 

also says that even though our 'Self' is not subject to expe­

rience, but we just know it is there. 'We are aware of ourselves 

and of our continuous identity in a way that is not dependent on 

19. David Hume, Appendix to Treatise, Volume II. 

20. L.Wittgenstein, Investigations, pages 123-'24. 
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any particular feature of our experience and that in the sense 

we hav/e thus no criteria, or need for criteria of Self Identity, 

hie are j'ust aware of our sel ues. . . . ' Just as we know and aware 

of the existence of our eyes euen though they themselves are 

not subject to sense-experience, we are just aware of ourselves. 

It is the 'seeing' which makes us aware of the existence of the 

eyes, likewise, it is the acts of feelings, of perceptions, of 

thinking, etc., that make us aware of the existence of the 'I', 

Hume does not simply yield to such examples as given 

above. He says, 'The mind is a kind of theatre, where several 

perceptions successively make their appearance; pass, re-pass, 

glide away, and mingle in an infinite variety of postures and 

situations. There is properly no simplicity in it at one time, 

nor identity in different; whatever natural propension we may 

have to imagine that simplicity and identity. The comparison of 

the theatre must not mislead us. They are the successive percep­

tions only, that constitute the mind; nor have we the most dis­

tant notion of the place where those scenes are represented, or 

of the materials, of which it is composed... , 2 2 

I f we a re to t h i n k o f a l l t hose p e r c e p t i o n s as con­

s t i t u t i n g one m ind , i t canno t be i n v i r t u e o f some r e a l connec­

t i o n s wh i ch we o b s e r v e between them. There a re no such connec -

2 1 , H .D .Lew i s , The E l u s i v e H i n d , George A l l e n & Unwin L t d . 
e d . H . n . L e w i s . London . 1969. Page 220. 

22 . Dav id Hume, O p . c i t , page 257. 
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t i o n s between p e r c e p t i o n s . 'Even the u n i o n o f cause and e f f e c t , 

when s t r i c t l y examined r e s o l v e s i t s e l f i n t o a cus tomary a s s o c i a -

t i o n o f i d e a s . . , . ' So uje a t t r i b u t e i d e n t i t y to minds o n l y b e ­

cause o f t he e f f e c t t hose d i f f e r e n t p e r c e p t i o n s have on a mind 

t h a t c o n t e m p l a t e s them. Hume's q u e s t i o n i s , t h e r e f o r e , 'What 

f e a t u r e s we c o n t e m p l a t e make us suppose t h a t they c o n s t i t u t e a 

s i n g l e m ind , and houi do t hey b r i n g abou t t h a t e f f e c t ? ' . Th i s 

i s by nou) a f a m i l i a r s o r t o f q u e s t i o n , and i t a r i s e s here f o r 

t h e same k i n d s o f r easons as p a r a l l e l q u e s t i o n s a rose abou t Cau­

s a l i t y and t h e i d e a of c o n t i n u e d and d i s t i n c t e x i s t e n c e . 

2^ I t IS t h e o p i n i o n o f Penelhuin t h a t Hume does no t 

have to a d m i t t he s u b s t a n t i v e sou l wh i ch he so s t r o n g l y r e f u t e s . 

As f a r as h i s t h e o r y o f s e l f i s c o n c e r n e d , i t seems t h a t a t 

l e a s t Hume has to a d m i t the e x i s t e n c e o f a p p r e h e n s i o n s o f o r 

r e f l e c t i o n s o v e r p e r c e p t i o n s . To m a i n t a i n c o n s i s t e n c y i n h i s 

s t a t e m e n t s , Hume w i l l have to say t h a t t hese r e f l e c t i o n s o r a p ­

p r e h e n s i o n s t h e m s e l v e s a re p e r c e p t i o n s and t h a t p e r c e p t i o n s a re 

capab le o f r e f l e c t i n g o v e r o t h e r p e r c e p t i o n s . 

W i l l i a m James t h o u g h t t h a t a p e r c e p t i o n o r an expe ­

r i e n c e can r e f l e c t o v e r a n o t h e r . A c c o r d i n g to James, t h e d i f f i ­

c u l t y w h i c h Hume f i n d s i n s u r m o u n t a b l e i s a r e s u l t o f m i s r e p r e ­

s e n t a t i o n o f f a c t s . The d i s c o n t i n u i t y o f e x p e r i e n c e s t h a t Hume 

emphas ises i s a r e s u l t o f a r t i f i c i a l a n a l y s i s and no t a f e a t u r e 

23 . I b i d . , page 260. 

24 . Terence Penelhum, Hume, n a c m i l l a n , London . 1975. p p . 8 5 - 8 8 . 
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disclosed in immediate introspective experience. Hume breaks up 

the living continuity of experience. According to James, self 

is not a sheer plurality of distinct perceptions; it is a 

'stream of consciousness'. The experiences constituting this 

stream are logically independent but there are factual relations 

of 'sensible continuity' and 'appropriation'. According to Wil­

liam James, every experience or state of consciousness 'tends 

to be a part of a personal consciousness' and 'within each per­

sonal consciousness thought is sensibly continuous . 
, 25 

Experiences form exclusive groups, one is never 

auiare of a mere experience but always of his experience. Thus 

the basic datum is not mere experience but experience belong­

ing to some personal consciousness and within each such con­

sciousness, consciousness is felt to be continuous. The present 

consciousness reaches out to and makes contact with the con­

sciousness that was. James terms this relation as 'appropria­

tion'. Since he does not accept any permanent self, James says 

that an experience appropriates another experience. Thus the 

agent which unifies the stream of one's experiences is 'the 

real, present, onlooking, remembering, judging thought' or the 

identifying 'section of the stream'. The present thought ap­

propriates those that came before it and is in its turn appro­

priated by later thoughts. The relation of appropriation when 

shorn of various metaphoric descriptions is actually reduced to 

memory. 

25, W i l l i a m James, The P r i n c i p l e s o f P sy cho lo gy . H'enry Ho l t&Co . 

26 . I b i d . , page 338. 
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Naturally it would be only a person or a self which 

is supposed to be capable of reflecting over perceptions or ex­

periences, not experiences themselves. It sounds very strange 

to say that 'an experience experiences'. Since each experience 

lasts only for a short duration, It is not at all clear hou; an 

experience can take note of or reflect over other experiences 

that have ceased to exist. Thus the difficulty in Hume's theory 

can be removed only if it is shown to be plausible that'percep­

tions can reflect over other perceptions. James says that this 

is not logically self-contradictory, hence it is possible. 

According to Hume, Identity implies that of an ob­

ject which exists uninterrupted and unchanged over a period of 

time. As far as the condition of uninterrupted or continued ex­

istence is concerned, he is correct. But why does he say that 

identity implies absence of change? Hume seems to be confusing 

between two senses of identity - 'numerical' and 'qualitative' 

identity. If two things, for instance, X and Y are said to be 

qualitatively identical, it means that they are similar. But it 

does not imply their numerical identity. When something at a 

later time is said to have remained qualitatively the same, it 

implies that it has remained unchanged till this time. Numeri­

cal identity does not imply qualitative identity unless the very 

concept of the object to which identity is being applied is such 

that in its case a qualitative change implies numerical diversi­

ty. Hence Hume cannot maintain that the idea of 'identity' is 

of an object that remains unchanged. 'It is surprising that Hume 
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makes this confusion because he himself distinguishes between 

numerical and"specific(i.e.,qualitative) identity. Actually the 

talk of change in an object itself implies its numerical identi­

ty. Unless the object has remained numerically the same, how 

can it be said to have changed? If the object at a later time 

is numerically different from that which existed at an earlier 

time and is supposed to have changed, then it is a case of two 

27 
different objects and not of one object having changed.' 

Hume takes this position, perhaps, because while 

discussing identity of self, he has perceptions in mind. In 

case of perceptions, qualitative change would generalJy be tak­

en to imply numerical diversity. But one thing which Hume fails 

to realise is that identity is ascribed not to perceptions but 

to the series of perceptions. On his theory a series or 'suc­

cession' of related but diverse perceptions constitutes one 

self and when we ascribe identity, we do so to this self. Since 

self here is a succession of related perceptions, identity, as 

Hume interpretes it, obviously cannot be ascribed to it. But we 

do ascribe identity to a changing^complex thing and then we 

call it identical because of the continuity of the members of 

the series. Hume also admits that the members of the series 

which constitutes a self are related. But this relatedness, he 

thinks, only explains why we mistakenly ascribe identity to the 

self. If he was not confused regarding the conception of identi­

ty, he would have realised that the relations among the percep-

27, Vibha Chaturvedi, The Problem of Personal Identity, 
Ajanta Publications! India). 1988. page ^iS, 
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78 
do provide a justi'fi cation for ascribing identity to the self. 

Hume adds that if the perceptions were to inhere in something 

simple.and individual, or if the mind were to perceive any real 

connection among them, the difficulty would be solved. But both 

conditions are not satisfied, since there is nothing like spiri­

tual substance and 'no connection among distinct existences are 

ever discoverable by human understanding. We only feel a con ~ 

nection or determination of the thought to pass from one object 

29 
to another '. 

So f a r lue have d i s c u s s e d how Hume a t t a c k e d t h e v iew 

o f some p h i l o s o p h e r s - 'We a re eve ry moment i n t i m a t e l y c o n s c i o u s 

o f what we c a l l o u r SELF: t h a t we f e e l i t s e x i s t e n c e and c o n t i ­

nuance i n e x i s t e n c e ' . And f o r Hume, the so c a l l e d Substance o r 

S e l f and I d e n t i t y as such i s a m a t t e r o f a u n i o n i n t h e i m a g i n a ­

t i o n . We w i l l now see how Hume e x p l a i n s t h i s . 

A c c o r d i n g to Hume, t h e r e a re o n l y t h r e e r e l a t i o n s 

t h a t can p roduce a ' U n i o n i n t he i m a g i n a t i o n ' between i d e a s ; 

and t hose r e l a t i o n s a re - Resemblance, C o n t i g u i t y and C a u s a t i o n . 

These a re the o n l y ' n a t u r a l r e l a t i o n s ' . We can e x p l a i n how Hume 

c a l l s t hese as p l a y i n g key r o l e s i n t he u n i o n o f i m a g i n a t i o n : 

( i ) Resemblance: We have sense p e r c e p t i o n s w i t h o u r senses , v i ­

s u a l p e r c e p t i o n , t a c t i l e p e r c e p t i o n , o l f a c t o r y p e r c e p t i o n , e t c . 

Each o f o u r p e r c e p t i o n s i s d i f f e r e n t and u n i q u e f rom every 

o t h e r and f rom e v e r y t h i n g e l s e i n the u n i v e r s e . The v i s u a l p e r -

28 . I b i d . , p a g e s 4 9 - 5 0 . 
29', Dav id Hume, Appendix to T r e a t i s e , oage 319. 
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perception I have of the Book and that of the Table is different 

from each other and owing to this difference I call them diffe­

rent objects. Therefore, our idea of diversity has its basis in 

the different nature of perceptions vue have. On the other hand, 

we have sense-perceptions which bear resemblances with one ano­

ther. For instance, I saw a red book lying on my table yester­

day and this morning I saw a red book again in the same place 

and the book resembles the one I saw yesterday and this evening, 

I saw again a red book lying in the same place which resembles 

the two books I saw yesterday and this morning. Owing to this 

resemblance of my perceptions at different times, I come to the 

conclusion that there is a single book lying on the table which 

gives me all these resembling perceptions. Therefore, Hume con­

cludes that our idea of Identity has its foundation in 'resem­

blance' in our different and unique perceptions. 

(ii) Contiguity; The relation of contiguity can be put as 'con­

tact'. We ordinarily consider that for something to be the cause 

of something else, it must touch it, be spatially connected to 

it, as when we see one billiard ball roll towards another, and 

make contact with it. When the second billiard ball moves we 

are likely to say that the first ball caused it' to move. In the 

same way, when we examine our perceptions, the 'seemingly exter­

nal objects' seem to be the cause of our perceptions because 

every time we have those perceptions they are there. Then, we 

conclude that our perceptions are caused by 'them' and therefore, 

they are there in the external world. 
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(iii) Causation; This third relationship, says Hume, is neces­

sary connection, and he adds, 'that relation is of much greater 

importance than any of the other two '. By necessary connec­

tion is meant the relation between cause and effect in which 

the cause necessarily produces the effect; for example, the im­

pact of billiard ball (l) on billiard ball (2) is the cause 

which necessarily produces the effect of the motion of billiard 

ball (2). But from what impression, Hume persists, do we derive 

the idea of necessary connection between cause and effect? Hume 

finally concludes with the answer: We have the idea of a neces­

sary connection between a particular cause and effect after we 

experience their conjunction repeatedly. He calls this 'con­

stant conjunction'. If repeatedly we have sensory impressions 

of fire as spatially contiguous to my fingers and temporally 

prior to my fingers' having a sensation of burning, 'Without 

any further ceremony', he says, 'we call the one cause and the 

other effect, '. 

Where, Hume asks, then does the idea come from, 

this crucial and powerful idea, since it does not come from a 

sensory impression? What then is the source? Since it does not 

come from sensory impressions, it must be subjective, it must 

come from the mind, and specifically from the psychological 

laws of association of ideas. The idea of necessary connection 

between causes and effects is not in the objects we observe, 

but only in the mind, he concludes. For after we have observed 

1;he constant conjunction of fire and the sensation of burning 
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in our fingers, lue feel a necessity of the mind to 'associate' 

fire with burning. 

In our present study, we can ignore Contiguity 

since it has little or no influence in the present case, al­

though Hume never really explain why. Since our attributions 

of identity result only from the easy transition of the mind 

from one perception to another, and since resemblance and cau­

sation are the only relations that in this case can facilitate 

such a transition, it follows that resemblance and causation 

alone must be enough to produce in us the 'fiction' or 'mistake' 

of a continuoucly existing self or mind. 

There are resemblances among many of the percep­

tions that constitute a person primarily because people remem­

ber many of their experiences: 'suppose we could clearly see 

into the breast of another, and observe that succession of per­

ceptions, which^constitutes his mind or thinking principle, 

and suppose that he always preserves the memory of a considera­

ble part of past perceptions; 'tis evident that nothing could 

more contribute to the bestowing a relation of this succession 

amidst all its variations. For what is the memory but a faculty, 

by which we raise up the images of past perceptions? And as an 

image necessarily resembles its object, must not the frequent 

placing of these resembling perceptions in the chain o •''"' o'lought, 

convey the imagination more easily from one link to another. 

and make the whole seem like the continuance of one object? , 30 

3 0 , Dav id Hume, A T r e a t i s e o f Human N a t u r e , O p . c i t , p a g e s 2 B 0 - ' 1 
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It is not just that memory provides us with access 

to our past self, and thus gives us a sense of our endurance 

through time. That is true. But we think of ourselves as one 

enduring thing also partly because we remember. To remember is 

for certain kinds of perceptions to occur in the mind, so remem­

bering actually contributes to the bundle of perceptions some 

members which then come to facilitate the transition of the ima­

gination along the series making up the bundle. To remember is 

to have a perception which represents, and therefore, resembles 

the past perceptions it is a memory of, and so one result of 

the fact that we remember our past experiences is a greater 

degree of resemblance among those perceptions that constitute 

our mind. 

Therefore, resemblance is a relation that leads the 

imagination to slide more easily from one member of the series 

to another, and hence to think of it as 'a continued view of 

the same object'. In other words, as it is the case that when 

we see something which resembles some other thing which we have 

seen in the past we are reminded of that which it resembles. 

For example, I see a Zebra(which very much resembles a Horse), 

the .moment I see it, it reminds me of the horse which I have 

seen in the past and say, 'Oh, it looks like a horse!'.In the 

case of what I call 'the same object', it is the resembling 

character of each and every perception that I have whenever I 

see it that makes me conclude that it is the same object because 

every time I see it, the sense-perceptions I have are all alike 
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i n n a t u r e . But we do no t remember a l l , o r ev/en most , o f o u r p e r ­

c e p t i o n s and o f e x p e r i e n c e s . We do no t c o n c l u d e t h a t we d i d no t 

e x i s t a t t hose p o s t - n a t a l t i m e s we no l o n g e r remember, so t h e r e 

must be some th ing e l s e t h a t e n a b l e s us to t h i n k o f t hose now for,-

g o t t e n p e r c e p t i o n s as a l s o b e l o n g i n g to o u r e n d u r i n g s e l f . That 

i s where C a u s a l i t y comes i n : 

' t h e t r u e i d e a of t he human m ind , i s to c o n s i d e r i t as 

a system of d i f f e r e n t p e r c e p t i o n s o r d i f f e r e n t e x i s ­

t e n c e s , wh i ch a re l i n k e d t o g e t h e r by the r e l a t i o n o f 

cause and e f f e c t , and m u t u a l l y p r o d u c e , d e s t r o y , i n ­

f l u e n c e , and m o d i f y each o t h e r . Our i m p r e s s i o n s g i v e 

r i s e to t h e i r c o r r e s p o n d e n t i d e a s ; and these i d e a s 

i n t h e i r t u r n p r o d u c e o t h e r i m p r e s s i o n s . One t h o u g h t 

chaces a n o t h e r , and draws a f t e r i t a t h i r d , by wh ich 

i t i s e x p e l l e d i n i t s t u r n . . . ,31 

When we think of ourselves as existing during the 

intervals we can no longer remember, we extend this chain of 

causes and effects into the gaps. So causation supplements re­

semblance to help give us the idea of ourselves as continuing 

through time. The mind slides easily along a series of percep­

tions that form a single causal chain, and thereby- leads us to 

suppose that those intervening members we no longer remember, 

nevertheless, existed during those forgotten intervals. Thus 

we come to think-of ourselves as single, continuous thing 

extended through time. 

31. Ibid.,page 261. 
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Now vue can sum up what we have d i s c u s s e d so f a r i n 

t h i s c h a p t e r f rom Hume's a t t e m p t to e x p l a i n P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y 

o r I d e n t i t y as such by a n s w e r i n g the U n i t y q u e s t i o n can see 

what c o n c l u s i o n h i s a t t e m p t has b r o u g h t us t o : 

1 , Hume i s r i g h t i n r e j e c t i n g the v iew t h a t 'We a re eve ry 

moment c o n s c i o u s o f what we c a l l o u r SELF' . 

2 , Hume i s n o t r i g h t i n what he goes on to say, namely , 

'The i d e n t i t y wh ich we a s c r i b e to the mind o f man i s o n l y a f i c ­

t i t i o u s o n e ' . Hume's e n q u i r y i s whe the r t h e r e i s ' s o m e t h i n g 

t h a t r e a l l y b i n d s o u r s e v e r a l p e r c e p t i o n s , o r o n l y a s s o c i a t e 

o u r i d e a s i n i m a g i n a t i o n ' . Th i s q u e s t i o n i s n o t easy to u n d e r ­

s t a n d . H i s answer i s t h a t t h e i d e a s o f p e r c e p t i o n a re u n i t e d i n 

t he i m a g i n a t i o n i n some way. But i n what way? H i s answer i s by 

C a u s a t i o n . T h i s i s a l r i g h t as f a r as i t goes, b u t i t does no t 

t e l l us abou t t h e i d e n t i t y o f p e r s o n . L e t us see how the c o n c l u ­

s i o n a r i s e s : 

Hume's q u e s t i o n i s 'When we p ronounce c o n c e r n i n g 

t h e I d e n t i t y o f a p e r s o n , do we o b s e r v e some r e a l bond among 

h i s p e r c e p t i o n s , o r o n l y f e e l one among the i d e a s we fo rm o f 

them? ' There i s s o m e t h i n g wrong w i t h t he q u e s t i o n i t s e l f . I t 

assumes t h a t t h e I d e n t i t y o f a p e r s o n i s t h e same t h i n g as t h e 

bond among h i s p e r c e p t i o n s . I n o t h e r wo rds , i t assumes t h a t 

t h e I d e n t i t y q u e s t i o n i s the same t h i n g as the U n i t y q u e s t i o n . 

But a re they? T h i s i s t he c rux o f the m a t t e r i n t h i s t h e s i s . I 

am g o i n g to a rgue t h a t t h e / a re n o t . I t i s ] i k e a s k i n g a b a c h e -
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lor 'Does your wife like cooking or does she prefer eating out?' 

The Bachelor can neither say 'Yes' nor 'No', 

The two questions are different because when uje 'pro­

nounce concerning personal identity' say of John, I do this on 

the basis of what can be seen and heard of John and not on the 

basis of the unity of his perceptions. In fact, the latter is 

meaningful to someone only if he already understands the diffe­

rence between 'myself and 'other people'. So people must be 

observable. So any philosophical theory of Personal Identity 

must take into account our 'Physical existence'. This Hume ig­

nores under the spell of Cartesian!sm. What then are the crite­

ria of Personal Identity? This is what I am going to talk about 

in the following chapter. 



CHAPTER THREE 

CRITERIA OF PERSONAL IDENTITY 
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CHAPTER III 

CRITERIA OF PERSONAL IDENTIIY 

The states and acts of mind are one thing, that 

which has them, it would seem, quite another.- We often make 

statements like - my body, my hands, my eyes, my feelings, 

my emotions, etc. I can see my body, my hands, my legs, etc., 

the so called physical entities, and I know what is going on 

inside me, the feelings, the pains, the anger, etc., and I 

am au/are of them uiuidly. Without much thought it is ou'r 

common sense belief that there is, it seems, the entity or 

the Self, the 'Me' which has them, my so called physical and 

mental entities. The nature of the self can best be asked 

with the question "What am I?". It is the nature of the self, 

the subject of mental phenomena - the entity to which we 

ascribe sensations, perceptions, thoughts, desires, actions -

which is the subject of our concern here in this chapter. 

What am I? There can be many answers to this ques­

tion, I am John. I am a student. I am a husband. So on and so 

forth. The identities we give to the subject 'I' may be va­

rious - John, student, husband. We know that the 'I' is not 

identical with all these (John, student, husband, etc.), it 

is more than these. The 'self is just what is referred to 

when the word 'I' is used. We know that the question of the 

self is naturally formulated with an approach from the first 

person perspective. That means, the question 'What am I?' is 

one that each person asks of himself. But this does not mean 
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t h a t t he q u e s t i o n abou t o t h e r selv.es canno t be p r o p e r l y asked, 

I t i s j u s t t h a t i n d o i n g so we mean to speak, i n u s i n g words 

l i k e ' y o u ' ' o r " h i m " , p r e c i s e l y o f t h a t wh ich t h e o t h e r wou ld 

speak o f as ' I ' . A l l t h e p e r s p e c t i v e s - f i r s t , second and 

t h i r d p e r s o n approaches are q u i t e a p p r o p r i a t e . I t i s j u s t 

t h a t a l l t h e t h r e e p e r s p e c t i v e s need to be heeded and, i f 

p o s s i b l e , i n t e g r a t e d . 

We o f t e n make and hear s t a t e m e n t s l i k e ' I am i n 

p a i n / I am d a n c i n g / I am s i n g i n g / I am . t h i n k i n g ' so on 

and so f o r t h . I t i s ou r aim and o b j e c t i v e i n t h i s c h a p t e r to 

d i s c o v e r 'Who and what i s ' t h a t ' I ' wh ich seems to do the 

d a n c i n g , t he s i n g i n g and the t h i n k i n g . Even though we a re 

t a k i n g f o r g r a n t e d t h a t we are f a m i l i a r as such r e f e r e n c e to 

o n e s e l f i s , we s h a l l see t h a t e l u c i d a t i n g t h e n a t u r e o f what 

i s t h u s r e f e r r e d to p r e s e n t s c o n s i d e r a b l e d i f f i c u l t i e s . 

Q u e s t i o n s o f I d e n t i t y a r i s e whenever we t h i n k 

and t a l k abou t t he e x i s t e n c e o f p e r s o n s o v e r a p e r i o d o f 

t i m e . We o f t e n , i f no t a l w a y s , r e - i d e n t i f y p e o p l e i n o u r day 

t o day l i f e . We o f t e n make s t a t e m e n t s l i k e - " T h i s i s Johny 

whom we met y e s t e r d a y a t thp D e p a r t m e n t " o r " T h i s i s Dav id 

who was my c l a s s m a t e i n C o l l e g e " , so f o r t h . To r e - i d e , n t i f y 

a p e r s o n i s to i m p l y t h a t i n s p i t e o f changes and l a p s e o f 

t i m e t h a t p e r s o n has rema ined the same. What makes a p e r s o n 

t h e same ove r a p e r i o d o f t ime? On what g rounds we can be 

c e r t a i n t h a t t h i s i s my f r i e n d whom I met f i v e y e a r s ago? 

http://selv.es


Ordinarily we are able to make judgments regarding a person's 

identity and do not find this uery difficult. But this does 

not mean that we are clear about the grounds for such judg­

ments. The problem of personal identity is the problem of cla­

rifying what personal identity consists in and what the prin­

ciples behind re-identification of persons are. This is the . 

problem of the criterion of personal identity. 

ijJe know that Identity implies Persistence. By per­

sistence we mean the existence of one and the same thing at 

two different times. Every individual undergoes changes - both 

physical and psychological. Our physical appearances keep on 

changing with time and our attitudes, our beliefs and inte­

rests also undergo changes. Now the question is - what changes 

can be allowed in persons without having to deny identity and 

what changes cannot be thus allowed. The problem of personal 

identity, therefore, consists irf explaining as to what makes 

a person the same in spite of these changes. 

As mentioned above, we observe that persons under­

go changes and I myself also undergo changes. Not only my phy­

sical appearance change, but my likes and dislikes, my atti­

tudes, personality and character also undergo changes. Ordina­

rily these changes are slow and gradual. And we hardly observe 

absolute or complete change - in most cases, similarity of the 

physical aspects and of mental-makings and of character and 

1. Uibha Chaturvedi, The Problem of Personal Identity. 
Ajanta Publications (India).Jswahar Wagar.Delhi.1988. p. l/ 

2. Ibid., p.2. 
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personality is retained. How is it that in spite of these 

tremendous changes, I talk of myself and of others remaining 

the same. Why? and How? The problem of personal identity is 

thus the problem of 'trying to justify a practice - of 

talking about people as single beings in spite of the fact 

that they are constantly changing, and over a period of time 

may have changed completely'. 

In the face of the difficulties mentioned, it is 

quite tempting to suppose that the question of the self is a 

pseudo-problem, generated by a misunderstanding of the func­

tion of *^I'. By saying that the question of the self is a 

pseudo problem, u/e mean that u/e wrongly take 'I' to be a re­

ferring expression. We mistake 'I' as referring some entity 

or object and we thus perplex ourselves trying to discover 

what kind of entity is thus referred to. So we just happen to 

discover that 'I' is not really referential in function, that 

there is no such entity referred to by 'I', Then our problem 

of personal identity will be solved. The argument that 'I' 

is not referential in function, that it does not identify any 

entity might be backed up by saying that 'I' is strictly re­

dundant. That means, the word 'I' is used merely for the pur­

pose of drawing the hearer's attention to the person who is 

speaking. When we say 'It is raining' - it is not I_t that is 

raining, _i_t_ simply stands, for rain. Similarly, we can argue 

that 'I' has the sort of role 'It' has in 'It is raining' -

3, Terence Penelhum, Hume on Personal Identity, 
Philosophical Review. LXll/, 1955. p.571. 
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n o t to i n d i c a t e a k i n d o f t h i n g t h a t i s r a i n i n g b u t a k i n d o f 

dummy g r a m m a t i c a l s u b j e c t . 

I t seems t h a t t hese c l a i m s abou t t h e l o g i c a l r o l e 

o f ' I ' l o o k u n a c c e p t a b l e . The q u e s t i o n i s - can uje a c t u a l l y 

show them to be m i s t a k e n ? But even i f t hey were f ound to be 

c o r r e c t , they wou ld n o t by t h e m s e l v e s d i s p o s e o f t he p r o b l e m 

o f t h e s e l f , t hough they wou ld r e q u i r e us to f i n d some o t h e r 

f o r m u l a t i o n o f o u r q u e s t i o n , b'e c o u l d a lways p u t t h e q u e s t i o n 

by a s k i n g what p e r s o n a l p r o p e r names l i k e ' J a c k ' o r ' J o h n ' 

r e f e r t o . I t wou ld be mad to sugges t t h a t t h e s e p r o p e r names 

p i c k e d o u t no k i n d o f o b j e c t b u t t h e n o n - r e f e r e n t i a l t h e s i s 

abou t t h e ' I ' wou ld s p o i l t he f i r s t - p e r s o n f o r m u l a t i o n o f t h e 

q u e s t i o n , and so rob t h e i s s u e o f i t s d i s t i n c t i v e c h a r a c t e r . 

