
THE ' NAT U R E o F A S ELF 

by 

G. Ie Chat 

A thes is subm itted to Rhodes University. in 

fulfilment of the requirements for the degree 

of Master of Arts in Philosophy. 

/ 

January. 1978 

I 



, 
1 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS I 

Firstly, I want to thank my supervisor, Dr.James Moulder , 

for his valuable comments and criticisms of my work, and for 

his constant encouragement during my writing of this thesis. 

Secondly , I want to thank those of my colleagues at the University 

of Cape Town with whom I discussed certain chapters of this thesis. 

I benefitted considerably from the discussions I had with them . 

Thirdly, I must thank the Human Sciences Research Council for 

their financial assistance . The arguments and the conclusions 

reached in this thesis , however, are my own and are not intended 

to reflect those of the Human Sciences Research Council. 

/ 



CON'l'ENTS 

Chapter 

INTRODUCTION 

1 THE NO-SUBJECT DOCTRINE OF THE SELF 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

Introduction 

Wittgenstein,Hume and Russell: exponents of 
the no-subject doctrine 

Evaluation of Wittgenstein's argument 

Evaluation of the bundle theorists ' argument 

Summary 

2 STRAWSONIAN DUALISM 

(a) 

(b) 

Introduction 

Is Strawson neutral between dualism and 
materialism? 

Page 

1 

5 

5 

6 

10 

15 

24 

26 

26 

27 

(c) Can Strawson offer a satisfactory explanation of 
the notion of 'a logically adequate criterion?' 35 

(d) Summary 46 

3 CARTESIAN DUALISM 48 

(a) Introduction 48 

(b) Strawson's objection to Cartesianism 49 

(c) Lewis' defence of Cartesianism 55 

{d) A reply to Strawson's objection 63 

(e) Good reasons for rejecting Cartesianism 68 

(f) Summary 74 

4 MATERIALISM AND PERSONAL IDENTITY 76 

(a) Introduction 76 

(b) Strawson and Locke on Personal Identity 76 

(c) Memory as a criterion of personal identity 79 

(d) A prejudice in favour of bodily identity 86 

(e) Identity and Survival 92 

(f) Williams' Puzzle 96 

(g) Summary 103 

CONCLUSION 104 

Bibliography 110 - 113 



1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The purpose of this thesis is to demonstrate just 

what kind of entity a self or person is. One of the most popular 

answers to the question 'What is a self or person?' or 'What am I?' 

has been the one provided by Descartes. He says in the Sixth 

Meditation 

. from the mere fact that I know with certainty that I exist, 

and that I do not observe that any other thing belongs necessarily 

to