I t i s not enough to p o i n t o u t t h a t from ' I am 

J a c k ' we can deduce ' S o m e t h i n g i s J a c k ' , where t h e ' s o m e t h i n g ' 

a s s e r t s t h e e x i s t e n c e o f t he e n t i t y ' I ' r e f e r r e d t o ; f o r we 

seem e q u a l l y e n t i t l e d to i n f e r 'Somewhere t h e r e i s r a i n ' f rom 

' I t i s r a i n i n g ' , y e t i t wou ld be wrong to say t h a t ' i t ' r e f e r s 

to t h a t somewhere. So i t c o u l d be c o u n t e r e d t h a t w h i l e i t i s 

t r u e t h a t , i f ' I am J a c k ' h o l d s , t h e n ' S o m e t h i n g i s J a c k ' must 

a l s o h o l d , t h e some th ing i n q u e s t i o n need n o t be what i s 

r e f e r r e d to by ' I ' , 

To make t h e argument more c l e a r l e t us c o n s i d e r 

A, C o l l i n f i lcGinn, The C h a r a c t e r o f Pl ind, 
O x f o r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1982. p . 1 0 3 , 

5. I b i d , , p . 1 0 3 . 



61 

the systematic relations between 'I' and other referential 

expressions. If 'I am brave' is true as uttered by Jack, then 

'Jack is brave' is also true as well as 'He is brave' as 

uttered by others in reference to Jack. It is' hard to avoid 

the conclusion that among these statements the truth of the 

statements is derived from the fact that 'I', 'Jack' and 'He' 

all have the same object as reference. Even if 'I' were not 

used referential!y, surely we could introduce another word in 

its place to refer to what these other words (Jack and He) 

refer to, the kind of word which would be employed only from 

the first-person perspective. And then we could formulate our 

question about the self by asking after bhe nature of the de­

notation of that word. Let us then persist in our enquiry as 

to what sort of thing 'I' refers to. 

The formulation of the question regarding the na­

ture of the self, however, seems to have suffered from a de­

fect. It limits the question to creatures equipped with lang­

uage only. When we ask "What does 'I' refer to?" when a crea­

ture uses 'I' - it means that we assume that the creature 

performs acts of reference. But we are not certain whether 

the question about 'Self is confined within the realm of. crea­

tures capable of speech and conversant with the word 'I'. Rut 

this defect can be easily remedied by shifting to the level of 

self-directed thought. What does a creature think about when 

it has thoughts about itself? Such self-reflexive thoughts are 

what get expressed in utterances containing the word 'I'. So 
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eu-en luhen t h e f i r s t p e r s o n p ronoun i s used by a c r e a t u r e , t he 

s u b j e c t o f s e l f - r e f l e x i v/e t h o u g h t i s t he r e a l f o c u s o f o u r 

i n t e r e s t . 

Nouj uie have a n o t h e r i m p o r t a n t q u e s t i o n . Does the 

above f o r m u l a t i o n g i v e r i s e to a n o t h e r a s s u m p t i o n t h a t S e l f 

a lways has s e l f - r e f l e x i v e t h o u g h t s ? I f we h o l d t h a t t h e r e 

c o u l d be a genu ine s e l f wh ich had no such s e l f - r e f l e x i v e 

t h o u g h t s , t h e n i t wou ld be u s e l e s s to q u e s t i o n abou t what 

s o r t o f t h i n g i t s s e l f - r e f l e x i v e t h o u g h t s were a b o u t . But i t 

i s t h e case t h a t we do o f t e n t a l k abou t s e l f - a w a r e n e s s , s e l f -

c o n s c i o u s n e s s , so on and so f o r t h . F e e l i n g s l i k e shame and 

g u i l t , when p r o p e r l y examined , i m p l y t h a t we, human b e i n g s , 

have s e l f - a w a r e n e s s . I t i s o u r common sense v i e w abou t t h e 

s e l f t h a t i t has s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . I s i t too much to say 

t h a t i t i s necessa ry f o r a s e l f to have s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s i n 

o r d e r to r a i s e t h e q u e s t i o n o f t h e s e l f abou t i t s e l f ? 

A c c o r d i n g to PlcGinn, we can respond to t h i s l i n e 

o f o b j e c t i o n i n one o f two ways. E l i m i n a t i n g t h e f i r s t - p e r s o n 

c h a r a c t e r , we can ask what s o r t o f t h i n g we r e f e r to when we 

say o r t h i n k o f a n o t h e r 'He i s t h u s - a n d - s n ' ; o r , we can r e t a i n 

t h e f i r s t - p e r s o n f o r m u l a t i o n - we can i n s i s t t h a t i t i s t r u e 

t h a t s e l f has t h e s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s necessa ry to r a i s e t h e 

q u e s t i o n o f t h e s e l f abou t i t s e l f . The f o r m e r i s e a s i e r , b u t 

i t e l i m i n a t e s a v e r y i m p o r t a n t q u e s t i o n o f t h e s e l f , t h a t i s , 

t h e f i r s t - p e r s o n p e r s p e c t i v e o f s e l f . The l a t t e r seems dogma-
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t i c a l l y c o n d i t i o n a l . By c o n d i t i o n a l , i t means t h a t i n o r d e r 

f o r a t h i n g to be ' s e l f i t i s no t o n l y necessa ry to haue men­

t a l a t t r i b u t e s b u t a l s o s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . I t i s ve ry u n l i k e l y 

to t h i n k o f c r e a t u r e s l a c k i n g s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s as hawing 

men ta l s t a t e s p r o p e r . 

I s i t r e a s o n a b l e to m a i n t a i n t h a t t h e r e i s some­

t h i n g wh ich has men ta l s t a t e s o n l y i f what has them i s aware 

o f t h a t some th ing? I n response to t h i s q u e s t i o n , McGinn i n ­

t r o d u c e s a d i s t i n c t i o n between d i f f e r e n t k i n d s o f p s y c h o l o g i -

c a l s u b j e c t : t h e r e i s t he i d e a o f a t h i n g wh ich has men ta l 

a t t r i b u t e s b u t wh i ch i s no t q u a l i f i e d as a self because i t 

l a c k s s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . T h i s c o u l d be s i m p l y an ima l i n ques ­

t i o n , a c e r t a i n k i n d o f l i v i n g body . And t h e r e i s t h e i d e a o f 

a p s y c h o l o g i c a l s u b j e c t d i f f e r e n t i n n a t u r e f rom the f i r s t , 

t h a t i s , t h e l i v / i n g an ima l body and c o n f e r r i n g upon a mind a 

k i n d o f u n i t y n o t c o n f e r r e d by the body . Then we can say t h a t 

t h e men ta l s t a t e s o f s i m p l e c r e a t u r e s b e l o n g to t h e s u b j e c t s 

i n the f i r s t sense, b u t t h e men ta l s t a t e s o f s e l f - c o n s c i o u s 

c r e a t u r e s hav/e s u b j e c t s i n t he second sense . The l a t t e r s o r t 

o f s u b j e c t - t h e s e l f p r o p e r - d i s p l a y s a s p e c i a l k i n d o f 

u n i t y . I t has a u n i t y wh i ch i s p r o p e r l y g r a s p e d o n l y f rom the 

i n s i d e . 

The main d o c t r i n e s r e g a r d i n g the n a t u r e o f the 

s e l f can be d i v i d e d i n t o t h r e e : ( i ) t h e o r i e s wh ich i d e n t i f y 

6 . I b i d . , p . 1 0 4 . 
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the self with the body; (ii) theories which identify the self 

in terms of uarious mental relations, and (iii) theories which 

take the concept of the self to be primitive and not to be ex­

plained in terms of anything else. The first theory tells us 

that 'I' refers to a (living) body endowed with mental attri­

butes. The second theory says that the reference of 'I' is a 

complex entity constructed in certain ways from mental states 

we take to belong to the sel f. The third theory claims that 

the self is a simple substance which is distinct from the body 

and is not reducible to the mental states of which it is the 

subject. 

» It must be noted that the question of Personal 

Identity, as it is commonly understood, is the question under 

what conditions a person may be said to exist over time. For 

instance, we judge that the person we see before us is the 

same person we saw last week. The question arises: what such 

identity over time consists in for persons. Answering this 

question can be expected to shed light on the question what a 

self is, because it is reasonable to suppose that the condi­

tions of a thing's identity over time depend upon what sort 

OS thing it is. In other words, if we know what kinds of 

change a self may sustain and still persist, we shall know 

what it is that constitutes a self - it will be that which 

cannot change without the self ceasing to exist. 

It should be remembered that broaching the ques-
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t i o n o f P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y i s an i n d i r e c t way o f g e t t i n g a t ou r 

r e a l i n t e r e s t - what a s e l f i s . There i s a sense i n wh ich the 

q u e s t i o n o f t he n a t u r e o f t he s e l f must be c o n c e p t u a l l y a n t e ­

r i o r to t he q u e s t i o n o f P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y . That means, i n o r ­

der to d e t e r m i n e what t he i d e n t i t y o f a p e r s o n c o n s i s t s i n , we 

must e x p l o r e what o u r c o n c e p t o f a p e r s o n i s t h a t i s j udged the 

same. The p o i n t o f a s k i n g the q u e s t i o n o f i d e n t i t y i s to he lp 

to l a y b a r e t h e concep t o f s e l f wh i ch i s i n v o k e d to answer t he 

i d e n t i t y q u e s t i o n . S ince the c o n c e p t o f t h e s e l f d e t e r m i n e s 

t h e k i n d s o f change a s e l f may endu re , we can hope to expose 

t h e concep t to c l e a r e r v iew by c o n s u l t i n g o u r i n t u i t i v e j u d g -

ments abou t t h e c o n t i n u e d e x i s t e n c e o f a s e l f under v a r i o u s 

s o r t s o f r e a l o r i m a g i n e d change. We m i g h t say t h a t t he i s s u e 

o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y has a m e t h o d o l o g i c a l , b u t n o t c o n c e p t u a l 

p r i o r i t y . 

There i s g e n e r a l l y a c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p between a 

p h i l o s o p h e r ' s c o n c e p t i o n o f p e r s o n o r s e l f and h i s v iew abou t 

p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . I t i s l i k e t he two s i d e s o f t h e same c o i n . 

We canno t have concep t o f a p e r s o n w i t h o u t such a concep t 

g i v i n g r i s e to i d e n t i t y of a p e r s o n . On the o t h e r hand, we c a n ­

n o t t a l k abou t P e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y w i t h o u t t a l k i n g abou t t he c o n ­

c e p t o f a p e r s o n . Flost o f t he s u p p o r t e r s o f C a r t e s i a n d u a l i s m 

equa te t h e p r o b l e m o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y w i t h t h a t o f i d e n t i t y 

o f t h e s e l f , namely , t h e p r o b l e m o f what makes a s e l f o r sou l 

t he same o v e r a p e r i o d o f t i m e . On the o t h e r hand , t h e p h i l o s o ­

p h e r s who s u b m i t to Humean v iew o f s e l f t r y t o e x p l a i n p e r s o -
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nal identity in terms of relations holding between different 

experiences. For A.J.Ayer, the so called Mind or Self is 

nothing but a series of experiences causally dependent upon 

a particular body. He explains personal identity in terms of 

identity of the body. Therefore, it can be considered more or 

less the same to discuss the concept or meaning of person and 

to discuss the problem of personal identity. 

To discuss the concept of person is not an easy 

matter because the term 'Person' has no single and unanimously 

agreed upon usage. Philosophers do not agree in their uiew and 

conception about what a person is. Therefore, the controversy 

is wide ranging. Man is endowed with the capacity for reason­

ing and it is this reason which makes human beings distinct 

from things of nature and other beings. The existence of Rea­

son or Plind is reflected in so many ways, for example, sensa­

tions, emotions, feelings, images, perceptions, memory, expec­

tations, desires, believing, and other types of reasoning 

like dreams, motives, volitions, will, choices, etc. It seems, 

therefore, that in the definition of person the capacity for 

thought must figure prominently. 

The theory of dualism, the view of Rene Descartes 

is one of the most popular views of person and it is widely 

accepted. According to this view, a person is a soul or essen­

tially a soul which is united with a body but the soul is dis­

tinct from the body and can exist without the body. For Des-
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cartes, the body is a material substance and its attribute is 

extention. On the other hand, the soul or the 'I' of the 'Cogi-

to Ergo Sum' is a spiritual substance and its attribute is 

thinking. Thus the embodied being, called person, is actually 

a combination of tuo distinct and independent substances, the 

soul, a spiritual substance and the body, a material substance. 

According to Cartesian dualism of the soul and the 

body, the relationship of the body and the soul is a contingent 

one. That is, the soul can exist without the body. Since Des­

cartes believes that the soul continues to exist even after 

the destruction of the body, this clearly shows that according 

to him, person is nothing but the soul, Cartesian dualism has 

influenced the thinking of later philosophers a great deal. For 

instance, George Berkeley, who denied the existence of the ma­

terial substance, maintained that a substantive self is revealed 

to us in self-consciousness. He says, '....I know or am conscio­

us of my own being; and that I myself am not my ideas, but some­

what else, a thinking active orinciple that perceives, knows. 

wills and operates about ideas. ,7 

Cartesian dualism has a deep impact upon the thin-, 

king of many philosophers. H.O.L^ewis, one of the Cartesian sup­

porters observes: "The truth seems to be that we do not strict­

ly ascribe corporeal characteristics and mental characteristics 

to the same thing. When for example, I say, 'I am tall', I am 

7. George Berkeley, 'Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philo-
nous', British Empirical Philosophers, ed. A. J. Ayer, 
Routledge Kegan Paul, London. 1965. page 281, 
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not saying anything about my mind but only about my body, which 

of course affects my mind in a great many ways, My mind has nei­

ther height nor length nor breadth. It uiould be absurd, except 

in a thoroughly figurative sense, to ask how big is my mind. To 

speak of a 'small mind' is sheer metaphor. Minds are neither 

big nor small. If" anyone denies this, let him giue me the ap­

proximate length of his mind, or any other, and say how he mea­

sures it. Is it six inches, or a foot, or a mile, or what? 

Clearly it is none of these. The question is absurd, for tall-

ness and so on has nothing to do with my mind, but only with my 

body. The much maligned Descartes was obviously right in main­

taining that it was distinctive of minds not to be extended. ,,8 

Cartesian psychological dualism may be defined as 

the doctrine that reality consi-sts of two kinds of substances, 

mental and physical, and that the one kind of substance can ne­

ver be shown to be a form of, or be reduced to, the other. So 

for psychological dualism, mind can never be shown to be de­

rived from, or a form of, or a function of, or reducible to, 

matter, Cartesian psychological dualism formulates its doctrine 

in terms of substances, since Descartes, as we have seen, ac-

cepts as a clear and distinct idea that attributes such as men­

tal or physical cannot exist except as belonging to substances. 

Now we can understand why Cartesian psychological 

dualism is regarded as the sharpest and clearest formulation of 

8, H.n.Lewis, The Elusive flind, Allen & Unwin, 
London. 1965. pages 1^8 - '49. 
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metaphysical dualism. It is because Descartes has made one at­

tribute, one property or quality, the principal attribute of 

each kind of substance. He established the principal property 

of each kind of substance by this question: What is my clear 

and distinct idea of this thing, ii'hat is my clear and distinct 

idea of its essential, necessary quality or attribute? 

For mental, spiritual substance, the principal at­

tribute is thinking; it is therefore, a thinking kind of sub­

stance, substance which is conscious (which means, for Descar­

tes, it thinks, doubts, understands, affirms, denies, wills, 

refuses, imagines, and feels.) But this attribute of thinking 

is the very attribute which is distinctly lacking in the piece 

of wax, in spatially extended bodies, and in the motion of bo­

dies from one space or place to another. It is lacking in earth­

ly clockwork mechanisms and in the celestial clockwork of the 

planets, in the clockwork bodies of animals and humans - there 

is no consciousness in any of these. 

Physical substance is defined, on the other hand, by 

its principal attribute of being extended in space. It is mea-

sureable by geometry, which is the science of spatial measure­

ment. Its motion is mechanical, the result of impact, as the 

cogs in a machine impact upon the cogs in other wheels, or as 

one billiard ball impacts upon another. But being physically ex­

tended is the very attribute or property which is lacking to 

mental substances. 
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Minds , t h i n k i n g t h i n g s , c o n s c i o u s n e s s a r e no t e x t e n ­

ded i n space, they a r e no t measu reab le , they a r e no t i n m o t i o n , 

t hey do no t move on i m p a c t , they do no t f u n c t i o n l i k e c l o c k w o r k s , 

Was i t by mechan i ca l c l o c k w o r k t h a t D e s c a r t e s r e s o l v e d f o r once 

i n h i s l i f e to doub t e v e r y t h i n g , to o v e r t h r o w a l l h i s b e l i e f s , 

to a t t e m p t to use m e t h o d o l o g i c a l s k e p t i c i s m i n o r d e r to reach 

an a b s o l u t e l y c e r t a i n b e l i e f ? That was no c l o c k w o r k , t h a t was 

n o t h i n g m e c h a n i c a l - t h a t was the m a s t e r f u l t r i u m p h o f a f r e e 

s p i r i t , a t h i n k i n g t h i n g , a men ta l s u b s t a n c e . 

T h i n k i n g s u b s t a n c e , m e n t a l , s p i r i t u a l r e a l i t y , by 

d e f i n i t i o n l a c k s any s p a t i a l e x t e n s i o n , o c c u p i e s no space, i s 

n o t measurab le o r q u a n t i f i a b l e , i s no t i n m o t i o n , (Where, f o r 

example , i s t h i n k i n g ? I n my h e a d ? ) . P h y s i c a l s u b s t a n c e , s p a t i a l ­

l y e x t e n d e d , m a t h e m a t i c a l l y m e a s u r a b l e , l a c k s any m e n t a l , s p i r i ­

t u a l , o r c o n s c i o u s a t t r i b u t e . P h y s i c a l t h i n g s have no c o n s c i o u s ­

ness and canno t t h i n k . And so we a re c o n f r o n t e d by t h e d u a l , t w o 

f o l d s u b s t a n c e s and t h e i r a t t r i b u t e s o f D e s c a r t e s ' s w o r l d ; on 

t h e one hand, s p a t i a l l y e x t e n d e d m e c h a n i c a l subs tance wh ich 

have no c o n s c i o u s n e s s , no m i n d ; on the o t h e r hand, m e n t a l , c o n ­

s c i o u s , s p i r i t u a l , t h i n k i n g s u b s t a n c e s wh ich have no body , no 

s p a t i a l e x t e n s i o n , D e s c a r t e s ' s p s y c h o p h y s i c a l d u a l i s m i s w e l l 

e x p r e s s e d by an o l d E n g l i s h c o u p l e t : 

What i s mind? No m a t t e r . 

9 l i lhat IS m a t t e r ? No m i n d . 

9 , T, Z . L a v i n e , From S o c r a t e s to S a r t r e , the p h i l o s o p h i c Qu^st^, 
A Bantam Book/Plarch ^9Qi^, f a r t I I D e s c a r t e s , pages' 1 2 2 - ' 23. 
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British empiricist John Locke is also a famous sup­

porter of Cartesian dualism. Locke defines a person as, 'a thin­

king intelligent being that has reason and reflection and can 

consider itself as itself, the same thinking thing in different 

times and places, uhich it does by that consciousness which is 

1 0 inseparable from thinking and essential to it. ' Locke goes 

to the extent of saying that a rational parrot ujould be a person 

whereas an irrational man would not be so. For Locke, man and 

person are not one and the same thing. According to him the term 

'person' is qualitative in character whereas the term 'man' is 

not. The term 'person' in Lockean interpretation is not a matter 

of kind but of degree. Rationality is the determining factor of 

personhood for Locke. The idea of man, according to him, is sim­

ply that of an animal of a certain form. It entails a determin­

ate shape and size, 'Man' cannot be defined either in terms of 

rationality or immortal soul. A rational parrot, he says, cannot 

be called man because it lacks the requisite physical form. Hav­

ing a human form or for that matter any physical form is not es­

sential for personhood. The essential characteristics for per­

sonhood are rationality and awareness of one's identity over 

time. 

Cartesian dualism is subject to severe criticism, 

David Hume, the British empiricist is one of the most prominent 

and distinguished critics of Cartesian concept of person, David 

10. John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 
Ed, A.C.Eraser, Clarendon Press, Oxford. 189^. 
Volume I, Book II, Chapter XXVIII, page 4A8. 
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Hume says, 'For my part, when I enter most intimately into what 

I call myself, I always stumble on some particular perception 

or another, of heat, or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, 

pain or pleasure. I can never catch myself at anytime without a 

perception and never can observe anything but the perceptions , 
11 

P r o m i n e n t e m p i r i c i s t s l i k e B e r t r a n d R u s s e l l and 

A. J . Ayer a l s o s u p p o r t Dav id Hume i n h i s c r i t i c i s m o f D e s c a r t e s , 

Ayer says , ' I t i s s t i l l f a s h i o n a l b l e to r e g a r d the s e J f as a 

s u b s t a n c e . But when one comes to e n q u i r e i n t o t he n a t u r e o f t h i s 

s u b s t a n c e , one f i n d s t h a t i t i s an e n t i r e l y u n o b s e r v a b l e e n t i t y . 

I t may be sugges ted t h a t i t i s r e v e a l e d i n s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s 

b u t t h i s i s n o t t h e c a s e . . . . We f i n d t h a t t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f 

s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s i n no way i n v o l v e s the e x i s t e n c e o f a s u b s t ­

a n t i v e ego. B u t , i f t h e s u b s t a n t i v e ego i s no t r e v e a l e d i n s e l f -

c o n s c i o u s n e s s , i t i s n o t r e v e a l e d anywhere . ,12 

The question now is what is the essential proof with 

which we can be assured of the existence of anything. Being em­

piricists Russell and Ayer try to prove the reality of the self 

by means of sense-experience which they find it impossible. 

Their point is this - we just take it for granted that there is 

an entity called Self. But when we introspect and have close 

examination as to what self actually is, we find there is no 

11, David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, Op. ci t. page 239. 

12. A. J, Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, 
Victor Gollanez Ltd, London. 1967. page 126, 
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such o b s e r v a b l e and e m p i r i c a l o b j e c t c a l l e d s e l f . I f s e l f i s 

no t s u b j e c t to s e n s e - e x p e r i e n c e , how can we know t h a t t h e r e i s 

s e l f ? 

R.Pl .Chisholm and H.D.Lewis p o i n t e d o u t t he weakness 

o f Hume's e x p l a n a t i o n o f s e l f . Ch isho lm a rgues t h a t Hume, w h i l e 

d e s c r i b i n g the e v i d e n c e f o r the n o n - e x i s t e n c e o f t h e s e l f , i s 

a c t u a l l y a d m i t t i n g i t s e x i s t e n c e . As m e n t i o n e d e a r l i e r i n t h e 

p r e v i o u s c h a p t e r , Hume says t h a t he can never c a t c h h i m s e l f a t 

a n y t i m e w i t h o u t a p e r c e p t i o n and never can o b s e r v e a n y t h i n g b u t 

t h e p e r c e p t i o n , Hume comes to h i s famous c o n c l u s i o n t h a t he 

f i n d s n o t h i n g b u t p e r c e p t i o n s whenever he examines h i m s e l f i n 

sea rch o f t h e so c a l l e d s e l f , Ch isho lm r e j e c t s t h e s u g g e s t i o n 

t h a t t h e o b j e c t i o n can be answered by r e p h r a s i n g Hume's r e p o r t 

i n a s u b j e c t l e s s way. For example , i n s t e a d o f s a y i n g , " I f i n d 

n o t h i n g b u t p e r c e p t i o n s , " one may say , " N o t h i n g b u t p e r c e p t i o n s 

a re f o u n d , " A c c o r d i n g to Ch i sho lm , j u s t because he c o u l d no t 

f i n d a n y t h i n g b u t p e r c e p t i o n s , Hume canno t c o n c l u d e t h a t n o t h i n g 

b u t p e r c e p t i o n s a re f ound and w i l l be f ound by o t h e r s t o o . He 

h i m s e l f may f i n d p e r c e p t i o n s , b u t t h a t does n o t i m p l y t h a t 

o t h e r s w i l l a l s o f i n d n o t h i n g b u t p e r c e p t i o n s . On the b a s i s o f 

what ha has found Hume does n o t have any g u a r a n t e e to deny t h e 

e x i s t e n c e o f s e l f . He says , "The s e l f i s an o b j e c t o f ' i n n e r 

p e r c e p t i o n ' . And t h i s wou ld be to say t h a t each o f us i s d i r e c t ­

l y a c q u a i n t e d w i t h h i m s e l f . ' ,13 

13. R. n. Chisholm, Person and Object, 
Allen and Unwin, London. 1976. page -̂ 6, 



74 

The validity of the truth of life for oneself is 

awareness or consciousness. The fact that I am aware of my sur­

roundings, the objects of nature, etc., underlines that I am 

existing - without this object-awareness, to be more precise, 

there is no way of knowing that I exist. It is not only true 

that we are aware of things around us, it is also true that we 

are aware of this awareness. That means, I am- just now aware of 

the things around me and I am also aware that I am aware of the 

things around me - I am aware of my awareness of things. H.D. 

Lewis says that one is aware of oneself in having any experience: 

"Just as no creature can have an experience without being aware, 

in the very process, that it has it, so it cannot fail to be 

aware of itself, in its irreducible distinctness, however, lit­

tle able to take express cognizance of this or reflect upon it. „1A 

It is the argument of the modern empiricists that it 

is linguistic usage that misleads us to posit the self. We can 

explain this argument with the help of an illustration. When we 

examine the role of 'It' in the statements like 'It is raining' 

'It is noisy' and 'It is dark' - we know that 'It' is used just 

for the sake of grammatical purpose, we know that it is not the 

'It' in these three statements which does the 'raining' or 'mak­

ing noise' or 'being dark'. The 'It' in these three statements 

is not one and the same thing with the attributes of 'rain', 

'noise' and 'dark'. Instead of merely saying 'raining' for the 

14, W.D,Lewis, The Elusive nind, Dp, ci t. , page 233. 
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purpose of communication 'It is raining' is grammatically cor­

rect and easier to understand. Similarly, when I say 'I am 

thinking', the 'I' can be considered as playing the same role 

as that of 'It' in 'It is raining'. Since 'I' is used as a sub­

ject in statements reporting mental states, uie think that it 

refers to something ujhich is the subject of these mental states, 

Russell thinks that the subject or the 'I' though schematically 

convenient, is not empirically discoverable, C.D.Broad also 

gives a similar reason for thinking that there are selves. He 

classifies pure ego theories as 'Central theories' and says: 

"The prima facie presumption in lavour of central 

theories and against non-central theories is the 

common usage of language, which strongly suggests 

the existence of a centre. We say, 'I am thinking 

of this book and wanting my tea and feeling tired.. 

This certainly suggests that 'I' is the proper 

name of a certain existent which stands in a com­

mon asymmetric relation to all those contemporary 

1 5 
mental events." 

Even if we argue that 'I' is a referring expression, that 'I' 

refers to an object, the Self or the Ego, it still has to be 

shown what that entity to which 'I' refers is like, a spiri­

tual substance or a pure ego. All the referring expressions 

are not in reality referring to objective realities. For exam-

15, CD. Broad, Flind And Its Place in Nature, 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, London. 1951. page 584. 
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p i e , "The p r e s e n t K i n g o f F r a n c e " may be a r e f e r r i n g e x p r e s s i o n , 

b u t s i n c e t h e r e i s no K i n g o f France a t p r e s e n t , i t r e f e r s to 

no o b j e c t i v e r e a l i t y . S i m i l a r l y , t h e word ' I ' i n o u r o r d i n a r y 

usage , i s a r e f e r r i n g e x p r e s s i o n , we use ' I ' t o r e f e r to ' S e l f 

b u t t he p r o b l e m i s t h a t what i s r e f e r r e d to canno t be o b s e r v e d 

and f ound as Hume has s a i d . The u n o b s e r v a b i l i t y o f t he p u r e ego 

poses a b i g d i f f i c u l t y , C a r t e s i a n d u a l i s m f a c e s o t h e r s e r i o u s 

d i f f i c u l t i e s a l s o . I t canno t p r o v i d e any s a t i s f a c t o r y p r i n c i p l e 

f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and i n d i v i d u a t i o n o f p e r s o n s . I f a pe r son i s 

i d e n t i f i e d w i t h h i s s o u l , i t i s i m p o s s i b l e f o r any p e r s o n o t h e r 

t h a n he h i m s e l f to know t h i s s o u l . The o n l y way one p e r s o n can 

be s a i d to know a n o t h e r p e r s o n ( t h a t i s , h i s s o u l ) i s t h r o u g h 

o b s e r v i n g h i s body and h i s b e h a v i o u r . Hence the p r o b l e m o f o t h e r 

m inds . 

I f t he e x i s t e n c e o f t he sou l i s t a k e n f o r g r a n t e d , 

i t i s n o t s u b j e c t to s e n s e - e x p e r i e n c e . I t i s beyond the reach 

o f p e r s o n s o t h e r t h a n t h e one who owns i t . Here t h e i m p o r t a n c e 

o f b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y comes i n - the o n l y way to i d e n t i f y a s o u l , 

f rom a t h i r d p e r s o n p e r s p e c t i v e i s t h r o u g h the body w i t h wh ich 

i t i s supposed to be a s s o c i a t e d . Not o n l y f o r t he pu rpose o f 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n b u t a l s o f o r t he pu rpose o f i n d i v i d u a t i o n , r e f e ­

rence to t h e body p l a y s the key r o l e . The p e r s o n a l i t y and c h a ­

r a c t e r t r a i t s and memories o f a p e r s o n canno t p r o v i d e a p r i n c i ­

p l e o f i n d i v i d u a t i o n because i t i s l o g i c a l l y p o s s i b l e t h a t two 

d i s t i n c t p e r s o n s may have e x a c t l y ? , in i i l a r p e r s o n a l i t i e s and 
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characters and also exactly similar mental histories. But the 

question of individuation or individuality has to do with a 

body. One individual means 'One body'. 

Phenomenalistic explanation of a self is very inte­

resting. The chief proponents of phenomenalism are Bertrand Rus­

sell and A.J.Ayer. Folloujing Humean analysis of self as a 'bun­

dle' or 'series' of perceptions, Russell and Ayer also argue 

that Self is nothing but a 'logical construction' out of expe-. 

riences. In other words, the statements about Self can be tran­

slated without the loss of meaning into statements about expe­

riences. The phenomenalists explain the unity of mind either in 

terms of relations between experiences or relations of experien­

ces to the body. That means, whatever happens happens in time. 

Two events may happen simultenously, but one body cannot have 

two kinds of experiences at a time. 

Whatever experiences one particular body goes through 

can be compared to a long chain, one event after another. The un­

ity of the mind occurs because a body's experiences are in time 

sequence thus providing a chain-like unity. According to Ayer, 

"Experiences are said to belong to one person if and only if 

they are causally dependent upon the body which is called that 

person's body," Experiences are individuated only by reference 

to the persons who have them and persons in their turn are iden­

tified only by means of their bodies. 
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The phenomenalistic theories of person are faced 

with the difficulty of giving satisfactory account of the unity 

of a person's mental life. We must find some principle for dis­

tinguishing between the mental biographies belonging to two 

different persons. But no such principle can be given in a phe­

nomenalistic theory, solely on the basis of relations holding 

between experiences. It is possible that two mental biographies 

may be exactly similar. Hence a reference to the body of the 

person seems essential. But even that does not succeed in giving 

such a principle. Besides there is something paradoxical about 

denying that there is a subject to which the various mental ex­

periences are ascribed. To regard this subject as a pure ego 

leads to inseparable difficulties. May we then say that the sub­

ject really is the body? Apparently this seems unacceptable. Ue 

never say that the body thinks, intends and reflects. It is al-

1 R 

ways a person who is said to indulge in these activities. 

P.F,Strawson is the philosopher who in modern times 

has, perhaps, laid the greatest weight on the notion of a per­

son, and in a way that, on his own admission, makes considera­

tions about personal identity secondary. It must be noted that 

considerations about the criteria of identity for a certain kind 

of thing go hand in hand, Strawson does not really present a 

thesis about what we mean when we talk of people. He says no­

thing, for example, about something which must surely be essen-

16, Vibha Chaturvedi, Problem of Personal Identity, 
fljanta Publications(India).Del hi. 1988. pages 11-12. 
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t i a l to the n o t i o n o f a p e r s o n as we o r d i n a r i l y employ i t -

t h e i dea o f p e r s o n a l r e l a t i o n s . R a t h e r , he i n v o k e s the n o t i o n 

o f a p e r s o n as a l a r g e l y t e c h n i c a l c o n c e p t , wh ich we need b o t h 

to i n v o k e and to u n d e r s t a n d i f we are to a p p r e c i a t e i s s u e s i n ­

v o l v e d i n t h e mind-body probl 'em and the f ramework i n wh ich we 

t h i n k o f o u r s e l v e s and o t h e r s . 

A c c o r d i n g to S t r a w s o n ' s t h e o r y o f p e r s o n , t he c o n ­

c e p t o f p e r s o n i s t h e concep t o f a t y p e o f b e i n g to whom b o t h 

n - p r e d i c a t e s and P - p r e d i c a t e s can be a s c r i b e d . By ' p e r s o n ' 

St rawson means a s u b j e c t to wh ich b o t h m a t e r i a l p r e d i c a t e s 

such as h e i g h t , w e i g h t , c o l o u r , e t c . , as w e l l as men ta l a c t i v i ­

t i e s l i k e t h i n k i n g , r e f l e c t i n g , i n t e n d i n g , remember ing , e t c . , 

can be a s c r i b e d , S t rawson r e j e c t s t he v i ew t h a t t h e two t y p e s 

o f p r e d i c a t e s a re a s c r i b e d to two d i f f e r e n t s u b j e c t s , t h a t i s , 

r n - p r e d i c a t e s to a body and men ta l a c t i v i t i e s to a s o u l . I t i s 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f p e r s o n t h a t b o t h t y p e s o f p r e d i c a t e s can be 

a s c r i b e d to i t a t the same t i m e . St rawson d e s c r i b e s : "What I 

mean by the concep t o f a p e r s o n i s the concep t o f a t y p e o f en­

t i t y such t h a t b o t h p r e d i c a t e s a s c r i b i n g s t a t e s o f c o n s c i o u s ­

ness and p r e d i c a t e s a s c r i b i n g c o r p o r e a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , a phy­

s i c a l s i t u a t i o n , e t c . , a re e q u a l l y a p p l i c a b l e to a s i n g l e i n d i -

1 7 v i d u a l o f t h a t s i n g l e t y p e . " 

The r e f e r e n c e to t he m ind -body p r o b l e m i s c l e a r 

17 , P . F, S t rawson , I n d i v i d u a l s , 
Clethuen, London , 19 59. page 10?. 
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f rom the f a c t t h a t S t rawson s e t s o u t h i s c o n c e p t i o n o f t h e mat ­

t e r i n c o n s c i o u s o p p o s i t i o n to two o t h e r p o i n t s o f u iew - f i r s t 

t h a t o f C a r t e s i a n d u a l i s m and second t h a t o f luhat he c a l l s t he 

'no o w n e r s h i p t h e o r y ' . The f i r s t v/ieuj m a i n t a i n s t h a t s t a t e s o f 

c o n s c i o u s n e s s a r e a s c r i b a b l e o n l y t o , and t h u s owned o n l y by , 

m inds , w h i l e b o d i l y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s have s i m i l a r r e l a t i o n to 

someth ing d i f f e r e n t - t h e body . The second v/ieiu m a i n t a i n s t h a t 

s t a t e s o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s do no t b e l o n g to a n y t h i n g , a l t h o u g h 

1 8 
they may be c a u s a l l y dependent on' t he body . 

The c o n c e p t o f p e r s o n s a c c o r d i n g to St rawson i s l o ­

g i c a l l y p r i m i t i v e . That means, s t a t e s o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s must be 

a s c r i b e d to s o m e t h i n g , and t h a t some th ing has p h y s i c a l c h a r a c t e ­

r i s t i c s a l s o . That l e a d s St rawson to t h e c o n c e p t o f a p e r s o n as 

some th ing p r e s u p p o s e d by b o t h p h y s i c a l o r c o r p o r e a l s t a t e s and 

s t a t e s o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s ; t h i s i n a sense i s what we c a l l ' l o g i ­

c a l l y p r i m i t i v e ' , t h a t i s , n o t r e d u c i b l e e i t h e r to someth ing 

menta l o r to some th ing p h y s i c a l , s i n c e i t i s p resupposed by b o t h . 

I n o t h e r words , t h e c o n c e p t o f p e r s o n canno t be reduced to t h e 

concep t o f a mere body nor to t h a t o f a p u r e ego, nor to t he 

c o n c e p t o f a c o m b i n a t i o n o f t he two . There a re two d i f f e r e n t 

t y p e s o f p a r t i c u l a r s - p h y s i c a l b o d i e s and p e r s o n s . To t h e f o r ­

mer, o n l y n - p r e d i c a t e s can be a s c r i b e d b u t t h e l a t t e r n e c e s s a r i ­

l y have b o t h a p h y s i c a l and men ta l d i m e n s i o n , St rawson g i v e s 

due r e c o g n i t i o n to t he d i s t i n c t i o n between ri and P p r e d i c a t e s . 

1 8 , D, W, Hamlyn, Hetaphy s i c s . 
Chapter IX , ' P e r s o n s and P e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y ' , page 193. 
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P-predicates cannot be reduced to or explained in terms of M-

predicates. But from this it is wrong to conclude that the two 

types of predicates are necessarily ascribable to different 

subjects. 

As mentioned before, Strawson's theory claims that 

the concept of a person is logically primitive, such a claim 

does reveal that in thinking about ourselves and others we need 

to have the idea of something that owns both states of conscious­

ness and corporeal characteristics. It is that idea which Straw-

son refers to as the concept of a person. That usage of 'person' 

is to some extent technical, and whether it corresponds exactly 

to the ordinary usage of 'person', if there is such a thing, is 

arguable. It is also arguable whether persons must be embodied, 

as Strawson claims (though with qualification), Strawson does 

allow, in individuals, the possibility of disembodied persons, 

but only as secondary cases; he also toys with the idea of a 

dead person - a corpse. 

The title of one of Bernard Williams' papers is 

1 9 'Are persons bodies'? In this paper Williams appears to want 

to answer 'Yes' to that question and does so by way of criticism 

of Strawson, In his book 'Problems of the Self' Williams sug­

gests that 'person' can be defined as 'a body which thinks'. By 

this definition what he wants us to keep in mind.is that: there 

19. B.A.O. Williams, Problems of the Sel f. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1973. 
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are some m a t e r i a l b o d i e s t h n t canno t t h i n k nnd on the o t h e r 

hand, t h e r e a re some m a t e r i a l b o d i e s t h a t can t h i n k . The l a t t e r 

a re c a l l e d p e r s o n s . Thus, a c c o r d i n g to W i l l i a m s , p e r s o n ' i s n e i ­

t h e r a p u r e ego as D e s c a r t e s s a i d , nor i s i t a mere body nor an 

u n a n a l y s a b l e s u b j e c t o f f̂  and P p r e d i c a t e s as St rawson s a y s . 

Person i s s i m p l y a m a t e r i a l body wh i ch t h i n k s . 

The b a s i c d i f f e r e n c e o f W i l l i a m s w i t h t h a t o f S t raw-

son i s r e g a r d i n g t h e p r i m i t i u e n e s s o f the c o n c e p t , W i l l i a m s f o ­

cuses o n l y to t he body . The body , i n a sense , i s t h e p i u o t round 

w h i c h the concep t o f p e r s o n reuo lv /es f o r W i l l i a m s , A l l we need 

i s t he concep t o f body and p e r s o n can be d e f i n e d i n te rms o f t he 

concep t o f body by a d d i n g the q u a l i f i c a t i o n t h a t i t t h i n k s . We 

know t h a t t h e r e a re many m a t e r i a l b o d i e s wh ich canno t t h i n k , f o r 

i n s t a n c e , t a b l e , c h a i r , m o u n t a i n , t r e e s , Moon, S t a r s , e t c . And 

p e r s o n s a r e those m a t e r i a l b o d i e s t h a t can t h i n k . Thus a c c o r d i n g 

to W i l l i a m s ' d e f i n i t i o n , a p e r s o n i s a m a t e r i a l body wh ich 

t h i n k s . That means, a p e r s o n i s i d e n t i c a l w i t h h i s body . 

There i s no p o s s i b i l i t y o f d i s e m b o d i e d sou l i f p e r ­

son i s d e f i n e d as 'a m a t e r i a l body t h a t t h i n k s ' . As we have d i s ­

cussed e a r l i e r , P . F . S t r a w s o n a d m i t s the p o s s i b i l i t y o f d i sembo­

d i e d b e i n g s o r s o u l s , a p u r e i n d i v i d u a l c o n s c i o u s n e s s may be r e ­

ga rded as p e r s o n i n a l o g i c a l l y secondary sense , t h i s i m p l i e s 

s u r v i v a l o f a p e r s o n a f t e r b o d i l y d e a t h . For W i l l i a m s , however , 

no such p o s s i b i l i t y e x i s t s because i d e n t i t y o f a p e r s o n wou ld 
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consist in identity of the body since 'same Person' luould imply 

'same body'. Williams, nevertheless, seems to have ignored one 

important feature of the concept of person. In one sense a per­

son can be said to be a body since a person is an embodied being, 

yet in a sense person is not merely a body because there is also 

the psychological dimension of a person. Williams himself de­

fines 'person' as 'a body which thinks'. Possession of psycholo­

gical characteristics, seems an essential part of what uie mean 

by 'person'. Since there can be beings other than persons capa­

ble of psychological characteristics, it seems that a definition 

of 'person' would have to do justice to the complex psychologi-

20 
cal activities of which only a person is capable. 

People think, have experiences, engage in many forms 

of behaviour, stand or are capable of standing in relations to 

other people (relations which we call 'personal'), and in other 

relations to other kinds of things; they may be the objects of 

ethical judgments and the subjects that make such judgments, 

they may be held responsible for things and be subjects to re­

ward and punishment in consequence, and they may take aesthetic 

interests in a variety of things - and so on. To list such fac­

tors is not in itself to say what people are, but any account 

of persons must be consistent with such possibilities, 

David Wiggins has spoken eloquently against the 

idea that deciding what counts as a person or which person is 

20, l/ibha Chaturvedi, Op. ri t. , page 16. 
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identical with which is a matter of deciding who is responsible 

for what. Decisions about who is responsible for what depend 

upon prior decisions about the identities of persons, Wiggins 

seems to think, however, that the natural antithesis to the 

view which he rejects is that 'by person we mean a so rt o f ani­

mal'. In the book 'Sameness and Substance' Wiggins suggests 

what he calls 'the animal attribute uiew' of person which defines 

'person' in terms of life and vital functions. According to this 

view, it is an empirical fact that the human brain is the seat 

of psychological functions of a person. Hence this definition 

of person in functional terms makes the human brain the indivi­

duating nucleus of a person. It is conceivable that brain may 

not perform this function but according to Wiggins, some parcel 

of matter must have this role. Thus the survival of a person 

would depend upon the continuance of the parcel of matter, viz, 

the brain, which is essential for continuance of the vital func­

tions that characterise a person. 

So far we have discussed and examined the different 

theories and concepts of persons, as we have said, the concept 

of a person and the criterion of personal identity are like the 

two sides of the same coin because the criterion is more or less 

the same as what it is criterion of. In order to identify some­

thing, the criterion I would employ in the identification would 

haue to be a part and parcel of that something. Similarly, the 

concept I have of persons have very much to do with the crite­

rion I would go by for Personal Identity. Now let us see what 
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do we mean by criterion and how it relates to concepts of per­

son and personal identity. 

THE CRITERIA OF PERSONAL IDENTITY; 

The problem of Personal Identity is often described 

as the search for 'criteria' of,identity. Here we need to dis­

tinguish two ways in which the object of this search may be un­

derstood, and to note that the way that is relevant for us has 

an implication we do well to make explicit. The notion of cri­

terion is ambiguous between the idea of a way telling that a 

certain sort of fact obtains, and the idea of what is constitu­

tive of its obtaining: the former is an epistemological idea, 

21 the latter a metaphysical one. 

In application to Personal Identity, the distinction 

is between the evidence we use to judge of personal identity 

over time, and our conception of what this is evidence for. And 

there is no guarantee that what we actually use as evidential 

signs of personal identity will coincide with that which these 

are signs of. To take an extreme example in which these come 

apart: We can imagine a society in which judgments of personal 

identity were always made on the basis of documents the people 

carried around with them; these documents would be criteria in 

the epistemological sense, but they are obviously not criteria 

in the metaphysical sense - or else we would have to say that 

selves are constituted of documents!. This is not, however, 

21, Collin Mc Ginn, The Character of PHind, Op. cit. page 107. 
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to say that the two questions are totally independent; they are 

dependent in the way that any questions are about what some­

thing is and how we tell what it is. But unless we are to assume 

that, in general, the constitution of reality and our methods of 

knowing about it coincide, we cannot take it for granted that 

how we judge of personal identity affords direct access to what 

22 personal identity consists in. 

Before taking up the question of the criterion of 

personal identity, let us first clarify what is meant by 'crite­

rion' here. In most of the discussions of personal identity,the 

term 'criterion' is used in the sense of logically necessary 

and sufficient condition. We would generally use the term in 

the sense of logically necessary and sufficient condition. There­

fore, a question about the criterion of personal identity is a 

question about the necessary and .sufficient condition of perso­

nal identity, that is, of saying correctly that person P_ at 

time T„ is the same person as P.. at time T. , 

John Locke in his Essay finds the criterion of per­

sonal identity in consciousness. Consciousness, he says, makes 

the same person, 'That with which the consciousness of this pre­

sent thinking thing can join itself, makes the same person, and 

is one self with it, and with nothing else. ,23 Since Locke sees 

the most typical identity question as backward looking in the 

22. Ibid,, page 107, 

23, John Locke, Op. ci t. , page -̂ 5. 
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sense that it asks something of the form 'Is this...the same... 

as the one which was...?', the form of consciousness which is 

directly relevant to personal identity seems to be memory. And 

so Locke specifies it. It is perhaps worth noting, howeuer,that 

it is possible to raise forward looking identity questions -

'Shall I in ten years time be the some person as I am now?' or 

perhaps even 'Am I now the same person I shall be in ten years 

time?' - although those questions, seem to admit of rather 

easy answers. 

Criticisms were soon made of Locke's view, construed 

as saying that if and only if X remembers being Y or having the 

experiences that Y had, X and Y' are the same person. It is Bi­

shop Butler who argued that memory presupposes personal identi­

ty and cannot therefore constitute it. He actually says that it 

is consciousness of personal identity that presupposes personal 

identity, but it is clear that I cannot properly be said to have 

remembered having some experience unless it is I who had that 

experience. I can, of course, think that I remember having it 

without that being true. I can have putative memories without 

my having had the experiences in question. Veridical memory 

does, however, presuppose personal identity, and in that sense 

Butler is right (whatever may be said about the parallel that 

Butler sees with knowledge and truth - 'consciousness of perso­

nal identity presupposes, and therefore cannot constitute, per­

sonal identity, any more than knowledge, in any other case, can 
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constitute truth, which it presupposes' - a point which Wiggins 

makes something of). 2U 

25 
In 'Essays on the Intellectual Powers of P'ian' 

* 

Reid argues that Locke confuses personal identity with the evi­

dence that we have of our personal identity. According to Locke, 

a man may be, and at the same time not be, the person that did 

a particular action. Reid argues this view of Locke on the ba­

sis of an example according to which a boy who was flogged at 

school for stealing apples might become a brave officer who 

took a standard from the enemy in his first campaign, and then 

become a general in advanced life. Reid posits that the general 

can remember taking the standard but not being flogged for 

stealing apples, but when he took the standard he could remem­

ber that. According to Locke's criterion, therefore, the offi­

cer is the same person as the boy who was flogged, but the gene­

ral is not the same person as the boy. 'Therefore, the general 

is, and at the same time is not, the same person with him who 

was flogged at school, ' 

The point is well taken, although Reid does not 

deny that 'The conviction which every man has of his identity, 

as far back as his memory reaches, needs no aid of philosophy 

to strengthen it; and no philosophy can weaken it, without 

2A. D.Wiggins, 'Locke, Butler and the stream of consciousness' 

25, T, Reid, Essays on The Intellectual Powers of l̂ an. 
ed, B.A.Brody, n.I.T. Press. England. 1969. 

26, Ibid., page 115, 
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27 
f i r s t p r o d u c i n g some degree o f i n s a n i t y ' . Tha t , houueuer, i s 

no t a p o i n t abou t the c r i t e r i a o f i d e n t i t y ; i t i s one abou t ou r 

b e l i e f s abou t ou r i d e n t i t y , and t h e g rounds f o r them, Reid i n 

f a c t t h i n k s t h a t p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y i t s e l f i s a p e r f e c t i d e n t i t y ; 

i t i s the i d e n t i t y o f a monad and i s n o t f u r t h e r a n a l y s a b l e . He 

a d m i t s , hoiaev/er, t h a t t h i s c o n c l u s i o n i s d e r i v a b l e f rom a c o n ­

s i d e r a t i o n o f ou r ouin i d e n t i t y , liJhen i t comes to t h e i d e n t i t y 

o f o t h e r s we p r o c e e d on a d i f f e r e n t b a s i s , and o u r g rounds f o r 

j udgments o f i d e n t i t y a r e more o r l e s s those wh i ch lue r e l y on 

i n a r r i v i n g a t j udgmen ts c o n c e r n i n g the i d e n t i t y o f b o d i e s , 
no 

where the identity, he says, is not perfect. 

The notion of a criterion has received a great deal 

of attention in recent times, largely because of some remarks 

of Wittgenstein - especially his remark that an 'inner process' 

stands in need of outward criteria, Wittgenstein used the term 

in a sense in which the relationship between a criterion and 

what it is a criterion of, is looser than logical relationship 

of entailment yet stricter than the relationship between induc­

tive evidence and what it is evidence of. He says, "If Medical 

Science calls angina an inflammation caused by a particular ba­

cillus, and we ask in a particular case 'why do you say this 

man has got angina?' then the answer 'I have found the bacillus 

so-and-so in his blood' gives us the criterion, or what we may 

27. ibid., page 107. 

28, D, W, Hamlyn, Metaphysics, Up. ci t, page 204, 
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call the defining criterion of angina - to say 'A man has angi­

na if this bacillus is found in him' is a tautology or it is a 

loose way of stating the definition of 'angina'... 
,29 

For W i t t g e n s t e i n as he c l e a r l y m e n t i o n s i n t h e l a t e r 

N h a l f o f 'The B lue and Brown b o o k s ' and ' P h i l o s o p h i c a l I n v e s t i ­

g a t i o n s ' t h a t he i s no t u s i n g the te rm ' c r i t e r i o n ' i n the sense 

o f l o g i c a l l y necessa ry and s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n . I n h i s usage 

i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t ' p ' i s c r i t e r i o n o f ' q ' , y e t ' p ' may be t r u e 

and ' q ' f a l s e . For example , a c c o r d i n g to him t h e t r u t h o f ' I see 

my hand moues' i s c r i t e r i a l e v i d e n c e f o r 'My hand m o v e s ' . Yet 

i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t t h e f o rme r be t r u e and the l a t t e r f a l s e . S i ­

m i l a r l y p a i n b e h a v i o u r i s a c r i t e r i o n o f p a i n b u t one may be 

p r e t e n d i n g . What a p e r s o n says i s a c r i t e r i o n o f what k i n d o f 

image he has o f h i m s e l f , b u t he may be l y i n g . Thus i t i s c l e a r 

t h a t i n W i t t g e n s t e i n , c r i t e r i a l r e l a t i o n i s d i s t i n c t f rom e n ­

t a i l m e n t . I t i s weaker t han e n t a i l m e n t and hence weaker than mu­

t u a l e n t a i l m e n t . I n W i t t g e n s t e i n ' s t e r m i n o l o g y ' p ' b e i n g the 

c r i t e r i o n o f ' q ' does no t mean t h a t ' p ' e n t a i l s ' q ' o r t h a t ' q ' 

e n t a i l s ' p ' , t h a t i s , t h a t 'p ' i s e q u i v a l e n t to ' q ' . Ra ther he 

c l a i m s t h a t t h e sense o f ' q ' i s p a r t i a l l y s p e c i f i e d by the f a c t 

t h a t t h e t r u t h o f ' p ' i s n o n - i n d u c t i v e e v i d e n c e j u s t i f y i n g t h e 

a p p l i c a t i o n o f ' q ' . 

However, i n most o f t he d i s c u s s i o n s o f the p rob lem 

29 , L . W i t t g e n s t e i n , The B lue Book, P h i l o s o p h y i n t he T w e n t i e t h 
C e n t u r y , ed . W . B a r r e t t and H . D . A i k e n , Random House, New York , 
1962, page 730. 
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of personal identity, 'criterion' is not used in the above men­

tioned sense of logically necessary and sufficient condition. 

When Locke discusses personal identity it is clear that he is 

interested in the necessary and sufficient conditions for its 

being the case that person A and person B at a previous time 

are the same person. When we say that ue are concerned with the 

criteria of personal identity, we mean that we are concerned 

with the necessary and sufficient conditions for a person P_ at 

time T_ is the same person P at time T . This implies that ne­

cessary and sufficient conditions follow from something that is 

a necessary part of the concept of a person. If we say that the 

concept of a person is unanalysable, we are likely to reject 

the attempt to prouide necessary and sufficient conditions for 

personal identity, at least on the basis of something about the 

concept itself. The question about the conditions of personal 

identity, however, has its basis in the concept of a person it­

self and vice versa. 

It may be sufficient to note at present that the 

meaning of the phrase 'criteria of personal identity' is not 

something which can be taken for granted. Nevertheless, the 

most important philosophical considerations about the criteria 

of personal identity are those that do have to do with the con­

cept of a person. If we could prouide necessary and sufficient 

conditions for Xs and so could provide a decision procedure for 

identifying Xs, that would not have a great deal of philosophi-
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t Y • cal interest or at least that would be so in the case of an 'X 

which is as problematic as 'person' is. 

There are various criteria of personal identity pro­

posed by different philosophers. Philosophers who accept the 

existence of a substantive soul generally take the Identity of 

this soul as the criterion of personal identity. On the other 

hand, those philosophers who deny the existence of the substan­

tive soul explain personal identity either in terms of relations 

between experiences specially memory; or in terms of relation of 

experiences with a body. Now let us see different criteria of 

personal identity in a nutshell: 

(i) Identity of the Soul: 

According to this theory, personal identity consists 

in the identity of the spiritual substance, a person is the same, 

if and only if, his soul, wnich is regarded as a spiritual sub­

stance, is the same. Thus, the criterion of personal identity 

is identity of the spiritual substance. Even though a person's 

thoughts, feelings, emotions and perceptions keep changing, a 

person remains the same amidst all the changes of his experien­

ces and mental states, because the subject to which these percep­

tions, emotions, etc., belong, remains identical throughout his 

life time. This subject is a spiritual substance, a spiritual 

entity. 
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For Descartes, Berkeley and Butler, identity of a 

person consists in the identity of his soul. A person remains 

the same through a period of time if and only if his soul re­

mains numerically the same, irrespective of whether his cha­

racter, personality or even his body remains the same or not. 

Descartes and Berkeley have not discussed the question of iden­

tity of persons as such, but the criterion of identity of the 

soul would be in agreement with their philosophical system. 

According to Joseph Butler, the sameness or identi­

ty of person neither depends upon the identity of the particles 

of his body nor upon possession of any body, nor does it depend 

on consciousness as Locke said. It consists in the sameness or 

identity of the conscious substance or thinking being and it is 

known intuitively. Thus according to Butler, a person is aware 

of his self at present and he is also aware of his self at past 

moments through memory and he then concludes intuitively that 

the two are identical. Thus the identity is that of the con­

scious substance or thinking being, not of consciousness nor of 

material substance. 

Thomas Reid also advocates that personal identity 

consists in the identity of thinking substance. According to 

him, the belief in one's continued existence is an intuitive 

principle for which we require no proof. An intuitive principle, 

3D. Joseph Butler, 'Of Personal Identity' The Analogy of Reli-
gion, Ed. W. E, Gl adstone. Oxford University Press, 1096. 
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a c c o r d i n g to R e i d , i s one wh i c l i i s u n i u e r s a l l y h e l d l o n g b e f o r e 

p e o p l e reach the s t age o f p h i l o s o p h i c a l r e f l e c t i o n . I t s d e n i a l 

i s f e l t t o i n v o l v e some a b s u r d i t y by eve ry body and i t i s such 

t h a t even those who deny i t c o n t i n u e to a c t i n acco rdance w i t h 

i t i n p r a c t i c e . 

Bo th B u t l e r and Re id a d v o c a t e t h a t a p e r s o n has d i ­

r e c t and immed ia te know ledge of h i s i d e n t i t y t h r o u g h t i m e . Reid 

q u a l i f i e s t h i s by s a y i n g t h a t i t i s o n l y i n o n e ' s own case t h a t 

a p e r s o n has such k n o w l e d g e . A p e r s o n canno t know i n t u i t i v e l y 

abou t t h e i d e n t i t y o f someone o t h e r t h a n h i m s e l f . Hence o n e ' s 

j udgmen ts abou t i d e n t i t y o f p e r s o n s o t h e r t han h i m s e l f a re based 

on the same g rounds as h i s j udgmen ts o f i d e n t i t y o f s e n s i b l e o b ­

j e c t s , and t h i s g r o u n d , says R e i d , i s ' s i m i l a r i t y ' . I n o n e ' s 

own case one has d i r e c t know ledge o f h i s i d e n t i t y and has undoub­

t e d c e r t a i n t y abou t h i s i d e n t i t y as f a r back as he remembers, 

b u t h i s j udgmen ts abou t i d e n t i t y o f o t h e r p e r s o n s a re based on 

s i m i l a r i t y , e t c . , wh i ch a r e no t d e c i s i v e and may l e a v e room f o r 

d o u b t . 

Thus a c c o r d i n g to b o t h B u t l e r and R e i d , a p e r s o n 

can be s a i d to have rema ined i d e n t i c a l , i f and o n l y i f , h i s s e l f 

o r t he t h i n k i n g s u b s t a n c e has rema ined the same. The i d e n t i t y o f 

t h e s p i r i t u a l s u b s t a n c e i s a necessa ry c o n d i t i o n o f a p e r s o n ' s 

i d e n t i t y because u n l e s s t h e s p i r i t u a l subs tance i s n u m e r i c a l l y 

t he same, t he p e r s o n canno t be s n i d to be the same. I t i s a l s o 
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a sufficient condition because if this condition obtains, no­

thing else is required to conclude that a person has remained 

identical. Both Butler and Reid admit that memory plays a cen­

tral role in our concept of personal identity. But the latter 

is not to be defined in terms of the former, since this would 

amount to confusing the evidence for a claim with what is asser­

ted in the claim. The claim is that of the identity of the thin­

king substance. 

Can the identity of such a spiritual substance pro­

vide a satisfactory criterion of personal identity? By its very 

nature, the spiritual substance is unobservable. The only thing 

which can be said about it is that it is or that it exists. Now 

this mysterious and unperceivable substance which has no proper­

ties of its own is quite unsuitable for providing a criterion 

of reidentification of persons. Nevertheless, it seems that even 

if a substantive soul exists, its identity cannot provide a cri­

terion of personal identity. 

(ii) Psychological Continuity; 

Recently, psychological continuity has been widely 

regarded as the criterion, that is, as providing both a necessa­

ry and a sufficient condition of personal identity in the philo­

sophical discussions on personal identity. Psychological conti­

nuity includes similarity of character and personality traits 

and memories of one's past actions and experiences. In this con-
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t e x t , the i m p o r t a n c e o f memory has been emphasized by p h i l o s o ­

p h e r s t ime and a g a i n . The u iew t h a t memory i s the s o l e c r i t e ­

r i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y can be t r a c e d back to John L o c k e , I t 

i s i n t he works o f Locke t h a t we f i n d f o r the f i r s t t i m e a s y s ­

t e m a t i c e x p o s i t i o n o f t he m e m o r y - c r i t e r i o n , 

iiie know t h a t a p e r s o n unde rgoes many changes d u r i n g 

h i s l i f e t i m e . Not o n l y does h i s p h y s i c a l appearance change b u t 

a l s o q u i t e o f t e n h i s p e r s o n a l i t y and c h a r a c t e r . But t h i s change 

i s g r a d u a l and a t every s t age th°ere rema ins a f a i r degree o f 

s i m i l a r i t y between h i s p r e s e n t s e l f and h i s e a r l i e r s e l f . No 

m a t t e r what the changes , as l o n g as t i i e r e i s a f a i r amount o f 

t he degree o f s i m i l a r i t y , t h e r e i s c o n t i n u i t y o f c h a r a c t e r and 

p e r s o n a l i t y , Euen more i m p o r t a n t t h a n t h i s c o n t i n u i t y i s t h e 

bond p r o v i d e d by memory, A p e r s o n can n o r m a l l y remember many 

e v e n t s f rom h i s p a s t l i f e . P s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y i n v o l v e s 

b o t h k i n d s o f c o n t i n u i t i e s d i s c u s s e d above . 

S i m i l a r i t y o f c h a r a c t e r and p e r s o n a l i t y can n e i t h e r 

be s a i d to be a necessa ry nor a s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n o f p e r s o ­

n a l i d e n t i t y . S ince a p e r s o n ' s c h a r a c t e r and p e r s o n a l i t y can 

change d r a s t i c a l l y , i t canno t be a necessa ry c o n d i t i o n . Again 

two p e r s o n s e x i s t i n g a t t h e same t ime may have e x a c t l y s i m i l a r 

c h a r a c t e r and p e r s o n a l i t y . T h e r e f o r e , s i m i l a r i t y o f c h a r a c t e r 

and p e r s o n a l i t y canno t be s a i d to be a s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n o f 

p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . Hence t h e r e must be some o t h e r c r i t e r i o n o f 

p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y a p a r t f rom s i m i l a r i t y . 
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A p a r t f r o m t h e s i m i l a r i t y o f c h a r a c t e r and p e r s o n a ­

l i t y , t h e r e a l l y i m p o r t a n l f a c t o r w o u l d be memory . What i s 

m e a n t by s a y i n g t h a t memory p r o v i d e s t h e s o l e c r i t e r i o n o f p e r ­

s o n a l i d e n t i t y ? I t i m p l i e s t h a t a p e r s o n a t t i m e T^ r e m e m b e r s 

h i m s e l f h a v i n g t h e e x p e r i e n c e s t h a t t h e p e r s o n a t t i m e T^ h a d 

a n d d o i n g t h e t h i n g s t h a t t h e p e r s o n a t T d i d . The m e m o r i e s 

t h a t a r e r e l e v a n t f o r p e r s o n p i l i d e n t i t y a r e t h o s e u ihere on r e ­

members o n e s e l f as h a v i n g e x p c r i o n c e d o r done s o m e t h i n g . T h i s 

k i n d o f memory may be c a l l e d 'memory f r o m t h e i n s i d e ' o r ' E x p e ­

r i e n c e m e m o r y ' . 

From t h e e x p o s i t i o n o f L o c k e ' s v i e w on p e r s o n a l 

i d e n t i t y , i t i s c l e a r t h a t L o c k e t a k e s memory t o be b o t h 3 nece ­

s s a r y a n d s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . S e v e r a l ob ­

j e c t i o n s h a v e b e e n r a i s e d a g a i n s t L o c k e ' s t h e o r y o r any t h e o r y 

u i h i c h r e g a r d s memory as t h e s o l e c r i t e r i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y , 

J o s e p h B u t l e r r a i s e d t h e o b j e c t i o n t h a t t o d e f i n e p e r s o n a l i d e n ­

t i t y i n t e r m s o f memory i s c i r c u l a r . He s a y s : 

" A n d one s h o u l d r e a l l y t h i n k i t s e l f - e v i d e n t , t h a t 

c o n s c i o u s n e s s o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y p r e s u p p o s e s , 

and t h e r e f o r e c a n n o t c o n s t i t u t e , p e r s o n a l i d e n ­

t i t y ; any more t h a n k n o w l e d g e , i n any o t h e r c a s e . 

c a n c o n s t i t u t e t r u t h , w h i c h i t p r e s u p p o s e s . " 31 

. 32 
According to l̂ ackie when one says "I remember do-

doing the action X" it is not that he remembers that he did it, 

3 1 . I b i d . , p a g e 3 A 6 . 
3 2 . J . L . r i o c k i e , P r o b l e m s f r o m L o c k e , O x f o r d . 19 7 b . 
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r a t h e r i t e x p r e s s e s a uay o f remember ing the a c t i o n wh ich i f 

g e n u i n e , makes t h e a c t i o n h i s . The memory o f o n e ' s p a s t a c t i o n s 

does no t i n c l u d e as a c o n s t i t u e n t t he b e l i e f t h a t i t was done by 

t h e p e r s o n remember ing i t . J a c k i e says t h a t one remembers a p a s t 

a c t i o n i n a p a r t i c u l a r way, and t hen a u t o m a t i c a l l y i n f e r s t h a t 

t he a c t i o n was h i s . The i n f e r e n c e may be a u t o m a t i c , n o n e t h e l e s s , 

i t i s an i n f e r e n c e . Now i f we g r a n t the p o i n t t h a t J a c k i e i s 

making then memory c r i t e r i o n can be de fended a g a i n s t B u t l e r ' s 

o b j e c t i o n . But t h i s d e f e n c e wou ld amount to r e j e c t i o n o f t he 

c r i t e r i o n because the i d e n t i t y o f a p e r s o n i s n o t j u d g e d on t h e 

b a s i s o f memory b u t on some o t h e r g r o u n d s , i , e , , s i m i l a r i t y o f 

appearance and b e h a v i o u r . T h i s c l e a r l y goes a g a i n s t L o c k e ' s 

t h e o r y and the memory c r i t e r i o n . 

I f memory i s a necessa ry c o n d i t i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n ­

t i t y , t h e n , t he p e r s o n s u f f e r i n g f rom amnesia wou ld no t be i d e n ­

t i c a l w i t h h i s e a r l i e r s e l f . For Locke , t h e p e r s o n h a v i n g amne­

s i a rema ins the same man b u t no t t h e same p e r s o n . To s o l v e t h e 

p r o b l e m o f amnes ia , some p h i l o s o p h e r s i n t r o d u c e t h e n o t i o n o f 

' p o t e n t i a l memory' - t hough a p e r s o n does no t a c t u a l l y remember 

p a s t ev/ents o f h i s l i f e , he can i n p r i n c i p l e remeriibor them. The 

i n t r o d u c t i o n o f ' p o t e n t i a l memory' g i v e s r i s e to a n o t h e r d i f f i ­

c u l t y , as M r i n a l P l i r i p o i n t s o u t ; 

" B u t the n o t i o n o f p o t e n t i a l memory seems o b v i o u s l y 

to r e q u i r e a p r i o r c r i t e r i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . 

For , one must , i t seems, demand a c r i t e r i o n f o r 

3 3 , Uibha C h a t u r v e d i , Up. c i t . , I'age 6A. 
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saying, for instance, that someone, X, has poten­

tial memories of certain- things. .. And what can 

the criterion be but that the things X is claim­

ing to have potential memories of should have 

happened to X, the very same person? But the ap­

plication of this test would obviously require 

anottier, independent, criterion of personal iden­

tity." -̂^ 

A strong objection against the psychological conti­

nuity criterion comes froni the supposed cases of brain-bisec­

tion and cases of fusion and fission, from the possibility of 

there being more than one person, existing at a certain time 

who satisfy the criterion of being identical with a person exis­

ting at an earlier time. This we will discuss in the following 

chapter. To rule out the possibility of 'splitting', David Wig­

gins stipulates the following modification in the criterion of 

personal identity: 

"It would be better....to analyse person in such a 

way that coincidence under the concept person logi­

cally required the continuance in one organised 

parcel of all that was causally sufficient and cau­

sally necessary to the continuance of essential and 

and characteristic functioning, no autonomously suf-

34. Mrinal miri, 'memory and Personal Identity' F̂ ind Vol LXXXII, 
No.325, Jan 1973. page A. 
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f i c i e n t p a r t a c h i e v i n g autonomous and f u n c t i o n a l l y 

s e p a r a t e e x i s t e n c e . " 

( i i i ) B o d i l y - I d e n t i t y : 

B o d i l y I d e n t i t y has been p u t f o r t h as a r i v a l c r i ­

t e r i o n to the P s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y c r i t e r i o n i n t h e p h i l o ­

s o p h i c a l l i t e r a t u r e on the p r o b l e m o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . S ince 

the body o f a p e r s o n undergoes many changes d u r i n g h i s l i f e 

t i m e , b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y i s d e f i n e d i n t e rms o f t h e s p a t i o - t e m p o ­

r a l c o n t i n u i t y o f t h e body and no t i t s s i m i l a r i t y . I t i s c l a i m e d 

t h a t t h i s c r i t e r i o n i s more f undamen ta l than the P s y c h o l o g i c a l 

c o n t i n u i t y c r i t e r i o n . P h i l o s o p h e r s l i k e A . J . A y e r , Terence P e n e l -

hum and B e r n a r d W i l l i a m s a t t a c h g r e a t e r i m p o r t a n c e to s p a t i o -

t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y , Ayer , t hough a s u p p o r t e r o f m ind-body d u a l -

i sm m a i n t a i n s t h a t p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y c o n s i s t s i n s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l 

c o n t i n u i t y o f t h e body . He s a y s : 

" I am, however , i n c l i n e d to t h i n k t h a t p e r s o n a l 

i d e n t i t y depends upon t h e i d e n t i t y o f t he body , 

and t h a t a p e r s o n ' s o w n e r s h i p o f s t a t e s o f c o n ­

s c i o u s n e s s c o n s i s t s i n t h e i r s t a n d i n g i n a spe ­

c i a l c a u s a l r e l a t i o n to the body by wh i ch he i s 

i d e n t i f i e d . " "̂ ^ 

3 5 , D . W i g g i n s , I d e n t i t y a n d S p a t i o T e m p o r a l C o n t i n u i t y , 
B a s i l B l a c k w e l l , O x f o r d . 1 9 6 7 , p a g e 5 5 . 

3 6 , A . J . A y e r , The C o n c e p t o f a P e r s o n , 
n a c m i l l a n , L o n d o n . 19G8 . p a g e 1 1 6 . 
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I n o r d e r to show the i n s u f f i c i e n c y o f D o d i l y c r i t e ­

r i o n f o r p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y , t h e cases o f dead b o d i e s i s o f t e n 

u s e d . I t i s c e r t a i n t h a t the dead body i s no t r e g a r d e d as i d e n ­

t i c a l w i t h the p e r s o n t h a t was, i n s t e a d , we wou ld r e g a r d t h a t 

t h e p e r s o n was no more t h o u g h t we s t i l l have h i s body . For Te­

rence Penelhum n e i t h e r a dead body nor a body i n c a p a b l e o f e x ­

h i b i t i n g p e r s o n a l i t y i s a p e r s o n . He s a y s : 

" I f we are a s k i n g whe the r X b e f o r e u s , who i s a 

p e r s o n , i s t he same as Smith whom we once knew, 

who was a p e r s o n , i t i s a s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n 

o f an a f f i r m a t i v e answer to know t h a t X ' s body 

37 
i s S m i t h ' s b o d y . " t t > 3 l 5 ' ^ • 

I t may a l s o be a rgued t h a t cases o f s p l i t - b r a i n and 

m u l t i p l e p e r s o n a l i t y show t h a t b o d i l y i d e n t i t y i s n o t a s u f f i ­

c i e n t c o n d i t i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . Suppose a p e r s o n i s a b s o ­

l u t e l y normal p e r s o n b u t sometime l a t e r he s t a r t s e x h i b i t i n g 

s p l i t o r m u l t i p l e p e r s o n a l i t y . The b o d i l y i d e n t i t y i s m a i n t a i n e d 

b u t i t i s d i f f i c u l t to say t h a t t h e p e r s o n now i s t he same as 

t h e normal p e r s o n t h a t was l i k e t h e f i c t i o n s t o r y o f ' D r . J e k y l l 

and n r . H y d e ' . 

The most p r o b l e m a t i c case f o r t h e v iew t h a t b o d i l y 

i d e n t i t y i s a s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y i s 

r a i s e d by cases l i k e B r a i n - t r a n s p l a n t a t i o n . Suppose X ' s b r a i n 

i s t r a n p l a n t e d i n t o Y ' s body pnd as a r e s u l t , Y ' s body wakes up 

37 . Terence Penelhum, ' P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y ' E n c y c l o p a e d i a o f 
P h i l o s o p h y . E d . P a u l Edwards . Uol V I , page 1 0 1 . 
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w i t h t h e memory of X, Nouj, i s i t Y uiho h a s s u r u i u e d t h e o p e r a ­

t i o n o r i s i t X? I t i s s t i l l t h e body of Y b u t i t h a s now t h e 

p e r s o n a l i t y and c h a r a c t e r t r a i t s of X and i t i s very l i k e l y 

t h a t he would s ay , " I am f'Ir.X". The Bodi ly I d e n t i t y i s no t s u f f i ­

c i e n t fo r d e c i d i n g who, whe the r X o r Y, has s u r v i v e d now. 

To be a b l e to g i v e an answer to t h i s , wc have to de­

c i d e whe the r b o d i l y i d e n t i t y i s a n e c e s s a r y c o n d i t i o n of p e r s o ­

na l i d e n t i t y o r n o t . Derna rd W i l l i a m s g i v e s an a rgument to show 

t h a t b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y i s a n e c e s s a r y c o n d i t i o n of p e r s o n a l i d e n ­

t i t y . He, however , does n o t c o n s i d e r b o d i l y i d e n t i t y a s a s u f f i ­

c i e n t c o n d i t i o n of p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . He s a y s : 

"a q u e s t i o n of p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y i s e v i d e n t l y n o t 

answered mere ly by d e c i d i n g t h e i d e n t i t y of a 

c e r t a i n p h y s i c a l body . I f I am a sked w h e t h e r t h e 

p e r s o n i n f r o n t of me i s t h e same p e r s o n a s one 

u n i q u e l y p r e s e n t a t p l a c e ' a ' a t t ime ' t ' . I 

s h a l l no t n e c e s s a r i l y be j u s t i f i e d i n a n s w e r i n g 

' y e s ' mere ly b e c a u s e I am j u s t i f i e d i n s a y i n g 

t h a t t h i s human body i s t h e same a s t h a t p r e s e n t 

a t ' a ' a t ' t ' . I d e n t i t y of body i s a t l e a s t no t 

a s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n of p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y , and 

o t h e r c o n s i d e r a t i o n s of p e r s o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

and , above a l l , memory must be i n v o k e d . " 38 

3 8 , B e r n a r d W i l l i a m s , ' P e r s o n r i l I d e n t i t y And I n d i v i d u a t i o n ' 
P r o b l e m s of t h e Se l f , Cambridge U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1 9 7 3 . P a g e 1 
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Ano the r case t h a t r a i s e s d i f f i c u l t y f o r b o d i l y i d e n ­

t i t y c r i t e r i o n i s t he case o f f u s i o n . J u s t as i t i s p o s s i b l e f o r 

one p e r s o n to d i v i d e i n t o two, i t i s a l s o p o s s i b l e t h a t two p e r ­

sons, say, X and Y, may fuse i n t o o n e . L e t us c a l l the r e s u l t i n g 

p e r s o n XY. A s u p p o r t e r o f b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y c r i t e r i o n may argue 

t h a t s i n c e the s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y has been i n t e r f e r e d 

w i t h by t h e f n c t o f f u - ^ i d n , I d p n L i L y ic n o t p r e s c r v / f ^ d n iu l Lh?jt 

t h e a p p l i c a t i o n o f the c r i t e r i o n wou ld r e v e a l t h e f u s i o n . I f b o ­

d i l y i d e n t i t y i s a neces'^nry c o n d i t i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y , t h e n , 

change o f body o r b o d i l y t r a n s f e r o f p e r s o n s canno t be a l l o w e d . 

That means, i t canno t be m a i n t a i n e d t h a t a p e r s o n can occupy n u ­

m e r i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t b o d i e s a t d i f f e r e n t t i m e s . 

A ma jo r d i f f i c u l t y f o r s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y 

c r i t e r i o n comes f rom the supposed cases o f a p e r s o n ' s s u r v i v a l 

a f t e r b o d i l y d e a t h . B e l i e f i n such s u r v i v a l i s n o t uncommon, i n 

f a c t , i t i s an i n t e g r a l p a r t o f many r e l i g i o n s . The e s s e n t i a l 

p o i n t o f a l l such b e l i e f s and d o c t r i n e s i s t h a t b o d i l y dea th i s 

n o t t h e end o f p e r s o n s ; t hey c o n t i n u e to e x i s t eve r a f t e r t h a t , 

P . F , S t r a w s o n , a seve re c r i t i c o f C a r t e s i a n d u a l i s m has a d m i t t e d 

t h e i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y o f such b e l i e f s , he o b s e r v e s : 

" T h i s i s no t to say t h a t the c o n c e p t o f a p u r e i n d i ­

v i d u a l c o n s c i o u s n e s s m i g h t not have a l o g i c a l l y s e ­

condary e x i s t e n c e . . . . We speak o f a dead p e r s o n - a 

body - and i n the snme secondary way we m i g h t a t 

l e a s t t h i n k o f a d i s e m b o d i e d p e r s o n . A p e r s o n i s 
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not an embodied ego, but an ego might be a disem­

bodied person, retaining the logical benefit of 

individuality from having been a person. 
„ 39 

I f d i sembod ied e x i s t e n c e o r s u r v i v a l a f t e r b o d i l y dea th i s l o g i ­

c a l l y c o n s i s t e n t , t h e n t h e r e i s a d i f f i c u l t y f o r s p a t i o - t e m p o ­

r a l c o n t i n u i t y c r i t e r i o n . Because then t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y cannot 

be r u l e d o u t ap r i o r i . But i f b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y i s a necessary c o n ­

d i t i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y t hen i t becomes s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y 

to say t h a t p e r s o n s s u r v i v e b o d i l y d e a t h . 

I t i s o f t e n s a i d t h a t no two i n d i v i d u a l s a r e e x a c t ­

l y a l i k e , eve ry i n d i v i d u a l i s u n i q u e and e x t r a o r d i n a r y . By t h i s 

we mean t h a t each p e r s o n i s u n i q u e and s p e c i a l i n p e r s o n a l i t y 

and c h a r a c t e r , each one has a u n i q u e n a t u r e t h e r e p l i c a o f wh ich 

canno t be f ound e l s e where . T h i s u n i q u e n e s s and d i s t i n c t i v e p e r ­

s o n a l i t y i s t he c r i t e r i o n by wh ich we i d e n t i f y and r e i d e n t i f y 

p e r s o n s . Someone shows me the p h o t o g r a p h o f h i s room-mate i n 

t he h o s t e l and i t l o o k s l i k e my f r i e n d whom I have no t met f o r 

many y e a r s . I n o r d e r to f i n d o u t whe the r he i s my f r i e n d o r n o t , 

t h e n , I e n q u i r e more abou t h i s n a t u r e and p e r s o n a l i t y , h i s 

w h e r e a b o u t s , so on and so f o r t h . When I come to l e o r n t h a t he 

i s c o o l - h e a d e d , q u i e t , ve ry f ond o f p l a y i n g f o o t b a l l , r e l i g i o u s , 

c a r i n g , e t c , . Then, I b e l i e v e t h a t he i s none o t h e r than my 

because a l l the d e s c r i p t i o n s abou t h i s c h a r a c t e r and p e r s o n a l i -

3 9 , P . F , S t r a w s o n , I n d i v i d u a l s . 
Methuen, London . 19 59. page 103. 
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ty just befit the friend I hav/e known for many years. This is 

the method we go by for reidentification of persons in our day 

to day life situations. 

We know people undergo changes both psychologically 

and physically, Uur attitudes, our interests, our principles, 

our character and personality keep on changing. In spite of all 

these physical and psycnological changes, how do we reidentify 

others, and on what basis do we make such identification and 

reidentification? Sometimes, the change in a person can be 

drastic. Say for instance, in Christianity, such a drastic 

change like the change of mind and heart is known as new birth, 

Saul of Tarsus saw a vision on the outskirts of Damuscus as a 

result of which he was totally changed, the Saul who hated Chri 

Christ and his followers had now become Paul who loved Christ 

even unto death. He himself said 'It is no longer 1 who lives, 

but Christ lives in me'. 

In spite of the radical change mentioned in the life 

of Paul, there is a sense in which we still hold him as the same 

person and none other else. On what basis do we say that he was 

the man who once tried to destroy .Christianity, he was a man 

who witnessed the stoning of Stephen, so on. The fact tnat we 

take him as the same person oetore the change or new birth can 

be explained in terms of 'Spatio-temporal continuity of his bo­

dy'. We know that two objects cannot be in one place at the 
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same t i m e , because uihen i t p r a c t i c a l l y becomes p o s s i b l e , they 

cease to be two, they become one t h i n g . We know o u r b o d i e s u n ­

dergo a l o t o f changes - my b o d i l y appearance nouj i s q u i t e d i f ­

f e r e n t f rom t h a t o f t w e n t y y e a r s ago. But i n s p i t e o f a l l t hese 

changes, t h e r e i s s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y o f my body . S ince 

i t i s l o g i c a l l y i m p o s s i b l e f o r two o r more t han two b o d i e s to 

occupy the same space a t t he same t ime t h u s r e m a i n i n g d i s t i n c t 

f rom one a n o t h e r , t h e n , we t ake the body as t h e same body i n 

s p i t e o f t h e changes . I t i s t h i s i d e n t i t y o f t h e body wh ich i s 

t he d e t e r m i n i n g f a c t o r , t he c r i t e r i o n o f i d e n t i t y o f p e r s o n s 

i n o u r day to day l i f e . Though p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y Saul o f Tarsus 

i s changed, i t i s the body wh i ch c o u n t s f o r o u r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

and r e i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f him as the same man i n s p i t e o f t he 

changes i n h i s l i f e . 

We can c o n c l u d e l i k e t h i s : What am I? What makes me 

me and what a re my b o u n d a r i e s ? I am a c e n t e r o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s . 

Our o r d i n a r y concep t o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s can be c a p t u r e d r o u g h l y 

by the p h r a s e s 'From the i n s i d e ' and 'From the o u t s i d e ' . From 

t h e i n s i d e , o u r own c o n s c i o u s n e s s seems o b v i o u s and p e r v a s i v e . 

Those t h i n g s o f w h i c h I am c o n s c i o u s , and the ways i n wh ich I 

am c o n s c i o u s o f them, d e t e r m i n e 'What i t i s l i k e to be m e ' . I 

know i n a way no o t h e r c o u l d know what i t i s l i k e to be me. 

T h i s i m p l i e s t h a t f o r t he f i r s t p e r s o n p e r s p e c t i v e , i t i s memo­

ry o r p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y w h i c h r e a l l y m a t t e r s f o r my 

i d e n t i t y . Though i t may no t be? s u f f i c i e n t , b u t i t i s a necessary 
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condition for the criterion of personal identity. 

On the other hand, uhen we consider others we consi­

der them perforce 'from the outside'. The fact that we regard 

others as having 'consciousness' is also done on the basis of 

outside indicators like they recognize things, avoid painful 

circumstances, learn, plan and solve problems. These outside in­

dicators are expressed through their bodies. The various 'out­

side' indicators are more or less reliable signs or symptoms 

of the presence of that whatever-it-is each conscious subject 

knows from the inside. 

It is the practice of our normal day,/ to day life 

that we do make identification as well as reidentification of 

others, had it not been for this practice, life will be full of 

chaos and confusion. And this practice of identification and 

reidentification of persons we go by 'Bodily Identity' in gene­

ral and there are exceptional cases where we need to verify 

the truth of our reidentification by way of Psychological con­

tinuity. Therefore, it is my conclusion in this chapter that 

since we have not found logically necessary and sufficient cri­

terion of personal identity, it is better to go by our ordinary 

criterion, that is, bodily identity criterion. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

PARFIT ON SURVIVAL WITHOUT IDENTITY 
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CHAPTER I\y 

PARFIT ON SURWIUAL UITHOUT IDENTITY 

In recent times there has been much discussion in 

the literature about what would be the case if a person were 

to split or fuse. The issue about splitting was, as we shall 

see in this chapter,, raised by Derek Parfit, although the 

question "What if we split like an amoeba?" is probably ori-

ginally due to Antony Flew, it has been taken up by Dauid 

Lewis and others. The main problems to which such ideas give 

rise have to do with how, if at all, one would survive in 

such circumstances: they are less concerned with identity. 

Let us begin by considering about the case of the 

man who divides like an amoeba. Uie have seen that with respect 

to each individual person, a particular body, namely, his own 

occupies a unique place and significance in relation to his 

experiences. All the experiences of a person are dependent in 

a certain way on this particular body, Uie, therefo re, assume 

that all the experiences that are related in the relevant 

ways to a particular body are experiences of the person whose 

body it is and that each body indicates one person. This as­

sumption, however, may be questioned in cases of split or 

multiple personalities and brain bisection. 

1, Antony Flew, 'Can A Plan Witness His Own Funeral?' 
Î eaninq and Existence, ed. Iii. T. Bl ack s to ne. Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston, New York, 1971. 
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Philosophers have been recently interested in the 

cases of Split brain in which the Corpus Collosum which con­

nects the two hemispheres of the brain is removed. After the 

removal of the Corpus collosum, the two hemispheres become 

separate units. R.W, Sperry observes; 

"In the surgically separated state, the two hemispheres 

appear to be independently and often simultaneously 
t 

co-conscious, each quite obliuious of the opposite 

hemisphere and also of the incompleteness of its own 

awareness.... These'remarkable indications of a dou­

bling of the psychic machinery in the brain raises a 

number of new questions.... There are also many intri-

gueing philosophical implications. When brain is bisec­

ted we see two separate 'selves' - essentially a divi­

ded organism with two mental units, each with its own 

memories and its own will-competing for control ov/er 
2 

the organism," 

At another place he says: "Instead of the normally unified 

single stream of consciousness, these .patients behave 

in many ways as if they have two independent streams of 

conscious awareness, one in each hemisphere each of whi­

ch is cut off from and out of contact with the mental 

experiences of the other. In otiier words, each hemis-

2, R. W, Sperry. , 'The Great Cerebral Commissure' 
Scientific American. J n n 1 9 R /-i. p . 5 2. 
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phe re seems to have i t s oujn s e p a r a t e and p r i v a t e 

s e n s a t i o n s , i t s oiun p e r c e p t i o n s , i t s own c o n c e p t s 

and i t s ouin i m p u l s e s to a c t , w i t h r e l a t e d v o l i t i o n ­

a l , c o g n i t i v e , and l e a r n i n g e x p e r i e n c e s . F o l l o w i n g 

the s u r g e r y , each hemisphere a l s o has t h e r e a f t e r i t s 

own s e p a r a t e c h a i n o f memories t h a t a re r e n d e r e d 

i n a c c e s s i b l e to the r e c a l l p r o c e s s o f t h e o t h e r . " 

I t i s Dav id lU igg ins who has r e c e n t l y d r a m a t i z e d 

t h e case o f b r a i n b i s e c t i o n by f i r s t r e f e r r i n g to t h e o p e r a ­

t i o n i m a g i n e d by Shoemaker. We suppose t h a t my b r a i n i s 

t r a n s p l a n t e d i n t o someone e l s e ' s ( b r a i n l e s s ) body , and t h a t 

t h e r e s u l t i n g p e r s o n has my c h a r a c t e r and a p p a r e n t memories 

o f my l i f e . Most o f us wou ld a g r e e , a f t e r t h o u g h t , t h a t t he 

r e s u l t i n g p e r s o n i s me. Now W i g g i n s goes to t he e x t e n t o f ima­

g i n i n g h i s own o p e r a t i o n . I n such o p e r a t i o n , h i s b r a i n i s 

d i v i d e d , and each h a l f i s housed i n a new body . Both r e s u l ­

t i n g p e o p l e have the c h a r a c t e r o f W igg ins and a p p a r e n t memo­

r i e s o f h i s l i f e . What happens to t he p e r s o n b e f o r e t h e opera ­

t i o n ? There seem o n l y t h r e e p o s s i b i l i t i e s as sugges ted by 

Derek P a r f i t : ( i ) I do no t s u r v i v e . 

( i i ) I s u r v i v e ns one o f the two p e o p l e , 

( i i i ) I s u r v i v e as b o t h . 

3 , R,W, S p e r r y , 'Hemisphe re D i s c o n n e c t i o n And U n i t y i n Con­
s c i o u s A w a r e n e s s ' , Amer ican P s y c h o l o g i s t , 2 3 , 1 9 6 Q . p . 7 2 A . 

A, Sydney Shoemaker, S e l f Rnowledge and S e l f I d e n t i t y , 
A l l i e d P u b l i s h e r s , I n d i a . I 9 7 i . p . 2 2 . 

5, Derek P a r f i t , ' P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y ' - The P h i l o s o p h y o f R i n d , 
e d . J o n a t h a n G l o v e r . O x f o r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1 9 8 0 . p p . 1 A 3 - ' ^ 4 . 
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( i ) I do no t su r \ / i v /e : The t r o u b l e w i t h t h i s i s t h a t we a g ­

reed t h a t I c o u l d s u r v i v e i f my b r a i n were s u c c e s f u l l y t r a n s ­

p l a n t e d . And p e o p l e haue i n f a c t su ru iv /ed w i t h h a l f o f t h e i r 

b r a i n d e s t r o y e d . I t seems to f o l l o w t h a t I c o u l d s u r v i v e i f 

h a l f o f my b r a i n were s u c c e s s f u l l y t r a n s p l a n t e d and t h e o t h e r 

h a l f were d e s t r o y e d . But i f t h i s i s so, haw c o u l d I no t s u r ­

v i v e i f t h e o t h e r h a l f were a l s o s u c c e s s f u l l y t r a n s p l a n t e d ? 

How c o u l d a d o u b l e success be a f a i l u r e ? 

( i i ) I s u r v i v e as one o f the two p e o p l e : L e t us assume t h a t 

one success i s t h e maximum sco re and t h a t I s h a l l be one o f 

t h e r e s u l t i n g p e o p l e . The t r o u b l e he re i s t h a t a c c o r d i n g to 

W i g g i n s , each h a l f o f t he b r a i n i s e x a c t l y s i m i l a r . So, how 

can I s u r v i v e as o n l y one o f the two p e o p l e ? lifhat can make 

me one o f them r a t h e r t h a n the o t h e r ? 

( l i i ) l s u r v i v e as b o t h ; I s i t p o s s i b l e f o r me to s u r v i v e as 

bo th? The who le q u e s t i o n depends on what do we mean by ' s u r -

v i v a ' . Now, i f ' s u r v i v e ' i m p l i e s i d e n t i t y , t h e n t h e d e s c r i p ­

t i o n makes no sense because I canno t s u r v i v e as two p e o p l e 

a t t h e same t i m e . I f ' s u r v i v e ' does n o t i m p l y i d e n t i t y , t h e 

d e s c r i p t i o n i s i r r e l e v a n t to a p r o b l e m abou t i d e n t i t y . 

I n o r d e r to u n d e r s t a n d Wigg ins more c l e a r l y , i t 

wou ld be b e t t e r to see what he means by i d e n t i t y . I n h i s book, 

' I d e n t i t y and S p a t i o - t e m p o r a l C o n t i n u i t y ' Dav id W igg ins s u g -

B, Dav id W i g g i n s , I d e n t i t y And S p a t i o - T e m p o r a l C o n t i n u i t y . 
B a s i l B l a c k w e l l , O x f o r d . 1957. p . 5 5 . 
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q e s t s t h a t what we want f o r p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y i s no t b o d i l y -

i d e n t i t y , nor euen f o r t h a t m a t t e r s t r i c t i d e n t i t y o f some 

p a r t o f t he body , b u t mere l y t he c o n t i n u a n c e i n one o r g a n i s e d 

p a r c e l o f whatev/er i s b o t h necessa ry and s u f f i c i e n t f o r normal 

p s y c h o l o g i c a l f u n c t i o n i n g , no p a r t b e i n g f u n c t i o n a l l y a u t o n o ­

mous. That o r g a n i s e d p a r c e l i s o f cou rse n o r m a l l y t h e b r a i n , 

b u t t h a t i s an e m p i r i c a l p o i n t and t h e r e i s no need to commit 

o n e s e l f to t h a t i n s e t t i n g nu t a g e n e r a l c r i t e r i o n o f p e r s o n a l 

i d e n t i t y . That means, i f t h e r e i s to be p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y , 

t h e r e must be s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y o f s o m e t h i n g , and i n 

t h i s d r a m a t i z e d o p e r a t i o n , t h a t some th ing i s n o t h i n g b u t the 

b r a i n . S ince f o r W i g g i n s , s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y i s t he 

c r i t e r i o n o f i d e n t i t y , t h e r e a r i s e s t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f i d e n t i ­

t y c r i s i s i n t h e case o f b r a i n b i s e c t i o n as he sugges ted i n 

what we w i l l c a l l " W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n " . 

Derek P a r f i t s u g g e s t s t h a t what we hawe c a l l e d 

' t h e two r e s u l t i n g p e o p l e ' i n W i ' g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n o re no t two 

p e o p l e . They a re one p e r s o n , I do s u r u i u e W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n . 

I t s e f f e c t i s to g i v e me two b o d i e s and a d i v i d e d m ind . He 

s u g g e s t s t h a t we s h o u l d use the concep t o f ' s u r v i v a l ' i n s t e a d 

o f ' I d e n t i t y ' i n the cases o f f i s s i o n and f u s i o n , P a r f i t a r ­

gues a g a i n s t the b e l i e f t h a t a q u e s t i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y 

must have a d e f i n i t e answer i n euery c a s e . He p o i n t s o u t t h a t 

i n a d r a m a t i z e d cases o f b o t h f i s s i o n and f u s i o n , t h e l o g i c o f 

i d e n t i t y b r e a k s down. Hence the concep t o f i d e n t i t y s h o u l d be 
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u s e d o n l y i n c a s e s w h e r e i t i s a p p l i c a b l e , a n d In s u c h p r o b ­

l em c a s e s l i k e W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n t h e c o n c e p t o f ' s u r v i v a l ' 

s h o u l d b e u s e d . P a r f i t d e f i n e s ' s u r v / i v a l ' i n s u c h a way t h a t 

i t d o e s n o t p r e s u p p o s e i d e n t i t y . 

P a r f i t a r g u e s •=igainst t h e n o t i o n r e g a r d i n g t h e s p e ­

c i a l n a t u r e o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . He s a y s : "The r e a l i s s u e 

s e e m s t o me no t h i s ; d o e s p e r s n m ] i d e n t i t y j u s t c o n s i s t i n 

b o d i l y a n d p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y , o r i s i t a f u r t h e r f a c t , 

i n d e p e n d e n t o f t h e f a c t s a b o u t t h e s e c o n t i n u i t i e s ? Our r e a c ­

t i o n s t o t h e ' p r o b l e m c a s e s ' show, I t h i n k , t h a t we b e l i e u e 

t h e l a t t e r . And we seem t o b e l i e v e t h a t i n any d e s c r i b a b l e 

c a s e i t m u s t h o l d e i t h e r c o m p l e t e l y o r n o t a t a l l . f̂ ly ma in 

7 
c l a i m I S t h e d e n i a l o f t h i s f u r t h e r f a c t . " 

Out o f t h e s e two c o n t i n u i t i e s - S p a t i o - t e m p o r a l 

c o n t i n u i t y and P s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y - P s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i ­

n u i t y i s w h a t m a t t e r s m o s t i n t h e i s s u e o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y 

f o r Derek P a r f i t . Fo r h im , p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y c o n s i s t s i n P s y ­

c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y o f a p e r s o n . I n t h e p r e v i o u s c h a p t e r , 

we c o n c l u d e t h a t b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y i s a n e c e s s a r y c o n d i t i o n o f 

p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y b e c a u s e p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y c r i t e r i o n 

i s h e l p l e s s i n g u a r d i n g a g a i n s t t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f r e d u p l i c a -

- t i o n . Bu t P a r f i t t a k e s a d i f f e r e n t s t a n d o f a r g u m e n t . H'e 

7 , Derek P a r f i t , Op. c i t , p . 1^2. 
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a c c e p t s t h a t p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y f a i l s to guard a g a i n s t 

t h e t h r e a t o f r e d u p l i c a t i o n , n e v e r t h e l e s s , i t i s p s y c h o l o g i ­

c a l c o n t i n u i t y w h i c h i s i m i u i i L n n t f o r p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . He, 

t h e r e f o r e , says t h n t whr-n^ th f i r . ' l r. nn r (jdup I i c a t I o n , p s y r h u -

l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y i s t h e g round f o r a s s e r t i n g p e r s o n a l i d e n ­

t i t y . But i n t h e cases where t h e r e i s r e d u p l i c a t i o n l i k e t h a t 

o f W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n , P a r f i t p r o p o s e s , we s h o u l d s top t a l k ­

i n g abou t i d e n t i t y and s t a r t t a l k i n g about s u r u i u a l i n s t e a d . 

"Even i f p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y i s n e i t h e r l o g i c a l ­

l y , no r a lways i n f a c t , o n e - o n e , i t can p r o v i d e a 

c r i t e r i o n o f i d e n t i t y . For t h i s can appea l to t h e 

r e l a t i o n o f n o n - b r a n c h i n g p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y . 

wh ich i s l o g i c a l l y o n e - o n e . . . „8 

Hie a l s o says -

" i f p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y took a b r a n c h i n g f o r m , 

we^ought to speak i n a new way, r e g a r d i n g what we 

d e s c r i b e as h a v i n g the same s i g n i f i c a n c e as i d e n t i t y . ,,9 

Now we have seen t h a t P a r f i t d rops t h e l anguage 

o f i d e n t i t y and he uses the l a n g u a g e o f s u r v i v a l as we have 

m e n t i o n e d above i n t h e c o n t e x t o f W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n . 

8 . I b i d , , p , l 5 0 . 

9 , I b i d . , p . 1 5 1 . 
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P a r f i t a rgues f o r the p o s s i b i l i t y o f s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t i d e n t i ­

t y . I f a mind was p e r m a n e n t l y d i v i d e d and i t s h a l v e s deve ­

l o p e d i n d i f f e r e n t ways, the p o i n t o f s p e a k i n g o f one p e r s o n 

wou ld s t a r t to d i s a p p e a r and UJ igg ins ' s case , where t h e r e a r e 

a l s o two b o d i e s , seems to be o v e r the b o r d e r l i n e . A f t e r t he 

o p e r a t i o n , t he two r e s u l t i n g p e r s o n s , each has a l l t h e a t t r i ­

b u t e s o f a p e r s o n . Mow the two p r o d u c t s o f t h e o p e r a t i o n c o u l d 

even l i v e a t t he o p p o s i t e t?nds o f t he e a r t h and we can even 

imag ine t h a t i f they l a t e r met, they m i g h t f a i l to r e c o g n i s e 

each o t h e r ! I t wou ld become i n t o l e r a b l e to deny t h a t they were 

d i f f e r e n t p e o p l e . 

W i l l i a m s had a rgued i n a s i m i l a r case t h a t t he two 

r e s u l t i n g p e o p l e canno t be c a l l e d i d e n t i c a l w i t h t h e o r i g i n a l 

p e r s o n s i n c e t h i s goes a g a i n s t t he l o g i c o f i d e n t i t y , no t can 

one o f them be c a l l e d i d e n t i c a l w i t h t h e o r i g i n a l s i n c e such a 

d e c i s i o n wou ld be p u r e l y a r b i t r a r y . W i l l i a m s c o n c l u d e s t h a t 

t h e two r e s u l t i n g p e o p l e o f W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n a re n o t i d e n -

t i a a l w i t h the o r i g i n a l p e r s o n . But P a r f i t does n o t ag ree w i t h 

W i l l i a m s ' c o n c l u s i o n . For h im, s i n c e p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y 

i s more i m p o r t a n t t han b o d i l y i d e n t i t y , i t s h o u l d be t a k e n as 

g round f o r p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . Among t h e t h r e e a l t e r n a t i v e s men­

t i o n e d e a r l i e r , P a r f i t says -

( i ) i s i m p l a u s i b l e because i f o n l y one o f t h e two r e s u l ­

t i n g p e o p l e had s u r v i v e d , he wou ld be i d e n t i c a l w i t h 

t h e c r i g i n a l p e r s o n . I f h a l f o f the b r a i n were t r a n s -
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planted and the other half were destroyed and the per­

son still survived, how could a person would not sur­

vive if both halves of his brain were successfully 

, o 1 0 
t r a n s p l a n t e d ? 'How c o u l d d o u b l e success be a f a i l u r e ' ? 

( i i ) i s a l s o i m p l a u s i b l e , because s i n c e b o t h o f the two r e ­

s u l t i n g p e o p l e a r e p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y c o n t i n u o u s w i t h the 

o r i g i n a l p e r s o n i n a s i m i l a r deg ree , we have no g round 

f o r s a y i n g t h a t t he o r i g i n a l p e r s o n s u r v i v e s as one . 

As men t i oned e a r l i e r , P a r f i t c o n c l u d e s t h a t o n l y 

t h e t h i r d a l t e r n a t i v e ( I s u r v i v e as b o t h ) i s p l a u s i b l e . We have 

d i s c u s s e d t h a t we canno t say t h a t b o t h t h e two r e s u l t i n g p e o ­

p l e a re i d e n t i c a l w i t h the o r i g i n a l p e r s o n because t h a t wou ld 

v i o l a t e t h e l o g i c o f i d e n t i t y . A c c o r d i n g to h i s d e f i n i t i o n , 

s u r v i v a l does no t n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y i d e n t i t y . That means, t h e r e 

can be s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t i d e n t i t y . The advan tage o f a p p l y i n g 

P a r f i t ' s concep t o f s u r v i v a l i s t h a t , on the one hand, we do 

n o t use t h e te rm ' i d e n t i t y ' and y e t a t t h e same t i m e we a re 

a b l e to do j u s t i c e to t h e c r i t e r i o n o f p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i ­

t y . When W i l l i a m s says t h a t b o t h t h e two r e s u l t i n g p e o p l e o f 

W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n a re e x a c t l y s i m i l a r to t h e o r i g i n a l , i t 

d i d n o t b r i n g o u t c l e a r l y t he f a c t o r o f p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i ­

t y . But when we say as P a r f i t s u g g e s t s t h a t t h e o r i g i n a l p e r ­

son s u r v i v e s W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n as two p e o p l e , t h i s p r o b l e m 

i s s o l v e d , 

1 0 , I b i d . , p . 1 4 ^ . 
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"The r e l a t i o n o f t he o r i g i n a l p e r s o n to each o f the r e ­

s u l t i n g p e o p l e c o n t a i n s a l l t h a t i n t e r e s t s us - a l l 

t h a t m a t t e r s - i n any o r d i n a r y case o f s u r v i v a l . T h i s 

i s why liie need a sense i n wh ich one p e r s o n can s u r v i v e 

as t w o . " 

P a r f i t m e n t i o n s t h r e e i m p o r t a n t t h i n g s abou t ' S u r v i v a l ' : -

( i ) S u r v i v a l does no t i m p l y i d e n t i t y . 

( i i ) What m a t t e r s i n s u r v i v a l a re r e l a t i o n s o f d e g r e e s , 

( i i i ) These r e l a t i o n s can be d e s c r i b e d i n a way t h a t does no t 

p resuppose p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . 

A c c o r d i n g to P a r f i t , 'memory ' i s t h e most i m p o r ­

t a n t p a r t i c u l a r r e l a t i o n i n v o l v e d i n ' s u r v i v a l ' . I t i s a com­

mon-sense b e l i e f t h a t memory p r e s u p p o s e s p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y 

because t h e r e canno t be memory w i t h o u t someone who remembers. 

And because o f t h i s , P a r f i t f e e l s t h e need to i n t r o d u c e a new 

concep t o f ' q -memory ' - by t h i s he means t h a t a p e r s o n can 

remember n o t o n l y h i s own e x p e r i e n c e s b u t a l s o t h e e x p e r i e n c e 

o f o t h e r s , Whatever I remember l i k e ' h e a r i n g a p e c u l i a r m u s i c ' 

o r ' s e e i n g a p a r t i c u l a r p l a c e ' e t c . , i f a l l t hese memories 

a re t h e memories o f my own e x p e r i e n c e s , t h e n , they a r e 'memory 

p r o p e r ' ; b u t i f they a re the memory o f someone e l s e ' s e x p e r i e ­

nces , t h e n , t hey a r e ' q - m e m o r i e s ' , Thus i n t h e case o f U i g -

g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n , b o t h the two r e s u l t i n g p e o p l e wou ld be s a i d 

to ' q - r e m e m b e r ' t^le e x p e r i e n c e s o f t h e o r i g i n a l p e r s o n . 

1 1 . I b i d . , p . 1 4 8 . 
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F a c t o r s l i k e i n t e n t i o n s , r e c o g n i t i o n , b e i n g a w i t ­

ness o f , h a v i n g a m b i t i o n s , mak ing p r o m i s e s and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , 

e t c . , a re i m p o r t a n t f o r p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y . Jus t as we 

can deve lop a sense of memory (q-memory) wh ich does no t p r e ­

suppose p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y , s i m i l a r l y , ue can d e f i n e the f a c ­

t o r s m e n t i o n e d above i n such a wny t h a t they do n o t p resuppose 

p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . P a r f i t d e v e l o p s new c o n c e p t s l i k e -

' q - i n t e n t i o n s ' ' q - r e c o g n i t i o n s ' ' h a v i n g q - a m b i t i o n s ' 'make q -

p r o m i s e s ' and ' b e i n g q - i e s p o n s i b l e ' . T h i s way o f d e f i n i n g wou ld 

enab le us to t a l k of one p e r s o n s u r v i v i n g as two . 

Ano ther i m p o r t a n t f e a t u r e o f s u r v i v a l , a c c o r d i n g 

t o P a r f i t , i s t h a t s u r v i v a l i s a m a t t e r o f d e g r e e . I d e n t i t y 

does no t a d m i t o f d e g r e e , i d e n t i t y i s a m a t t e r o f a l l o r n o ­

t h i n g . But s u r v i v a l , f o r P a r f i t , a d m i t s o f d e g r e e s . The n e c e s ­

s i t y o f t h i s f e a t u r e o f s u r v i v a l i s emphas ised when we c o n s i ­

der t h e supposed cases o f , f u s i o n . 

" J u s t as d i v i s i o n s e r v e s to show t h a t what m a t t e r s 

i n s u r v i v a l need no t be o n e - o n e , so f u s i o n s e r v e s 

1 2 to show t h a t i t can be a „ q u e s t i o n o f d e c r e e . " 

1 3 I n h i s book 'The C h a r a c t e r o f t h e rOind' C o l l i n 

McGinn d i s c u s s e s t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t i d e n t i t y . 

I s b r a i n d i v i s i o n t a n t a T i o u n t , i n r e s p e c t o f s u r v i v a l , to b r a i n 

d e s t r u c t i o n ? I f f i s s i o n i s no t as l a m e n t a b l e as d e a t h , t hen 

12 . I b i d . , p . i : ) A . 

1 3 . C o l l i n M c G i n n , The C h a r a c t e r of PUnd, 
O x f o r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1 9 0 2 . p p . 1 1 6 - 1 1 7 . 
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t h e r e can be p e r s o n a l s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t c o n t i n u i n g p e r s o n a l 

i d e n t i t y . F i s s i o n cases t h u s appear to sugges t t h a t t h e s e l f 

can c o n t i n u e to be - can p e r s i s t - by v i r t u e o f r e l a t i o n s to 

f u t u r e s e l v e s wh ich a r e n o t r e l a t i o n s o f i d e n t i t y . 

(McGinn c i t e s t he example o f f u s i o n to u n d e r l i n e 

t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t i d e n t i t y . Suppose one he­

m isphe re o f you r b r a i n i s de tached and p r e s e r v e d w h i l e t h e 

o t h e r i s d e s t r o y e d . And s u p n o s e ' t h e same t h i n g i s done to 

someone e l s e ' s b r a i n ( t o a v o i d c o m p l i c a t i o n s we can suppose 

t h e two p e r s o n s to be p sy c l i o l o o I c p l l y s i m i l a r ) ; suppose f u r ­

t h e r t h a t t h e two p r e s e r v e d hemisphe res a r e hooked up to one 

a n o t h e r i n t h e u s u a l way, so t h a t a o e r s o n r e s u l t s . 

Say f o r i n s t a n c e , a p e r s o n A and a p e r s o n B u n d e r ­

go the o p e r a t i o n . The l e f t hem isphe re o f A ' s b r a i n and the 

r i g h t hemisphe re o f B ' s b r a i n a re hooked up to one a n o t h e r i n 

t h e body, say, a p e r s o n C. I n a sense, two d i f f e r e n t p e o p l e 

a re f u s e d i n t o one p e r s o n , U'e canno t i d e n t i f y t h e r e s u l t i n g 

p e r s o n w i t h e i t h e r o f t he o r i g i n a l s , because they a re d i s t i n c t 

f rom each o t h e r and each has equa l c l a i m to i d e n t i t y w i t h t he 

f u t u r e p e r s o n . I f we do n o t r e g a r d t h i s k i n d o f f u s i o n as 

e q u i v a l e n t to d e a t h , t h e n , we a l l o w t h e s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t i d e n ­

t i t y . 

Cases o f p e r s o n a l f i s s i o n and f u s i o n may be u s e f u l ­

l y compared w i t h the fLr , '< ion ruid f u s i o n o f e n t i t i e s o f o t h e r 

k i n d s , and f rom t h i s we can make the d e c i s i o n whe the r t h e r e i s 
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p o s s i b i l i t y f o r s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y o r n o t . 

Suppose a p l a n t i s c u t i n t o two and the two h a l v e s grown sepa ­

r a t e l y so as to p roduce two p l a n t s o f t h e same k i n d as the 

o r i g i n a l . Again t h e l o g i c o f i d e n t i t y p r o h i b i t s us f rom d e s ­

c r i b i n g the r e l a t i o n between t h e o r i g i n a l p l a n t and the r e s u l ­

t i n g p l a n t s as i d e n t i t y . Anyway, t h e r e i s enough reason to say 

t h a t the o r i g i n a l p l a n t p e r s i s t s as two p l a n t s . 

U)e can a l s o suppose t h a t two p l a n t s a r e h a l v e d and 

a p a i r o f t hese h a l v e s g r a f t e d to(OBther to g i v e a new iilant. 

There i s no i d e n t i t y be twee i ' he f u s e d p l a n t and t h e p l a n t s 

i t f u s e d f r o m . Rut i t woulel no t be wrong to say t h a t the o r i g i ­

n a l s have i n some way p e r s i s t e d i n t h e f u s e d p l a n t . When we 

examine the i n t u i t i o n o f s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t i d e n t i t y , t h i s i s 

what we f i n d o u t : t h e p a r t s o f t h e o r i g i n a l p l a n t s t i l l e x i s t 

when they have been s e p a r a t e d f rom o t h e r p a r t s o f t h e p l a n t . 

I ndeed i t i s t r u e to say t h a t t h e r e i s a r e l a t i o n o f i d e n t i t y 

between who le p l a n t s and p a r t s o f o t h e r p l a n t s . 

An o b j e c t s u r v i v e s i f t h e who le o f i t s u r v i v e s , 

and i t may a l s o s u r v i v e i f i t s p a r t s s u r v i v e . The p a r t - w h o l e 

r e l a t i o n i s a l s o c r u c i a l i n the cases uf b r a i n s u r g e r y . Your 

b r a i n i n a f i s s i o n case s u r v i v e s because p a r t s o f i t a re i d e n ­

t i c a l w i t h f u t u r e b r a i n s , nnd i n f u s i o n case , t h e f u t u r e b r a i n 

has as i t s p a r t s , t h e p a r t s o f e a r l i e r b r a i n s . I n j u s t the sense 

i n wh i ch t h e p l a n t s can p e r s i s t t h r o u g h s e p a r a t i o n and recom­

b i n a t i o n o f p o r t s , the b r a i n can do l i k e w i s e . 



121 

In a case of fusion two bodies become one and simi­

larly in the case of brain fusion, it may be supposed that 

there is psychological fusion of the two persons. Now the re­

sulting person from the fusion of the two, would 'q-remember' 

living the lives of both the earlier persons. And then what 

happens to the character and personality traits of the earlier 

persons? Can they be supposed to fuse perfectly? It seems that 

the two persons cannot fuse perfectly into one new person 

because of their difference in character traits, desires and 

intentions, etc. What is Parfit's answer to this problem, he 

says: 

"Some of these will be compatible. These can co-exist 

in the one resulting person. Some will be incompati­

ble. These, if of equal strength, can cancel out, 

and if of different strengths, the stronger can be 

made weaker. And all these effects might be predic­

table."''^ 

In the case of fission, the two resulting persons 

can be exactly similar psychologically with the original per­

son. But in the case of fusion, the resulting person can never 

be exactly similar psychologically with the original persons, 

because in the process of fusion, some of the- characters must 

have changed. Now if that were the case, then, the two origi­

nal persons seem to have not survived as the resulting person 

14.Derek Parfit, Dp. ci t. p. 156. 
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and it does not seem plausible to say that they have not sur­

vived. As mentioned earlier, for Parfit, survival is o matter 

of degree - nou if we admit this conception, there is no dif­

ficulty in saying that in the case of fusion the two original 

persons have survived the operation of fusion. That is why 

Parfit says: 

"I have suggested that fusion, while not clearly) 

survival, is not clearly failure to survive, and 

hence that what matters in survival can have 

degrees." 

With the help of an example, Parfit tries to rein­

force this new conception of survival as a matter of degree. 

Now there are imaginary beings who are like persons in all res­

pects, their only difference is that they reproduce by a pro­

cess of division. There is, say, a person A, He divides into 

B+1 and 8+2. Now B+1 after sometime divides into B+3 and B+4; 

and in the same way, B+2 also divides into B+5 and 0+6, The 

process goes on like that until, say, the division amounts to 

30 in number. Now Parfit says that the person A be psychologi­

cally continuous not only with B+1 and B+2 but also with all 

the members arising out of H'" division of each of these till 

the member B+30. The degree of psychological continuity of per­

son A would go on diminishing as it yo down from B+1 and B+2 

15, Ibid., p.155, 
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t o B+29 a n d B + 3 0 . S t i l l t h e n , we c a n say t h a t p e r s o n A s u r -

u i v e s e u e n t h o u g h h i s s u r u i u a l i s a m a t t e r o f d e g r e e . P a r f i t , 

by i n t r o d u c i n g t h e c o n c e p t i o n o f s u r u i v / a l as a m a t t e r o f d e g ­

r e e , can u s e t h e l a n g u a g e o f s u r u i u a l i n ' t h e c a s e s o f b o t h 

f u s i o n as w e l l as d i v i s i o n . I n t h e l i g h t o f t h i s new l a n g u a g e 

o f s u r v i v a l , I can t a l k a b o u t my ' A n c e s t r a l s e l f ' and my 

T u t u r e s e l f ' w i t h o u t i m p l y i n g t h a t I am i d e n t i c a l w i t h t h e m . 

D . l i / .Hamlyn i n ' M e t a p h y s i c s ' s a i d i n c o n n e c t i o n 

w i t h W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n t h a t t h e r e i s a s e n s e i n w h i c h t h e o r i ­

g i n a l p e r s o n h a s n o t s u r v i v e d . I t r e m a i n s p e r f e c t l y c o r r e c t t o 

say t h a t he has s u r v i v e d , and i t i s r e a s o n a b l e t o b e l i e v e t h a t 

he w o u l d t h i n k so t o o , w h a t e v e r he m i g h t t a k e t h e c o n t e n t o f 

t h a t s u g g e s t i o n t o b e . What w o u l d he h a v e s a i d i f he had k n o w n 

t h a t t h e s e c h a n g e s w e r e t o t a k e p l a c e ? Once a g a i n , i t w o u l d n o t 

be u n r e a s o n a b l e t o s u p p o s e t h a t he w o u l d t h i n k he w o u l d s u r v i v e 

t h e c h a n g e s , h o w e v e r , e x t r e m e t h e s e w e r e . What i f he w e r e t o l d 

t h a t he w o u l d c e a s e t o e x i s t a n d be r e p l a c e d by someone j u s t 

l i k e h i m w i t h a l l t h e same ' m e m o r i e s ' , p e r s o n a l i t y , e t c . ? Some 

p h i l o s o p h e r s seem t o t h i n k t h a t t h e r e w o u l d be no d i f f e r e n c e 

as f a r as he was c o n c e r n e d f r o m w h a t h a p p e n s i n t h e o r d i n a r y 

way when we go t o s l e e p , f o r e x a m p l e : t h e r e w o u l d be no d i f f e ­

r e n c e b e t w e e n t h e o r d i n a r y c a s e o f my w a k i n g up a n d t h e w a k i n g 

up o f someone j u s t l i k e me. 

I t i s S c h o p e n h a u e r who s a y s t h a t s l e e p i s a c o n -

1 6 . D . W . H a m l y n , ' P e r s o n s a n d P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y ' [ M e t a p h y s i c s , 
p p . 2 1 3 - 2 1 5 . 
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s t a n t p r e p a r a t i o n f o r d e a t h . We can suppose t h a t when we go to 

s l eep a t n i g h t we wake up as a p e r s o n who i s e x a c t l y s i m i l a r 

to t h e one who went to s l e e p . We can a l s o suppose t h a t we d i e 

every n i g h t and someone who i " e x a c t l y s i m i l a r i s c r e a t e d to 

wake up i n t h e m o r n i n g . Some m i g h t say t h a t what we have i n 

t h a t s u p p o s i t i o n i s a m a t t e r o f s i m i l a r i t y and n o t a m a t t e r o f 

i d e n t i t y , 

P a r f i t makes a d i s t i n c t i o n between q u e s t i o n s about 

i d e n t i t y and q u e s t i o n s abou t s u r v i v a l as to s o l v e t h e p r o b l e m 

o f whe the r one wou ld s u r v i v e i f one were r e p l a c e d by someone 

e x a c t l y s i m i l a r and whe the r one s h o u l d t h i n k t h a t one would 

s u r v i v e . A c c o r d i n g to h im , I d e n t i t y i s one -one r e l a t i o n and i t 

i s a p p l i c a b l e o n l y i n such cases where we have a r e l a t i o n wh ich 

i s o n e - o n e . I d e n t i t y i s no t a p p l i c a b l e i n t h e case where we 

have a r e l a t i o n o f one-many . I n t h i s l a t t e r case , a c c o r d i n g to 

P a r f i t , s u r v i v a l i s a p p l i c a b l e because the r e l a t i o n i s o n e - t w o . 

As men t i oned b e f o r e , a c c o r d i n g to P a r f i t , s u r v i v a l does n o t 

i m p l y i d e n t i t y and i t i s a m a t t e r o f d e g r e e . 

Now we Can a rgue i f degree o f s u r v i v a l goes w i t h 

degree o f men ta l c o n n e c t e d n e s s , t hen where i t seems l i k e l y t h a t 

t h e r e w i l l be l i t t l e men ta l c o n n e c t e d n e s s , l i t t l e , f o r e examp­

l e , i n t h e way o f memory o f o n e ' s p a s t , t h e r e i s l i k e l y to be 

a low degree o f s u r v i v / a l . Say f o r example , n e t h u s e l a h o f t h e 

B i b l e l i v e d f o r S 969 y e a r s ; i t wou ld be d i f f i c u l t f o r him to 

remember h i s e x p e r i e n c e s o f the e a r l y p a r t o f h i s l i f e a t t he 

end o f h i s l i f e . I f t h a t were the case and i f s u r v i v / a l i s a 
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m a t t e r o f d e g r e e , t h e n P l e t h u s e l a h a t t h e end o f h i s l o n g l i f e 

w o u l d n o t h a v e s u r u i u e d . 

O r d i n a r i l y s i n c e o n e w o u l d n o t agr .ee w i t h s u c h a r ­

g u m e n t , so i t seems t h e r e i s a c e r t a i n d e g r e e o f c o n c e p t u a l 

l e g i s l a t i o n i n w h a t P a r f i t h a s t o s a y . W i g g i n s h a s p r o v i d e d 

1 7 
some s p l e n d i d eomment o n t h e w h o l e i s s u e . Suppose i f some­

o n e w e r e t o l d t h i a t t o m o r r o w t h e r e w o u l d c e r t a i n l y be no one 

who was h i m b u t t h e r e w o u l d be someone r e l a t e d t o h i m by P a r -

f i t ' s r e l a t i o n o f m e n t a l c o n r i e c t e d n e s s , w h a t w o u l d t h e one con ­

c e r n e d w o u l d t h i n k o f i t ? W i g g i n s s u g g e s t s t h a t w h a t p e o p l e 

w o u l d t h i n k a n d w h e t h e r t h e y w o u l d a c c e p t t h e ' o f f e r ' i s n o t 

r e l e v a n t t o t h e i s s u e . The f a c t t h a t p e o p l e h a v e d e s i r e t o 

l e a v e a m e m o r i a l o r s o m e t h i n g o f t h e s o r t c a n be t a k e n as t y p i ­

c a l a c c o m m o d a t i o n s t o t h e c e r t a i n t y o f d e a t h , H a m l y n m e n t i o n s 

t h a t he w o u l d p r e f e r a l o w d e g r e e o f s u r v i v a l t o d e a t h : 

"To me a t l e a s t i t i s n o t c l e a r how maah more t h e r e 

w o u l d be t o t h e p o s s e s s i o n o f m e n t a l l y c o n n e c t e d 

d e s c e n d a n t s t h a n t h e r e i s i n t h e s e more e t i o l a t e d 

f o r m s o f s u r v i v a l . I n d e e d I t h i n k t h a t I m y s e l f p r e ­

f e r t h e m o r e e t i o l a t e d f o r m s . What I am c e r t a i n 

a b o u t i s t h a t I do n o t see how t h e o f f e r o f a l l 

t h e s e t h i n g s , P a r f i t i a n o r e t i o l a t e d , c a n be t a k e n 

f o r a p r o p e r s u r r o g a t e ( e q u i v a l e n t a t t h e l e v e l o f 

1 7 , D a v i d W i g g i n s , ' T h e C o n c e r n t o S u r v i v e ' , 
n i d w e s t S t u d i e s i n P h i l o s o n h y . V o l ^ ^ . 1 9 7 9 . p p . 6 l 7 - < ^ 2 2 
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i m a g i n a t i o n , c o d c e p t i o n and d e s i r e ) f o r the c o n t i ­

nued e x i s t e n c e o f the one and o n l y p e r s o n uiho i s 

me.' U n l e s s , o f c o u r s e , I no l o n g e r want t h a t c o n ­

t i n u e d e x i s t e n c e - i n wh ich case t h e e t i o l a t e d fo rms 

o f s u r v i v a l a r e a g a i n n o t equa l o r t a n t a m o u n t , b u t 

K ^ ^ . l i s 
s imp i y b e t t e r . " 

Now Hamlyn argues that questions about the identi­

ty of the self, as distinct from questions about the identity 

of myself or yourself, admit only of formal answer. The con­

tinued existence of a self is the continued existence of what­

ever has, or owns, a stream of consciousness and, usually but 

not of logical necessity, a body subject to the changes that 

bodies normally undergo. When it ceases to exist there may re­

main a body which is not then 'owned'' by anything, and there 

is no consciousness belongin.i to whatever had it before. There 

is, however, no way of breaking down that 'I*, that owner of 

consciousness and body, into the characteristics of what it 

owns, in such a way as to make it analysable in such terms. To 

that extent the notion of a self is unanalysable in a way that 

19 the notion of a person is not. 

In agreeing that a person may survive in cases of 

fission and fusion are we tacitly conceiving the person strict­

ly on the model of his brain - and if we are, is this legiti-

18. Ibid., 

19. D. W. Hamlyn, Op. ci t, p,2l6. 
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mate? That i s , a re we r e g a r d i n g the s e l f as s u b j e c t to t h e 

same p r i n c i p l e s , w i t h r e s p e c t to t h e c o n n e c t i o n between s u r -

v / iua l and t h e p a r t - w h o l e r e l a t i o n , as t hese o t h e r n o n - p e r s o n a l 

e n t i t i e s ? I f we a r e , t hen we a re p r e s u p p o s i n g a c e r t a i n concep­

t i o n o f t h e c o n s t i t u t i o n o f t h e s e l f , and t h e q u e s t i o n must 

a r i s e whe ther t h i s c o n c e p t i o n i s r e a l l y a c c e p t a b l e , 

20 C o l l i n nicGinn observ/es t h a t i t i s i m p o r t a n t , i n 

c o n s i d e r i n g t h e q u e s t i o n r a i s e d above, to a p p r e c i a t e t h a t t he 

i n t u i t i o n o f p e r s o n a l s u r v i v a l i s no t s a t i s f a c t o r i l y e x p l a i n e d 

i n t e rms o f p s y c h o l o g i c a l s i m i l a r i t y and c a u s a l connec tedness 

t h e o r i e s o f t he s e l f , we canno t a c c e p t t h i s a c c o u n t o f what 

s u r v i v a l amounts to i n t h e f i s s i o n and f u s i o n c a s e s ; i n d e e d 

such an accoun t o f s u r v i v a l i n t he p e r s o n a l case i s even l e s s 

p l a u s i b l e than f o r t h e ana logous f i s s i o n and f u s i o n cases i n ­

v o l v i n g m a t e r i a l o b j e c t s o The r e l a t i o n o f b e i n g a p a r t o f an 

e a r l i e r o b j e c t i s a f a r s t r o n g e r r e l a t i o n t h a n t h a t o f h a v i n g 

s t a t e s wh i ch a re c a u s a l l y c o n n e c t e d w i t h s t a t e s o f some e a r ­

l i e r o b j e c t . 

S e l f i s a s i m p l e s u b s t a n c e a c c o r d i n g to ou r o r d i n a ­

r y n o t i o n and i t i s n o t d i v i s i b l e . I n t he case o f f i s s i o n , t h e . 

r e s u l t i n g p e r s o n s a re c o n c e i v e d as l e t e r a l l y p a r t s o f t h e o r i ­

g i n a l and i n t h e case o f f u s i o n , t h e r e s u l t i n g p e r s o n i s b e i n g 

t a k e n to have t h e e a r l i e r p e r s o n s as p a r t s . T h i s w i l l , i t seems, 

amount to c o n c e i v i n g p e r s o n s i n t h e image o f t h e i r b r a i n s . I n 

20 , C o l l i n r i c G i n n . , Op. c i t , o p . 1 1 7 - 1 2 2 . 
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o t h e r wo rds , i t i s e q u i v a l e n t to s a y i n g t h a t S e l f can be d i v i ­

ded i n t o p a r t s o r i n t o s u b - s e ] v e s , as b r a i n s and p l a n t s may be 

so d i v i d e d . T h i s i s to suppose t h a t S e l f has s e l f - l i k e p a r t s 

u jh ich can be d i v i d e d i n t o o t h e r s e l v e s . S ince i t i s o u r o r d i ­

na ry b e l i e f t h a t S e l f i s a s i m p l e subs tance and hence i n d i v i s i ­

b l e ; t h e n , the s u g g e s t i o n t h a t S e l f has d i v i s i b l e s e l f - l i k e 

p a r t s i s some th ing we a re made to b e l i e v e o n l y t h r o u g h r e f l e c ­

t i o n on f i s s i o n and f u s i o n c a s e s . Now i t seems t h a t i t i s nece ­

ssary f o r us to r e v i e w and r e v i s e o u r c o n c e p t i o n o f t he c o n s t i ­

t u t i o n o f t h e s e l f . 

I t i s t h e argutTient o f McGinn a g a i n s t s u r v i v a l o f 

W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n , i f we c o n t i n u e to h o l d on to ou r o r d i n a r y 

concep t o f t h e s e l f , t h a t i s , t he s e l f i s 30 c o n s t i t u t e d t h a t 

i t c o u l d no t be l i t e r a l l y d i v i d e d - t h e n , i n b e i n g non-compo­

s i t e , i t i s n o t t he s o r t o f e n t i t y t h a t can adm i t o f de tachment 

and s e p a r a t i o n o f i t s p a r t s . I n t h e so c a l l e d f i s s i o n and f u ­

s i o n cases , t h e r e s u l t i n g s e l v e s a re q u i t e new s e l v e s , no t 

made up o f t h e p a r t s o f o l d s e l v e s . By s p l i t t i n g a p e r s o n ' s 

b r a i n , we do no t s p l i t t he p e r s o n i n t o two , r a t h e r , we c r e a t e 

two t o t a l l y new s e l v e s . S i m i l a r l y , when we f u s e two b r a i n s o r 

b r a i n p a r t s i n t o a s i n g l e s e l f , a new s e l f i s r e s u l t e d . T h i s 

w i l l be t h e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f f i s s i o n and f u s i o n cases o f a 

p e r s o n i n t he l i g h t o f t h e o r d i n a r y n a i v e c o n c e p t i o n o f the 

c o n s t i t u t i o n o f t h e s e l f . 

The p r o b l e m a r i s e s when we i m a g i n e t h e case where 
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the divisibility of a self increases in numbers: suppose per­

son A brain has just one hemisphere capable of sustaining a 

self, and the brain of person B has two hemispheres, and that 

of person C has twenty nine, and that of D has fifty and that 

of E has a thousand - it is the case that the self of each of 

these creatures is capable of producing as many non-identical 

survivors as the number of parts Aheir brains have. Now it be­

gins to seem even more like making new selves out of bits of 

the old brain. 

The problem arises from our prior commitment to 

the simplicity of the self and depending on this commitment we 

can explain why preservation of both hemispheres as in the case 

of fission might be reasonably viewed as less like survival 

than preserving just one because fission case requires us to 

regard the self as divisible, whereas the latter does not. 

Therefore, in view of the ordinary naive conception of the self, 

a double success can be considered a failure, and it must be 

rather considered as the creation of totally new selves. 

f'lcGinn observes that the simplicity of the self is 

analogous to the subjectivity of sensations. It is our ordina­

ry concept that sensations are subjective in a way no merely 

physical state could be; yet we also believe that sensations 

must in some way depend on physical properties of the brain -

so we have a clash between two ways of thinking about sensa­

tions. Similarly, our concept of the self tells us that it is 
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a simple substance, but we also believe the self to depend 

upon the brain which is a complex divisible substance. Con­

ceptually thinking, the self cannot be divided, but uhen ue 

think of it in terms of its physical entity, uje are compelled 

to suppose that this simplicity is in some way illusory. Now 

the choice is: to revise our L,oncept of self or to ignore 

the considerations drawn from the physical facts about the 

brain. 

The nearest thing to, an argument for abandoning the 

naive conception of the self, HcGinn concludes, stems from the 

considerations about brain division we grappled with; but the 

diagnoses we gave of those considerations should make us cau­

tious about recklessly throwing over such a pervasive and im­

portant notion as that of the self. Short of a direct demonstra­

tion of incoherence in the naive conception of the self, we 

therefore seem entitled - or perhaps driven - to the conclusion 

that the self should be conceived as a simple mental substance 

whose identity over time is primitive and irreducible. 

Parfit, we saw, takes psychological continuity to 

be more basic than bodily-identity in the context of personal. 

identity. According to him, identity is simply "non branching 

psychological continuity". The emphasis on psychological con­

tinuity seems to stem from the belief that persons are special 

in virtue of their possession of psychological capacities of 

memory, intention, thinking, etc. But from this it does not 

follow that their identity consists in the continuity of such 
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c a p a c i t i e s a l o n e . Even i f p e r s o n s a r e s p e c i a l i n t h i s r e s p e c t 

y e t t h e c r i t e r i o n o f i d e n t i t y oeed no t n e c e s s a r i l y be d i f f e r e n t 

f rom t h e c r i t e r i o n o f i d e n t i t y o f o t h e r l i v i n g t h i n g s o r even 

o f n o n - l i v i n g t h i n g s . Thus i t does n o t seem o b v i o u s t h a t p s y ­

c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y i s more b a s i s t h a n b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y f o r 

q u e s t i o n s o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . I f by ' p e r s o n ' i s meant a p s y ­

c h o - p h y s i c a l b e i n g t hen i t i s no t c o r r e c t to d i s r e g a r d the f a c ­

t o r o f b o d i l y - c o n t i n u i t y c o m p l e t e l y . 21 

P a r f i t ' s c l a i m t h a t most o f t he r e l a t i o n s t h a t ma t ­

t e r f o r p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y can be d e f i n e d i n such a way 

t h a t t hey do no t p resuppose p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y , a l s o seems doub­

t f u l , Ue have seen t h a t even the i n t r o d u c t i o n o f ' q -memory ' 

does n o t c l e a r l y s p e c i f y t he r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t u e e n t h e o r i g i n a l 

e x p e r i e n c e and i t s ' q - m e m o r y ' . The r e l a t i o n s h i p canno t be e x a ­

c t l y t he same as t h e one t h a t h o l d s between an e x p e r i e n c e and 

i t s memory, nor can i t be some th ing t o t a l l y d i f f e r e n t because 

t h e n t h e r e i s no j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r u s i n g the t e rm ' m e m o r y ' , 

liihen i t comes to i n t e n d i n g , r e c o g n i s i n g and o t h e r f a c t o r s , i t 

seems even more d o u b t f u l t h a t they can be d e f i n e d w i t h o u t p r e ­

s u p p o s i n g p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . But suppose we g r a n t t h a t t h i s can 

be done, even t h e n o t h e r d i f f i c u l t i e s wou ld a r i s e . Once we a c ­

c e p t t h a t a p e r s o n can ' q - r e m e m b e r ' a n o t h e r p e r s o n ' s e x p e r i e n ­

ces , can i n t e n d o r d e s i r e a n o t h e r o e r s o n ' s i n t e n t i o n s o r d e ­

s i r e s , t h e r e does n o t seem any j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r t a k i n g c o n t i ­

n u i t y o f t hese c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s as g round f o r p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . 

2 1 . \ / ibha C h a t u r v e d i : 'Puz z l e cases , Di f f i c u l t i e s and R e i n t e r p r e ­
t e t i o n s ' .The Prob lem o f P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y . 
A j a n t a P u b l i c a t i o n s . D e l h i . 1 9 8 8 . p . 1 3 0 . 
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However, P a r f i t i s no t p r i m a r i l y conce rned w i t h i d e n t i t y , h i s 

p r i m a r y conce rn seems to be c o n t i n u i t y o f p s y c h o l o g i c a l c h a ­

r a c t e r i s t i c s i t s e l f and f i n d i n g a concep t w h i c h , w h i l e no t p r e ­

s u p p o s i n g i d e n t i t y can do j u s t i c e to p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y 

between p e r s o n s . Here he seems r i g h t to t he e x t e n t t h a t i f a 

p e r s o n B can q-remembei a n o t h e r p e r s o n A ' s e x p e r i e n c e s , a c t i o n s , 

i n t e n t i o n s , e t c . t hen A s u r v i v e s i n B. However, t h i s s u r v i v a l 

canno t be e q u i v a l e n t to nor can do j u s t i c e to a l l t he a s p e c t s 

o f t he concep t o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . P a r f i t seems to t h i n k t h a t 

p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y i t s e l f i s o f no g r e a t s i g n i f i c a n c e and what 

m a t t e r s i s s i m p l y s u r v i v a l o f a p e r s o n i n te rms o f p s y c h o l o g i ­

c a l c o n t i n u i t y . One f a c t o r wh ich i s g u a r a n t e e d by p e r s o n a l i d ­

e n t i t y , t h a t i s , u n i q u e n e s s i s no t g u a r a n t e e d i n s u r v i v a l . One 

and o n l y p e r s o n a t a l a t e r t ime can be i d e n t i c a l w i t h a p e r s o n 

a t an e a r l i e r t i m e b u t one p e r s o n can s u r v i v e as many. I t i s 

one t h i n g f o r a p e r s o n to c o n t i n u e to e x i s t and a n o t h e r t h i n g 

to have a p s y c h o l o g i c a l r e p l i c a o r r e p l i c a s . Hence i t i s no t 

c o r r e c t to say t h a t s u r v i v a l p r e s e r v e s a l l t h a t m a t t e r s i n a 

normal case o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i f y . I n a normal case o f p e r s o n a l 

i d e n t i t y , n o t o n l y p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y i s m a i n t a i n e d b u t 

s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y i s a l s o t h e r e . F u r t h e r i t i s no t 

t h e case t h a t o n l y p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y m a t t e r s f o r p e r s o ­

n a l i d e n t i t y , s i m i l - a r i t y and c o n t i n u i t y o f t h e i f l ac ia l and p h y ­

s i c a l f e a t u r e s and c o n t i n u i t y o f t h e body a l s o , we " t h i n k , w i l l 

c o n t r i b u t e to s u r v i v a l o f a o e r s o n . A f t e r a l l we do r e g a r d t h e 

s i m i l a r i t y o f o n e ' s c h i l d r e n w i t h o n e s e l f as an e x t e n s i o n o f 

o n e s e l f , 22 

22 . I b i d . , p p . 1 3 0 - 1 3 1 . 
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We can come to c o n c l u d e l i k e t h i s : What Derek P a r -

f i t s u g g e s t s i n f a v o u r o f abandon ing t h e l anguage o f i d e n t i t y 

i n p r o b l e m cases and a d o p t i n g t h e l anguage o f s u r v i v a l i n s t e a d 

has some m e r i t . I f a p e r s o n can s p l i t l i k e an amoeba as sugges ­

t e d by W i g g i n s , i n t o two o r more t han t u o , and i f tujo pe rsons 

can f use u i t h each o t h e r and become one p e r s o n , i t i s e v i d e n t 

t h a t i n such cases o f b o t h f i s s i o n and f u s i o n , t h e r e s u l t i n g 

p e r s o n o r p e r s o n s canno t be c o n s i d e r e d i d e n t i c a l w i t h t h e o r i ­

g i n a l p e r s o n o r p e r s o n s . The concep t o f ' s u r v i v a l ' can be u s e ­

f u l f o r d e s c r i b i n g the r e l a t i o n s h i p be tueen t h e p e r s o n i n v o l v e d , 

But h e r e , no t o n l y p s y c h o l o g ic .a l c o n t i n u i t y b u t s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l 

c o n t i n u i t y wou ld a l s o be r e l e v a n t . 

As men t i oned e a r l i e r , t he concep t o f p e r s o n o r t h e 

concep t o f the c o n s t i t u t i o n o f t h e s e l f p l a y s a ve ry c r u c i a l 

r o l e he re i n t h e cases o f f i s s i o n and f u s i o n . I n o u r o r d i n a r y 

n o t i o n o f t h e s e l f , a p e r s o n i s a s i m p l e s u b s t a n c e and i s no t 

d i v i s i b l e . I f we t r y to unde ' r s tand W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n , b o t h 

f i s s i o n and f u s i o n , i n t he l i g h t o f o u r o r d i n a r y n o t i o n o f t h e 

s e l f as a s i m p l e s u b s t a n c e , we f ace a c o n t r a d i c t i o n . I f we are 

to p r e s e r v e o u r o r d i n a r y n o t i o n o f t h e s e l f as i n d i v i s i b l e sub ­

s t a n c e , t h e n , we need to r e v i s e the concep t o f s u r v i v a l to c o n ­

fo rm the n o t i o n o f t h e s e l f . And i f we d e c i d e to make s u r v i v a l 

o f a p e r s o n i n b o t h cases o f f u s i o n and f i s s i o n p o s s i b l e , t h e n , 

we need to r e v i s e t h e o r d i n a r y concep t o f s e l f i n such a way 

t h a t i t makes s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t i d e n t i t y i n t e l l i g i b l e . Now i n 

v iew o f t h e f a c t t ha t h e concep t o f p e r s o n i s o f a p s y c h o -
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p h y s i c a l b e i n g a n d t h a t b o t h p s y c h o l o g i c a l and s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l 

c o n t i n u i t y o f t h e body a r e d e e p l y embedded i n . t h e c o n c e p t o f 

p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y , t h e c o n c e p t o f s u r u i u a l n e e d s m o d i f i c a t i o n 

u j h i c h P a r f i t d o e s . 

From w h a t P a r f i t h a s s u g g e s t e d , we h a v e l e a r n t t h a t 

w h a t f u n d a m e n t a l l y m a t t e r s i n s u r v i v a l i s ' P s y c h o l o g i c n l c o n t i ­

n u i t y ' o f a p e r s o n . As l o n g as t h e r e i s p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i ­

t y l i k e memory , i n t e n t i o n , i n t e r e s t s , a t t i t u d e s , e t c . uie h u s t 

c a n n o t deny t h a t a p e r s o n s u r v i v e s W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n . T h a t 

i m p l i e s t h a t t h e o r i g i n a l p e r s o n s u r v i v e s t h e o p e r a t i o n as two 

p e o p l e . S i n c e a c c o r d i n g t o P a r f i t , i d e n t i t y i s o n e - o n e r e l a t i o n 

a n d i n W i g g i n s ' s c a s e , t h e r e l a t i o n o f t h e o r i g i n a l p e r s o n a n d 

t h e two r e s u l t i n g p e o p l e i s o n e - t w o , i d e n t i t y i s n o t a p p l i c a b l e , 

T h e n , i t i m p l i e s t h a t t h e r e i s p o s s i b i l i t y o f s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t 

i d e n t i t y . 

P s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y p r e s u p p o s e s s p a t i o - t e m p o ­

r a l c o n t i n u i t y o f s o m e t h i n g , s a y , f o r e x a m p l e , s e l f - c o n s c i o u s ­

n e s s o f a p e r s o n . By S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s w h a t I mean i s t h e i n ­

t e g r a t i n g p o w e r o f a p e r s o n w h i c h n o t o n l y b r i n g s a l l t h e e x ­

p e r i e n c e s o f a p e r s o n t o g e t h e r as a s i n g l e u n i t a r y e x p e r i e n c e s 

b e l o n g i n g t o o n e i n d i v i d u a l p e r s o n , i t a l s o h a s t h e p o w e r t o be 

c o n s c i o u s o f i t s e l f w h i c h we c a l l ' S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ' . I n t h e 

l i g h t o f t h i s i n t e g r a t i n g p o w e r , we c a n t a l k a b o u t a l l t h e e x ­

p e r i e n c e s as b e l o n g i n g t o o n e s i n g l e b e i n g . I f I do n o t h a v e 

t h i s S e l f - a w a r e n e s s o r S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s , t h e n , all rny e x p e ­

r i e n c e s w i l l j u s t be a m a t t e r o f h i s t o r y , n o t a m a t t e r o f 
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my e x p e r i e n c e s b e l o n g i n g to m y s e l f o n l y . I t i s t h i s ' Sel f - c o n -

s c i o u s n e s s ujhich g i v e s me an i n t e g s a t i n g power by means o f 

wh i ch a l l my e x p e r i e n c e s , p a s t and p r e s e n t a re u n i t e d as 'my 

e x p e r i e n c e s ' . 

Nouj i t i s c l e a r t h a t what i s necessa ry f o r s u r v i ­

v a l o f a p e r s o n i s t h a t t h e r e must be p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y 

o f t h a t p e r s o n a f t e r , say , o p e r a t i o n , W i t h o u t p s y c h o l o g i c a l con­

t i n u i t y , s u r v i v a l makes no sense, i n W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n i n par ­

t i c u l a r . I f t h i s were t h e case , t h e n . P s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y 

i s a necessa ry b u t no t a s u f f i c i e n t c r i t e r i o n o f s u r v i v a l . We 

have s a i d t h a t p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y p r e s u p p o s e s s p a t i o - t e m ­

p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y o f s o m e t h i n g , t h a t i s , c o n s c i o u s n e s s by wh ich 

a p e r s o n can have s e l f - a w a r e n e s s o r s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . T h i s 

S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s i s t he very e lemen t w h i c h makes a p e r s o n a 

p e r s o n . 

I n t h e p r e v i o u s c h a p t e r I have d i s c u s s e d t h a t Psy ­

c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y a l o n e i s no t s u f f i c i e n t f o r t h e c r i t e r i o n 

o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y and i t i s o u r c o n c l u s i o n t h a t i t i s b e t t e r 

to go back to t h e c r i t e r i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y i n ou r normal 

day to day l i f e ' s s i t u a t i o n s and h o l d on to i t , wh ich i s , B o d i ­

l y - i d e n t i t y o f a p e r s o n . S ince p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y i s a 

necessa ry e lemen t i n s u r v i v a l , as l o n g as t h e r e i s p s y c h o l o g i ­

c a l c o n t i n u i t y o f t h e o r i g i n a l p e r s o n , we canno t deny t h a t he 

s u r v i v e s U i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n . But s i n c e , i t i s by b o d i l y - i d e n ­

t i t y c r i t e r i o n we make judgments o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y i n ou r 

day to day l i f e , i t i s no t a p p l i c a b l e i n W i g g i n s ' s case . Hence, 
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t he o r i g i n a l p e r s o n s u r u i u e s t h e o p e r a t i o n w i t h o u t i d e n t i t y . 

W i g g i n s r e j e c t s t he v iew t h a t t h e r e a r e two i n d e ­

p e n d e n t and c o n f l i c t i n g c r i t e r i a o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . A c c o r d i n g 

to h im, the memory c r i t e r i o n , utien based upon a causa] v iew o f 

memory, g i v e s us t h e k i n d o f s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y wh ich 

i s r e q u i r e d f o r p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . For h im, no adequate c r i t e ­

r i o n o f i d e n t i t y o f p e r s o n s can be g i v e n w i t h o u t t a k i n g i n t o 

accoun t t h e f a c t o r o f c o n t i n u i t y o f memory and c h a r a c t e r . H is 

n o t i o n o f p e r s o n i m p l i e s t h i s . He s a y s : 

"What i n t e r e s t s mpmo r y - t t i e o r i s t s and what b o d i l y t h e o ­

r i s t s i g n o r e i s some th ing w h i c h i s s u r e l y b o t h c e n ­

t r a l to the n o t i o n o f a p e r s o n and u t t e r l y d i s t i n c ­

t i v e o f i t an i n d i v i d u a l ' s memory o f some s u f ­

f i c i e n t number o f t he t h i n g s wh ich have happened to 

h i m . To be a p e r s o n ( i n any u n a t t e n u a t e d sense o f t h e 

word) i s to be c a p a b l e o f b e l i e v i n g and c e a s i n g to 

b e l i e v e t h i n g s on e v i d e n c e , wh i ch i n i t s t u r n r e ­

q u i r e s t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f memory o f e x p e r i e n c e . One 

can be f o r g e t f u l and en joy t h e s t a t u s o f p e r s o n . But 

one must have the b i o l o g i c a l p o t e n t i a l i t y o f e x p e r i e n ­

ce-memory o f a s u f f i c i e n t l y s o p h i s t i c a t e d s o r t , " 

W igg ins r e g a r d s o n l y t he i d e n t i t y o f b r a i n to be r e ­

l e v a n t i n t h e c o n t e x t o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y and no t tne i d e n t i t y 

2 3 , Dav id W i g g i n s , I d e n t i t y And Spa t i o Temporal C o n t i n u i t y , 
B a s i l B l a c k w e l l . U x f o r d . 1'!6?. 

2A, I b i d , page -^9. 
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o f the whole body . The reason i s t h a t t he b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y c r i ­

t e r i o n " l e f t t he f u n c t i o n a l memory c r i t e r i a w h o l l y u n e x p l a i n e d 

and a t some p o i n t s i t gave the wrong c r i t e r i o n o f i d e n t i t y f o r 

25 p e r s o n s , " Pe rhaps , l i l i g g i n s p i c k s on b r a i n because i t i s 

" f u n c t i o n a l l y r e l e v a n t b o d i l y m a t t e r " . He t h i n k s t h a t i n h i s 

t h e o r y he has t a k e n ca re o f b o t h the s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y 

f a c t o r and t h e f a c t o r o f p s y c h o l o g i c a l - c o n t i n u i t y s p e c i a l l y p e r ­

s o n ' s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c c a p a c i t y o f memory. 

I n the cases o f f i s s i o n and f u s i o n we have d i s c u s s ­

ed , we have f a c e d a seve re p r o b l e m r e g a r d i n g p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . 

We have d i s c o v e r e d t h a t even though t h e b r a i n g i v e s a s u f f i c i e n t 

p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y o f a p e r s o n , i t does no t se r ve as a su f ­

f i c i e n t c r i t e r i o n f o r p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . Does t h e a d m i s s i o n 

t h a t o u r concep t o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y f a i l s to g i v e an i n t u i t i v e ­

l y o b v i o u s and u n i v e r s a l l y a c c e p t a b l e answer i n t h e cases o f f u ­

s i o n and f i s s i o n i m p l y t h a t the concep t i s d e f e c t i v e i n some 

way and needs a r e v i s i o n o r t h a t i t s h o u l d be r e p l a c e d by a n o t h ­

er and b e t t e r c o n c e p t ? 

Derek P a r f i t s u g g e s t s t h a t we s h o u l d use the concep t 

o f ' s u r v i v a l ' i n s t e a d o f ' i d e n t i t y ' i n t he p r o b l e m cases o f b o t h 

f i s s i o n and f u s i o n . He p o i n t s o u t t h a t i n t h e i m a g i n e d cases o f 

f i s s i o n and f u s i o n , the l o g i c o f i d e n t i t y b r e a k s down. Hence we 

s h o u l d use t h e concep t o f i d e n t i t y i n cases where i t i s a p p l i c a -

25 , I b i d , page 56. 
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b l e , and i n such p r o b l e m cases uie s h o u l d use t h e concep t o f 

' s u r v i v a l ' , P a r f i t d e f i n e s ' s u r v i v a l ' i n such a way t h a t i t 

does no t p resuppose i d e n t i t y . 

Out o f t he two k i n d s o f c o n t i n u i t i e s , what m a t t e r s 

i n the c o n t e x t o f p e r s o n a ] i d e n t i t y , a c c o r d i n g to P a r f i t , i s 

p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y . We have j u s t d i s c u s s e d t h a t p s y c h o l o ­

g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y - c r i t e r i o n Jb no t a b l e to gua rd a g a i n s t t he pos­

s i b i l i t y o f r e d u p l i c a t i o n . P a r f i t g r a n t s t h e i m p o r t a n c e o f p s y ­

c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y as n c r i t e r i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y b u t 

i t has i t s drawback because i t i s open to t h e t h r e a t o f r e d u p l i ­

c a t i o n . T h e r e f o r e , he p r o p o s e s t h a t where t h e r e i s no r e d u p l i c a ­

t i o n , p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y i s the g round f o r a s s e r t i n g p e r ­

sona l i d e n t i t y , b u t i n the cases where t h e r e i s r e d u p l i c a t i o n , 

we s h o u l d s top t a l k i n g abou t i d e n t i t y and s t a r t t a l k i n g abou t 

s u r v i v a l i n s t e a d . He s a y s : 

"Even i f p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y i s n e i t h e r l o g i c a l ­

l y , nor a l w a y s i n f a c t , o n e - o n e , i t can p r o v i d e a 

c r i t e r i o n o f i d e n t i t y . For t h i s can appea l to t h e 

r e l a t i o n o f n o n - b r a n c h i n g p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y , 

w h i c h i s l o g i c a l l y one -one " 

" I f p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y took a b r a n c h i n g f o r m , 

we o u g h t to speak i n a new way, r e g a r d i n g what we 

d e s c r i b e as h a v i n g the same s i g n i f i c a n c e as i d e n t i t y ' . ' 
„27 

26, Derek Parfit, Personal Identity, Dp. ci t, page 150. 

27, Ibid, page 151, 
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About ' s u r v i v a l ' P a r f i t m e n t i o n s t h r e e i m p o r t a n t 

t h i n g s : ( i ) S u r v i v a l does no t i m p l y i d e n t i t y . 

( i i ) What m a t t e r s i n s u r v i v a l a r e r e l a t i o n s o f d e g r e e s , 

( i i i ) These r e l a t i o n s can be d e s c r i b e d i n a way t h a t does 

n o t p resuppose i d e n t i t y . 

The most i m p o r t a n t p a r t i c u l a r r e l a t i o n i n v o l v e d i n ' s u r v i v a l ' 

a c c o r d i n g to P a r f i t i s ' m e m o r y ' . I t i s commonly b e l i e v e d t h a t 

memory p resupposes p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . T h e r e f o r e , P a r f i t i n t r o ­

duces a new concep t o f 'Q-memory ' abou t wh i ch i t i s no t a l o g i ­

c a l t r u t h t h a t a p e r s o n can remember o n l y h i s own e x p e r i e n c e s . 

Thus i n t h e case o f b r a i n - b i s e c t i o n , the two r e s u l t i n g p e r s o n s 

wou ld be s a i d to 'Q- remember ' the e x p e r i e n c e s o f t h e o r i g i n a l 

p e r s o n . Second i m p o r t a n t f e a t u r e o f s u r v i v a l , a c c o r d i n g to P a r -

f i t , i s t h a t s u r v i v a l i s a m a t t e r o f d e g r e e s . I d e n t i t y i s a 

m a t t e r o f a l l - o r - n o t h i n g , i t does no t adm i t o f d e g r e e ; b u t , f o r 

P a r f i t , s u r v i v a l does adm i t o f d e g r e e s . 

P a r f i t ' s s u g g e s t i o n i n f a v o u r o f abandon ing the 

l a n g u a g e o f i d e n t i t y i n p r o b l e m "cases and a d o p t i n g the l anguage 

o f s u r v i v a l i n s t e a d has some m e r i t . I f a p e r s o n can s p l i t l i k e 

amoeba, i n t o two , o r , two p e r s o n s can f u s e and become one , i t 

i s o b v i o u s t h a t i n such cases the p e r s o n s o r p e r s o n r e s u l t i n g 

f rom f i s s i o n and f u s i o n canno t be r e g a r d e d i d e n t i c a l w i t h t h e 

o r i g i n a l p e r s o n o r p e r s o n s . The c o n c e p t o f ' s u r v i v a l ' can be 

u s e f u l f o r d e s c r i b i n g the r e l a t i o n s h i p be tween the p e r s o n s i n ­

v o l v e d . But he re n o t o n l y p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y b u t s p a t i o -
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t e m p o r a l c o n t i n u i t y wou ld a l s o be r e l e v a n t . 28 

The imagined cases like fission and fusion we have 

discussed so far have highlighted various aspects of the prob­

lem of personal identity and they also help us to see the impli­

cations of a proposed criterion. Ule know that our concepts rela­

ting to different objects and subjects of day to day life have 

been formed against the background of certain network of facts 

that obtain in the world. If these facts undergo a radical cha­

nge, then, our concepts would also break down. Even thought con­

cepts can be stretched to a certain extent to meet new require­

ments, but since there is a limit to this stretching, it cannot 

deal with all kinds of unforeseen and imaginable situations. If 

a radical change in the facts takes place, then, we have to mo­

dify our concepts also. However, in the present circumstances 

the concept of personal identity does not need a revision or a 

modi f ication. 

28, Uibha Chaturvedi, Op.cit, page 131. 
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CONCLUSION 
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CHAPTER V 

C O N C L U S I O N 

In the beginning I hav/e said that there are two 

questions which philosophers seem to have discussed euer since 

the time of Locke and Descartes under the title 'Personal Iden­

tity', These questions as I have mentioned are different but 

related in nature. One is the question about the unity of the 

Self and the other is the question about its Identity. The for­

mer question arises from the observation that a vast variety of 

experiences - sensations, desires, thoughts, emotions, etc., 

seem to be united in a person, they are all hi s experiences, 

exist in a single mind. What is it that unites all these expe­

riences? Is it something that relates them to one another in 

some specific manner? Or is it so by virtue of their relation 

to an entity which is not an experience, namely, a Self or a 

Brain or some other entities? 

The question about Identity, on the other hand, 

arises from certain unusual cases imagined both by philosophers 

and science fiction writers, such as the cases of re-incarnation 

or brain-transplantation. These cases raise the question how, in 

principle, we should settle disputes about personal Identity. 

In effect, it asks for what is essential to a person being the 

person he is. 



U l ? 

I have a t t e m p t e d i n t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n to show t h a t 

n o t o n l y t hese two q u e s t i o n s a re d i f f e r e n t , b u t when the q u e s ­

t i o n abou t I d e n t i t y i s s e t t l e d , t h e q u e s t i o n abou t U n i t y appears 

t o be a s p u r i o u s o n e . That means, t he q u e s t i o n abou t I d e n t i t y 

i s more f undamen ta l t h a n the q u e s t i o n abou t U n i t y o f t he S e l f , 

I n o t h e r wo rds , t he q u e s t i o n o f I d e n t i t y a l r e a d y i n c l u d e s the 

q u e s t i o n o f U n i t y o f mind o r s e l f . T h e r e f o r e , i f t h e q u e s t i o n 

abou t I d e n t i t y i s answered , then , , a u t o m a t i c a l l y t h e q u e s t i o n 

abou t t h e U n i t y o f t he mind w i l l be s o l v e d . 

I n t he Second Chap te r , I d e a l t w i t h t h e q u e s t i o n 

abou t U n i t y o f t he mind w i t h s p e c i a l r e f e r e n c e to Dav id Hume 

and h i s f o l l o w e r s . The q u e s t i o n r a i s e d by Hume i s : 'What u n i t e s 

a p e r s o n ' s p a s t e x p e r i e n c e s w i t h h i s p r e s e n t e x p e r i e n c e s ? ' . Now, 

i f t h i s q u e s t i o n i s s a t i s f a c t o r i l y answered , t he q u e s t i o n abou t 

I d e n t i t y w i l l be s o l v e d a u t o m a t i c a l l y - t h a t i s what Hume e x ­

p e c t e d . The U n i t y q u e s t i o n r a i s e d by Hume r e q u i r e s us to s p e l l 

o u t what i s common to t h e g r e a t v a r i e t y o f e x p e r i e n c e s wh ich we 

have i n day to day l i f e , t h a t means, what i s common w i l l be what 

u n i t e s a p e r s o n ' s e x p e r i e n c e s as b e l o n g i n g to him o n l y . 

We have d i s c u s s e d t h a t some p h i l o s o p h e r s t r i e d to 

s o l v e t h i s U n i t y q u e s t i o n by s a y i n g t h a t t h e u n i t y o f a p e r s o n ' s 

e x p e r i e n c e s c o n s i s t s i n t he f a c t t h a t t h e e x p e r i e n c e s a re r e l a ­

t e d to one a n o t h e r i n a p a r t i c u l a r way, say f o r example , Causa­

l i t y , There a re o t h e r group o f p h i l o s o p h e r s who e x p l a i n e d t h e 

u n i t y o f e x p e r i e n c e s i n te rms o f a b e i n g o r a s e l f o r a b r a i n 
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t o wh ich a l l the e x p e r i e n c e s o f a p e r s o n b e l o n g . 

Dav/id Hume r e j e c t e d the o r d i n a r y n o t i o n o f a S e l f 

as an e n t i t y wh i ch owns a l l the e x p e r i e n c e s o f a p e r s o n . For 

h im , a Soul o r a S e l f i s n o t h i n g b u t a mere p h i l o s o p h e r ' s 

i n v e n t i o n . I f t h e r e r e a l l y e x i s t s the so c a l l e d S e l f , a c c o r d i n g 

to Hume, i t must be s u b j e c t to s e n s e - e x p e r i e n c e ; and s i n c e , 

t h e r e i s no such t h i n g wh i ch can be seen , t o u c h e d o r f e l t w i t h 

o u r senses , t h e n Hume a rgues t h a t t h e r e i s no such t h i n g c a l l e d 

a s e l f (even i f t h e r e i s , i t canno t be e x p e r i e n c e d w i t h o u r s e n ­

ses and i f i t i s n o t s u b j e c t to s e n s e - e x p e r i e n c e we have no g u a ­

r a n t e e f o r i t s e x i s t e n c e ) . The myth o f a S e l f o r a B e i n g , a c c o r ­

d i n g to Hume, i s j u s t a mere l o g i c a l c o n s t r u c t i o n o f t he mind 

to make t h e u n i t y o f a l l e x p e r i e n c e s o.f a p e r s o n i n t e l l i g i b l e 

and r e a s o n a b l e - when we ' s e e ' p e r c e p t i o n s , i d e a s and s e n s a ­

t i o n s g o i n g on i n t h e m i n d , we c o n c l u d e t h a t t h e r e must be a 

c o n t i n u e d and u n i n t e r r u p t e d e n t i t y to wh i ch a l l t hese e x p e r i e n ­

ces b e l o n g and we c a l l t h i s supposed e n t i t y , a S e l f , I f t h e r e 

r e a l l y i s a S e l f , Hume a r g u e s , i t must be s u b j e c t to s e n s e - e x p e ­

r i e n c e b u t s i n c e t h e r e i s no such t h i n g when we l o o k i n t o o u r ­

s e l v e s e x c e p t t h o s e p e r c e p t i o n s and s e n s a t i o n s g o i n g on i n t he 

m i n d , t h e n , we canno t c o n c l u s i v e l y say t h e r e i s S e l f . Be ing an 

e m p i r i c i s t , t h e c r i t e r i o n o f t r u t h f o r Hume i s s e n s e - e x p e r i e n c e , 

wha teve r i s n o t s u b j e c t to s e n s e - e x p e r i e n c e canno t be c o n s i d e r e d 

as e x i s t e n t . 

A c c o r d i n g to Dav id Hume, t h e r e a r e o n l y t h r e e r e l a -
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tion that can produce a 'Union in the imagination' betujeen 

ideas and those relations are: Resemblance, Contiguity and 

Causation. They are, for Hume, 'Natural relations' of ideas, 

in the mind. I see a book lying on my table. The next day I 

see a book which resembles the one I saui yesterday lying on 

the same place and the third day also I see a book which re­

sembles the book I sauj yesterday and day before. Then, I come 

to the conclusion that all these perceptions of the book on 

different days, owing to their resemblance with one another 

must come from one book. Our idea of identity, according to 

Hume, has its foundation in 'resemblance' in our different and 

unique perceptions. 

Ordinarily we consider that for something to be 

the cause of something else, it must touch it, be spatially con­

nected to it. In order to make a football move, it must be 

kicked by my foot. In the same way, when we examine our percep­

tions, the 'seemingly external objects' seem to be the cause of 

our perceptions because every time we have perceptions, they 

are there. Then, we come to conclude that our perceptions are 

caused by these 'external objects' and therefore, they are there 

in the external world. Thus, Contiguity for Hume is one of the 

natural relations with which we logically explain the percep­

tions and sensations as caused by external objects. 

Causation, according to Hume, is a necessary connec­

tion. By this he means, the relation between cause and effect 
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is necessary. For example, the cause necessarily produces the 

effect. We hav/e the idea of a necessary connection between a 

particular cause and effect, according to Hume, after we expe­

rience their conjunction repeatedly. He calls this 'constant 

conjunction'. The idea of necessary connection, Hume says, 

between cause and effect is not in the objects we observe, but 

in the mind. Therefore, it is subjective in nature. 

In the Second Chapter,- I argued against Hume's 

attempt to explain and solve identity question by explaining 

the unity of our experiences in terms of psychological laws of 

association in general and causation in particular. Since it is 

his attempt to answer the identity question by answering the 

unity question, then, when he explains the unity question in 

terms of causation, it amounts to an assumption that a person 

is the same thing as the bond among his perceptions, which can­

not be accepted because it contradicts our ordinary notion of 

the Self, Hume's argument, it seems, assumes that the identity 

question is the same thing as the unity question. It is my argu­

ment that they are not. When we pronounce the judgement concer­

ning personal identity of a person, we do this on the basis of 

what can be seen and heard of that person, not on the basis of 

the unity of his perceptions. It was my conclusion of the Se­

cond Chapter that any philosophical theory of personal identity 

must take 'physical existence' of a person into account which 

Hume, as we have found, ignores under the spell of Cartesianism, 
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In the third Chapter under the title 'Criteria of 

Personal Identity' I have discussed at great length the diffe­

rent theories of criteria of personal identity. Questions of 

identity arise whenever lue think and talk about the existence 

of persons over a period of time. We often make statements like 

'This is my friend John who is my best friend ever since my 

childhood' and 'This is my teacher David about whom I often 

talked' so on and so forth. To reidentify a person is to imply 

that in spite of the changes and lapse of time, that person has 

remained the same, bihat makes a person the same over a period 

of time is the question of personal identity. The problem of 

personal identity is the problem of clarifying what personal 

identity consists in and what the criteria behind reidentifica-

tions of persons are. 

Every individual undergoes changes - both physical 

and psychological. Physically we keep on changing right from 

the time of our birth till the time we die, we keep on changing 

in our physical appearances. Similarly, out attitudes, our be­

liefs and interests, our psychological-makings, etc., undergo 

a lot of changes too. U/hat changes can be allowed and what 

changes cannot be allowed in order to preserve the identity of 

a person is the question I have dealt with in the Third Chapter, 

In an attempt to find out the 'logically necessary 

and sufficient' condition of personal identity criterion, I 

have discussed different theories and opinions regarding perso-
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nal identity criterion. The notion of criterion, I have said, 

is ambiguous betueen the idea of telling that a certain sort 

of fact obtains, and the idea of what is constitutive of its 

obtaining. The former is an epistemological idea and the lat­

ter is a metaphysical one. In application to personal identity, 

the distinction is between the evidence we use to judge of 

personal identity over time, and our conception of what this 

is evidence for. 

In most of the discussions of personal identity, 

the term 'criterion' is used in the sense of logically necessa­

ry and sufficient condition. A question about the criterion of 

personal identity is a question about the necessary and suffi­

cient condition of personal identity, that is, of saying correct­

ly that Person Pp at time Ty is the same person as P̂  at time 

T^, This implies that necessary and sufficient conditions fol-

louj from something that is necessary part of the concept of a 

person. That means, if we say that the concept of a person is 

unanalysable, we are likely to reject the attempt to provide 

necessary and sufficient conditions of personal identity, at 

least, on the basis of something about the concept itself. If 

this were the case, then, the question about the conditions of 

personal identity has its basis in the concept of a person 

itself and vice versa. 

In the end of the Third Chapter, however, I have men­

tioned that though it seems that criteria of personal identity 
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and the concept of a person appear to be the tujo sides of the 

same coin, but in fact, they are not. They can be separated 

from each other. This implies that what is a fundamental nece­

ssity in our concept of a person may not be a necessary crite­

rion of personal identity and also, what matters as a necessary 

and sufficient condition for judgment of personal identity may 

not be necessarily inherent in the conceptual framework of what 

a person is. In other words, without the condition on which the 

criterion of personal identity rests, the concept of a person 

may still be meaningful. 

There are various criteria of personal identity pro­

posed by different philosophers. Philosophers who accept the 

existence of a substantive soul generally take the identity of 

this soul as the criterion of personal identity. On the other 

hand, those philosophers who deny the existence of the substan­

tive soul explain personal identity either in terms of relations 

between experiences especially memory, or in terms of relation 

of experiences with a body. In modern times, two criteria, name­

ly, psychological continuity and bodily-identity, dominate the 

others in philosophical discussion regarding personal identity. 

After thoroughly examining different theories of cri­

teria of personal identity, we have found that there is no sing­

le criterion which is both logically necessary and sufficient. 

All the theories we have discussed have some drawbacks. Having 
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f ound no l o g i c a l l y necessa ry and s u f f i c i e n t c r i t e r i o n , I have 

c o n c l u d e d t h a t i t i s b e t t e r to go back to o u r o r d i n a r y c r i t e r i ­

on o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y i n o u r day to day l i f e . That i s , t h e 

c r i t e r i o n o f b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y . 

How do we know t h a t Pe rson P_ a t t i m e J- i s t h e same 

as Person P a t t i m e T. i n s p i t e o f a l l t h e changes i n v o l v e d 

b o t h p h y s i c a l l y and p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y ? I t i s t h e ' S p a t i o - t e m p o r a l 

C o n t i n u i t y ' o f t h e p e r s o n ' s body o v e r t i m e w h i c h makes us c o n s i ­

der t h e same p e r s o n . T h i s i s t h e way we i d e n t i f y and r e i d e n t i f y 

a p e r s o n as t h e same o v e r a p e r i o d o f t i m e i n o u r day to day 

l i f e . T h e r e f o r e , i t i s ' B o d i l y - i d e n t i t y ' w h i c h s e r v e s as a s u f f i ­

c i e n t , t hough n o t n e c e s s a r i l y , c r i t e r i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y i n 

o r d i n a r y l i f e s i t u a t i o n s . 

I n o u r eve ry day l i f e ' s s i t u a t i o n s as we i n t e r a c t 

w i t h one a n o t h e r , w i t h o u t t h i s p r a c t i c e o f i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and 

r e i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , o u r l i f e w i l l be f u l l o f chaos and c o n f u s i o n . 

We do t h i n k and t a l k abou t i d e n t i t y o f p e r s o n s and we have to 

have t h e c r i t e r i o n by w h i c h we r e i d e n t i f y a p e r s o n and t h i s , we 

go by b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y , Uie have d i s c u s s e d d i f f e r e n t t h e o r i e s and 

we have f ound o u t t h e r e i s no s i n g l e c r i t e r i o n w h i c h i s l o g i c a l ­

l y necessa ry and s u f f i c i e n t f o r p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y . T h e r e f o r e , 

i n s p i t e o f i t s i n s u f f i c i e n c y , b o d i l y - i d e n t i t y i s a necessa ry 

c r i t e r i o n o f p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y as f a r as t h i s p h y s i c a l e x i s t e n c e 

on t h e e a r t h i s c o n c e r n e d . 
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I n t h e F o u r t h Chap te r , I d i s c u s s e d whe the r t h e r e i s 

any p o s s i b i l i t y o f s u r v i v a l w i t h o u t i d e n t i t y w i t h s p e c i a l r e f e ­

rence to Derek P a r f i t , Dav id W i g g i n s has d r a m a t i z e d a case o f 

b r a i n b i s e c t i o n i n w h i c h the two hem isphe res o f a p e r s o n ' s b r a i n 

i s d i v i d e d and they a re housed i n d i f f e r e n t b o d i e s t h u s r e s u l ­

t i n g i n t o two p e r s o n s h a v i n g t h e same memories o f t h e o r i g i n a l 

p e r s o n . The q u e s t i o n a r i s e s : w h i c h o f t he two p e r s o n s i s t h e o r i ­

g i n a l pe rson? Or , what happen to t h e o r i g i n a l p e r s o n ? There seem 

o n l y t h r e e p o s s i b i l i t i e s as sugges ted by Derek P a r f i t : 

( i ) The o r i g i n a l p e r s o n -does n o t s u r v i v e , 

( i i ) The o r i g i n a l p e r s o n s u r v i v e s as one o f t he two . 

( i i i ) The o r i g i n a l p e r s o n s u r v i v e s as b o t h . 

For P a r f i t , t h e t h i r d p o s s i b i l i t y ' i s t h e most l i k e l y p o s s i b l e 

c a s e . 

From what P a r f i t has s u g g e s t e d , we have l e a r n t t h a t 

what m a t t e r s i n s u r v i v a l i s ' P s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y ' o f a p e r ­

son . As l o n g as t h e r e i s p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n t i n u i t y l i k e memory, ' 

i n t e n t i o n , i n t e r e s t s , a t t i t u d e s , e t c , , we j u s t canno t deny t h a t 

a p e r s o n s u r v i v e s W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n . That i m p l i e s t h a t t he o r i ­

g i n a l p e r s o n s u r v i v e s W i g g i n s ' s o p e r a t i o n as two p e o p l e . S ince 

f o r P a r f i t , i d e n t i t y i s one -one r e l a t i o n , i n t h e case o f W i g g i n s ' 

o p e r a t i o n , t he r e l a t i o n between the o r i g i n a l p e r s o n and the r e ­

s u l t i n g p e o p l e i s o n e - t w o , i d e n t i t y canno t be a p p l i e d o r t a l k e d 

a b o u t . I f t h i s were t h e case , the o r i g i n a l p e r s o n s u r v i v e s w i t h ­

o u t i d e n t i t y . Th i s means, t h e r e i s p o s s i b i l i t y o f s u r v i v a l w i t h ­

o u t i d e n t i t y . 
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Now g o i n g back to t h e q u e s t i o n r a i s e d i n t he I n t r o ­

d u c t i o n : What u n i t e s a p e r s o n ' s e x p e r i e n c e s ? I s i t someth ing 

t h a t r e l a t e s them to one a n o t h e r i n some s p e c i f i c manner? Or , 

i s i t so by v i r t u e o f t h e i r r e l a t i o n to an e n t i t i e s wh ich i s 

n o t an e x p e r i e n c e , namely , a S e l f o r a B r a i n o r some o t h e r e n ­

t i t i e s ? As I have s a i d i n the b e g i n n i n g , i f t he q u e s t i o n abou t 

I d e n t i t y i s s u c e s s f u l l y d e a l t w i t h , t h e n , the q u e s t i o n abou t 

t h e U n i t y o f a p e r s o n ' s e x p e r i e n c e s w i l l be a u t o m a t i c a l l y r e n ­

dered s p u r i o u s . Now l e t us see how t h i s i s so . 

What i s i t f o r a b e i n g to be a pe rson? What a re the 

c o n d i t i o n s t h a t must be met f o r a b e i n g to be a pe rson? What 

d i s t i n g u i s h e s human b e i n g s f rom t h i n g s of n a t u r e and o t h e r 

b e i n g s i s t h e i r h i g h l y d e v e l o p e d c a p a c i t y f o r t h o u g h t , f e e l i n g s 

and d e l i b e r a t e o r i n t e n t i o n a l a c t i o n . Some o f t hese c a p a c i t i e s 

may be found i n a n i m a l s i n a l i m i t e d way, b u t t he f u l l b lown 

deve lopment t h a t i s f ound i n men i s some th ing d i s t i n c t i v e o f 

them, nen have m i n d s . I am c o n s c i o u s o f my s u r r o u n d i n g s ; and 

n o t o n l y t h a t , I am fcapable o f h a v i n g s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . Th i s 

i s what makes human b e i n g s d i s t i n c t f rom t h e r e s t o f a n i m a l s . 

I t i s d o u b t f u l t h a t a dog knows t h a t i t i s a dog i n t he same 

way we humans know t h a t we a re humans. The c o n d i t i o n f o r a b e i n g 

to be a p e r s o n i s t h e power o f s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s , A p e r s o n 

knows t h a t he i s a p e r s o n . 

I know i n a way no o t h e r c o u l d know what i t i s l i k e 

to be me. From t h e i n s i d e , c o n s c i o u s n e s s seems to be a l l - o r -
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n o t h i n g phenomenon - an i n n e r l i g h t t h a t i s e i t h e r on o r o f f . 

Even though we t a l k a b o u t s u b - c o n s c i o u s n e s s o r h a l f - c o n s c i o u s ­

n e s s , and on o c c a s i o n we even e x p e r i e n c e a b n o r m a l l y h e i g h t e n e d 

c o n s c i o u s n e s s , b u t when we a r e c o n s c i o u s , t h a t we a r e c o n s c i o u s 

i s no t a f a c t t h a t a d m i t s of d e g r e e s . There i s a v iew, t h e n , 

from which c o n s c i o u s n e s s seems to be an e l e m e n t t h a t s u n d e r s 

t h e U n i v e r s e i n t o two s t r i k i n g l y d i f f e r e n t k i n d s of t h i n g s -

t h o s e t h a t have i t and t h o s e t h a t do n o t . Those t h a t have i t 

a r e s u b j e c t s , b e i n g s to whom t h i n g s can be one way o r a n o t h e r , 

b e i n g s i t i s l i k e s o m e t h i n g to b e . I t i s n o t l i k e a n y t h i n g a t 

a l l to be a Rock o r a book o r an a p p l e . These t h i n g s have i n -

s i d e s - b u t no t t h e r i g h t s o r t of i n s i d e s , no i n n e r l i f e , no 

p o i n t of v iew. 

Now we have s a i d t h a t we human b e i n g s a r e d i f f e r e n t 

b e c a u s e we have a u n i q u e c a p a c i t y of knowing who and what we 

a r e i n a way no o t h e r b e i n g s can know t h e m s e l v e s . In o t h e r words , 

i n o r d e r f o r a b e i n g to be ' s e l f ' o r ' p e r s o n ' i t i s no t o n l y n e ­

c e s s a r y to have men ta l a t t r i b u t e s b u t a l s o s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . 

I t i s ve ry u n l i k e l y to t h i n k of c r e a t u r e s l a c k i n g s e l f - c o n s c i o u s ­

n e s s a s h a v i n g men ta l s t a t e s p r o p e r . 

I s i t r e a s o n a b l e to m a i n t a i n t h a t t h e r e i s s o m e t h i n g 

which h a s men ta l s t a t e s o n l y i f what h a s them i s aware of t h a t 

s o m e t h i n g ? We can i n t r o d u c e a d i s t i n c t i o n be tween d i f f e r e n t 

k i n d s of p s y c h o l o g i c a l s u b j e c t : t h e r e i s t h e i d e a of a t h i n g 
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w h i c h h a s m e n t a l a t t r i b u t e s b u t w h i c h i s n o t q u a l i f i e d as a 

s e l f b e c a u s e i t l a c k s s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . T h i s c o u l d be s i m ­

p l y a n i m a l i n q u e s t i o n , a c e r t a i n k i n d o f l i v i n g b o d y . And 

t h e r e i s t h e i d e a o f a p s y c h o l o g i c a l s u b j e c t d i f f e r e n t i n n a ­

t u r e f r o m t h e f i r s t , t h a t i s , t h e l i v i n g a n i m a l b o d y w i t h a 

m i n d a n d c o n f e r r i n g u p o n a m i n d a k i n d o f u n i t y n o t c o n f e r r e d 

by t h e b o d y . Then we c a n say t h a t t h e m e n t a l s t a t e s o f s i m p l e 

c r e a t u r e s b e l o n g t o t h e s u b j e c t s i n t h e f i r s t s e n s e , b u t t h e 

m e n t a l s t a t e s o f s e l f - c o n s c i o u s c r e a t u r e s h a v e s u b j e c t s i n 

t h e s e c o n d s e n s e . The l a t t e r s o r t o f s u b j e c t , t h e s e l f p r o p e r , 

d i s p l a y s a s p e c i a l k i n d o f u n i t y , i t h a s a u n i t y w h i c h i s p r o ­

p e r l y g r a s p e d o n l y f r o m t h e i n s i d e , * 

To be a p e r s o n i s t o h a v e t h e p o w e r o f k n o w i n g who 

a n d w h a t one i s . The Tape R e c o r d e r C a s s e t t e k e e p s a r e c o r d o f 

w h a t e v e r i s r e c o r d e d by t h e p l a y e r , b u t i t l a c k s t h e k i n d o f 

c o n s c i o u s n e s s we a r e t a l k i n g a b o u t , t h e C a s s e t t e has no p o w e r 

o f C a s s e t t e - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . On t h e o t h e r h a n d , a p e r s o n has me­

mory a n d he a l s o h a s t h e p o w e r o f s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . The e s ­

s e n t i a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s f o r p e r s o n h o o d a r e r a t i o n a l i t y a n d 

a w a r e n e s s o f o n e ' s i d e n t i t y o v e r t i m e , J o h n L o c k e g o e s t o t h e 

e x t e n t o f s a y i n g t h a t a r a t i o n a l p a r r o t w o u l d be a p e r s o n w h e r e ­

as an i r r a t i o n a l man w o u l d n o t be s o . L o c k e d i s t i n g u i s h e s b e t ­

ween ' m a n ' a n d ' p e r s o n ' . The i d e a o f n ian, a c c o r d i n g t o h i m , 

i s s i m p l y t h a t o f an a n i m a l h a v i n g a c e r t a i n f o r m , human f o r m 

t o be p r e c i s e . I t e n t a i l s a d e t e r m i n a t e s h a p e a n d s i z e , ' f l a n ' 



1 54 

c a n n o t be d e f i n e d e i t h e r i n t e r m s o f r a t i o n a l i t y o r i m m o r t a l 

s o u l . A r a t i o n a l p a r r o t he s a y s c a n n o t be c a l l e d a man b e c a u s e 

i t l a c k s t h e r e q u i s i t e p h y s i c a l ( h u m a n ) f o r m . H a v i n g a human 

f o r m o r f o r t h a t m a t t e r any p h y s i c a l f o r m i s n o t e s s e n t i a l f o r 

p e r s o n h o o d . L o c k e t h u s d e f i n e s p e r s o n a s : 

"A t h i n k i n g i n t e l l i g e n t b e i n g t h a t has r e a s o n and 

r e f l e c t i o n a n d c a n c o n s i d e r i t s e l f a s i t s e l f , t h e 

same t h i n k i n g t h i n g i n d i f f e r e n t t i m e s a n d p l a c e , 

w h i c h i t d o e s by t h a t c o n s c i o u s n e s s w h i c h i s i n -

s e p a r a b l e f r o m t h i n k i n g a n d . . . e s s e n t i a l t o i t " . 

2 
P . F . S t r a w s o n g i v e s a t h e o r y o f p e r s o n a c c o r d i n g t o 

w h i c h ' p e r s o n ' i s a t y p e o f b e i n g t o whom m - p r e d i c a t e s a n d P-

p r e d i c a t e s c a n be a s c r i b e d . By ' p e r s o n ' S t r a w s o n means a s u b ­

j e c t t o w h i c h b o t h m a t e r i a l p r e d i c a t e s s u c h a s h e i g h t , w e i g h t , 

c o l o u r , e t c . , a s w e l l as m e n t a l a c t i v i t i e s l i k e t h i n k i n g , r e ­

m e m b e r i n g , i n t e n d i n g , e t c . , c a n ° b e a s c r i b e d . He s a y s : 

"Wha t I mean by t h e c o n c e p t o f a p e r s o n i s t h e c o n ­

c e p t o f a t y p e o f e n t i t y s u c h t h a t b o t h p r e d i c a t e s 

a s c r i b i n g s t a t e s o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s a n d p r e d i c a t e s 

a s c r i b i n g c o r p o r e a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , a p h y s i c a l 

s i t u a t i o n , e t c . , a r e e q u a l l y a p p l i c a b l e t o a s i n g l e 

i n d i v j . d u a l o f t h a t s i n g l e t y p e , " 

1 . J o h n L o c k e , An E s s a y C o n c e r n i n g Human U n d e r s t a n d i n g , 
e d , A. C. F r a s e r . C l a r e n d o n P r e s s . Ox f o r d . 1 8 9 4 . p . 4 6 8 . 

2 . P . F . S t r a w s o n , I n d i v i d u a l s . d e t h u e n , L o n d o n . 1 9 5 9 . 

3 . I b i d . , p . 1 0 2 . 
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A g a i n s t C a r t e s i a n d u a l i s m , S t r a u j s o n a r g u e s t h a t i t 

i s n e c e s s a r y i n o r d e r t h a t one be a b l e t o a s c r i b e o n e ' s s t a t e s 

o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s t o o t h e r s , o n e m u s t be a b l e t o a s c r i b e O n e ' s 

s t a t e s o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s t o o n e s e l f . For t h i s , o n e m u s t be a b l e 

t o i d e n t i f y o t h e r s u b j e c t s o f s t a t e s o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s . I f t h i s 

s u b j e c t i s a p u r e ego o r s o u l , a c o m p l e t e l y i m m a t e r i a l p r i n c i ­

p l e , t h e n o n e c a n n o t i d e n t i f y o t h e r s u b j e c t s . B u t S t rauJson a r ­

gues one c a n n o t h a v e a c o n c e p t o f o n e s e l f as a p e r s o n , t h a t i s , 

as a s u b j e c t o f s t a t e s o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s . 

We o f t e n t a l k a b o u t e x p e r i e n c e s , I c l a i m t h e s e e x ­

p e r i e n c e s as m i n e , n o t o t h e r ' s . The k i n d o f u n i t y lue a s c r i b e t o 

e x p e r i e n c e s c a n be d i s c u s s e d i n two m a y s . The f i r s t k i n d o f 

u n i t y i s t h e u n i t y o f t h e b o d y . T h a t i s , a l l t h e e x p e r i e n c e s 

a r e e x p e r i e n c e d by t h e o n e a n d t h e same b o d y , t h e y a l l b e l o n g 

t o o n e p a r t i c u l a r b o d y . The s e c o n d k i n d o f u n i t y i s t h e u n i t y 

w h i c h i s b o u n d up w i t h s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s , W i t h o u t s e l f - c o n ­

s c i o u s n e s s t h e m i n d o f a c r e a t u r e has no more u n i t y t h a n t h a t 

c o n f e r r e d by i t s b o d y , f r o m t h e i n s i d e i t i s j u s t a c o l l e c t i o n 

o r s u c c e s s i o n o f m e n t a l s t a t e s . S e l f r e q u i r e s c o n s c i o u s n e s s o f 

s e l f b e c a u s e t h e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c u n i t y o f t h e s e l f c a n n o t e x i s t 

w i t h o u t t h e u n i f y i n g a n d i n t e g r a t i n g p o w e r o f s e l f - a w a r e n e s s . 

T h e r e f o r e , t h e s e l f p r o p e r c a n n o t be a n t e c e d e n t t o c o n s c i o u s n e s s 

o f i t s e l f . Then we a r e n o t w r o n g t o i n t r o d u c e t h e s e l f as t h e 

s u b j e c t o f s e l f - r e f 1 e x i u e t h o u g h t . T h i s k i n d o f a p p r o a c h r e a l l y 

t e s t i f i e s t h a t t h e p r e s u p p o s i t i o n t h a t S e l f m u s t h a v e s e l f - c o n ­

s c i o u s n e s s i s q u i t e r e a s o n a b l e a n d p l a u s i b l e . 
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Now we have said that all the creatures with mental 

attributes cannot be treated as having what we call 'self. Some 

creatures clearly do not possess a self, though they have men­

tal states; others definitely do - but are there intermediate 

cases? Is possession of a self a matter of degree? It is quite 

natural to suggest that the existence of the self is an all or 

nothing matter - you either have one or you don't. This seems 

to derive from the special kind of unity in a creature's mental 

life which the self confers. We just feel that mental states 

are not just collection of different perceptions and sensations, 

they either belong to a unitary thing or they do not - they 

could not fall between being unified and being fragmented. The 

unity of the self is the unity conferred by self-consciousness, 

and this unity cannot come in grades. 

The concept of the self is to be distinguished from 

the concept of a human being and from any other biologically 

based classification. Like other mental concepts, the concept 

of the self already contains the essence of what it specifies -

it does not need empirical science to disclose what it consists 

of. Biological concepts do not do this - they wait upon empiri­

cal science to disclose what the designated biological kind con­

sists in. As we might predict, then, the concept of self will 

cut across groupings of creatures made upon biological grounds, 

with the result that indefinitely many biological kinds may per-

A. Collin Mc Ginn, The Character of Mind, 
Oxford University Press. 198?. Chapter Ml, p.105. 
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m i t t h e a s c r i p t i o n o f s e l f h o o d to t h e i r members. An i n d i c a t i o n 

o f t h i s f e a t u r e o f t he c o n c e p t o f s e l f i s t h i s : i f a c r e a t u r e 

u n d e r s t a n d s t h e concep t o f s e l f and t h i s concep t i n f a c t a p p l i e s 

t o t h a t c r e a t u r e , t hen the c r e a t u r e must know t h i s - s e l v e s n e ­

c e s s a r i l y know t h a t they a re s e l v e s . 

I n c o n c l u s i o n , what makes me me, f rom t h e f i r s t -

p e r s o n p e r s p e c t i v e , i s t he i n t e g r a t i n g power wh i ch we c a l l 

' S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ' and i t i s t h i s ' S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ' wh i ch 

b r i n g s a l l t h e e x p e r i e n c e s o f a p e r s o n t o g e t h e r i n u n i t y a p a r t 

f rom the u n i t y o f t he body ( t h a t i s , t hey a re e x p e r i e n c e d by 

the one and the same b o d y ) . To be a p e r s o n i s to have t h i s i n ­

t e g r a t i n g power o f S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s . So t h e u n i t y o f t h e mind 

i s o n l y t h e f u n c t i o n o f b e i n g a p e r s o n . I n o t h e r wo rds , t he 

concep t o f a p e r s o n a l r e a d y p r e s u p p o s e s t h e u n i t y o f t he m i n d . 

S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s i s t h e awareness o f o n e ' s own i d e n t i t y f rom 

t h e f i r s t p e r s o n p e r s p e c t i v e . W i t h o u t t h i s S e l f - a w a r e n e s s o r 

S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s , t h e q u e s t i o n o f pe r sonhood canno t a r i s e . 

I t i s t h i s i n t e g r a t i n g power w h i c h u n i t e s a l l t h e e x p e r i e n c e s 

o f a p e r s o n and i t i s t h i s S e l f w h i c h a p e r s o n i s c o n s c i o u s o f 

t h a t c l a i m s the o w n e r s h i p o f a l l t he e x p e r i e n c e s o r i n o t h e r 

wo rds , i t i s S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s w h i c h a c c o u n t s f o r a l l t he e x ­

p e r i e n c e s o f a p a r t i c u l a r p e r s o n o r s e l f as b e l o n g i n g to t h a t 

p a r t i c u l a r S e l f o r Pe rson and no o t h e r e l s e ' s . 

5, I b i d . , p . 1 0 5 . 



158 

B I B L 1 0 G R A P H Y 

1 . A l l i s o n , H.E. 'Loc l ' -e 's Theory o f P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y 

A r e - e x a m i n a t i o n ' , Locke On Human 

Under s t a n d i ng , e d . I . C . T i p t o n . 

O x f o r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1977. 

2. Armstrong, D, n, A Materialist Theory of Hind, 1968, 

3. Ayer , A . J . The Concept o f a Person 

P l a c m i l l a n , London . 1967. 

Language, T r u t h and L o g i c 

V i c t o r G o l l a n e z L t d . London . 1967. 

A, B e r k e l e y , George The P r i n c i p l e s o f Human Knowledge 

ed , T . E . J e s s o p , Thomas Nelson 

and sons L t d . 19'^2, 

Three D i a l o g u e s Betujeen Hy las and 

P h i l o n o u s , B r i t i s h E m p i r i c a l P h i l o -

p h e r s , e d . A . J . Ayer , R o u t l e d g e ^ 

Kegan P a u l , London . 1965. 

5, B r o a d , C. D. rnind And I t s P l a c e i n Na tu re 

R o u t l e d g e & Kegan P a u l , 

London . 1 9 5 7 . ' 



159 

6. Brody, B.A 'Locke on the Identity of Persons' 

American Philosophical Quaterly, 

9, 1972. 

7, Butler, Joseph 'Of Personal Identity' The Analogy 

of Religion, ed. W, E, Gladsto ne. 

Oxford University Press. 1896. 

8 . C h a p p e l l , U . C . ( e d ) The P h i l o s o p h y o f Dauid Hume 

F?andorn House, I n c . 19B3. 

9 , C h a t u r u e d i , V ibha The Prob lem o f P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y 

A j a n t a P u b l i c a t i o n s ( I n d i a ) , 

Jawahar Nagar. D e l h i . 1988. 

10 . Ch i sho lm , R Person and O b j e c t 

A l l e n & Unuj in, London , 1976. 

1 1 , Fleuj, Antony 'Can A l̂ lan W i t n e s s H is Own F u n e r a l ? ' 

(^caning And E x i s t e n c e , e d . W. T. B l a c k -

s t o n e , H o l t , R i n e h a r t & W i n s t o n . 

New Yo rk . 1 9 7 1 . 

' Locke and t h e Prob lem o f P e r s o n a l 

I d e n t i t y ' , Read ings i n t he P h i l o s o ­

phy o f Rel i g i o n , ed . B . A . B r o d y , 

P r e n t i c e H a l l , New J e r s e y . 197^ . 



160 

12. G r i c e , H.P. ' P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y ' , H i n d , 50 ,1941 

13 , Hamlyn, D. UJ. PHetaphy s i c s , ' P e r s o n s and P e r s o n a l 

I d e n t i t y ' , 

14 . H o f s t a d t e r , Douglas R Jhe IH ind 's I , Bantam Books, 

& D a n i e l C . D e n n e t t ( e d ) 666 F i f t h Avenue. New Yo rk . 19A5. 

1 5, Hume, Dav id _A T r e a t i s e o f Human N a t u r e , 

J . n . D e n t & Sons, L t d . London. 19 56, 

16 . James, W i l l i a m The P r i n c i p l e s o f Psycho logy 

Henry H o l t & Co, 1890. 

17 , L a v i n e , T . Z . From S o c r a t e s to S a r t r e t he p h i l o s o -

p^hic q u e s t , A Bantam Book. 1984. 

1 8 . L e w i s , H,\J. The E l u s i v e Clind 

George A l l e n &. Unwin , L t d . 

Ed. H . D . L e w i s . London . 1969. 

19 , L o c k e , John An Essay Conce rn ing Human Unde rs tan -

d^ing, Ed. A, C. E r a s e r . 

C la rendon P r e s s . O x f o r d , 1894, 

20 . H a c k i e , J .L . P rob lems f rom Locke 

C la rendon P r e s s , O x f o r d . 1976. 



2 1 . mc G inn , C o l l i n 

161 

The C h a r a c t e r o f P'iind 

O x f o r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1902. 

22 . n i r i , H r i n a l '(Memory and P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y ' 

H i n d , 72, Wo 325, 1973. 

2 3 . P a r f i t , Derek ' P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y ' The P h i l o s o p h y 

o f rnind, E d . J o n a t h a n G l o v e r . 

O x f o r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1976. 

2A, Penelhum, Terence 'Hume on P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y ' 

P h i l o s o p h i c a l R e v i e u , 6 4 , 19 55. 

' P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y , Memory and Sur­

v i v a l ' , J o u r n a l o f P h i l o s o p h y . 

56, 1959. 

25 , R e i d , Thomas Essays On the I n t e l l e c t u a l Pouers 

o f dan, I n t r o by B . A . B r o d y . 

The ( ^ . I . T . P r e s s , E n g l a n d . 1969. 

2 6 , R u s s e l l , B e r t r a n d P rob lems o f P h i l o s o p h y 

O x f o r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1973. 

'The P h i l o s o p h y o f L o g i c a l Atomism' 

L o g i c and Knoui ledqe, Ed. R.C.TIarsh 

and UniL'in, London . 



162 

2 7 , Shoemaker, S. S. ' P e r s o n a l I d e n t i t y and i^emory' 

J o u r n a l o f P h i l o s o p h y , 56, 19 59. 

S e l f Knoujledge and S e l f I d e n t i t y 

A l l i e d P u b l i s h e r s , I n d i a . 1 9 7 1 . 

2 8 . S p e r r y , R.W. 'The Grea t C e r e b r a l Commissure ' 

S c i e n t i f i c Amer i can , Jan . 196A. 

29 , St rau json, P . F . I n d i v i dua l s, l^lethuen, London . 19 59 

30 , W i g g i n s , Dav/id I d e n t i t y And Spat io -Tcmpo r a l Con t i ­

n u i t y , B a s i l B l a c k u j e l l , O x f o r d . 1967, 

3 1 , W i l l i a m s , B e r n a r d Prob lems o f t h e S e l f , 

Cambridge U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1973. 

32 . W i t t g e n s t e i n , L. P h i l o s o p h y i n t h e T u i e n t i e t h Centu­

r y , E d . W . B a r r e t t and H . D . A i k e n . 

Random House, Neu York . 1962. 

The P h i l o s o p h i c a l I n v e s t i g a t i o n s 

Garden C i t y . New Yo rk , 1966, 

^H^w»» '^ •" * i - a . 


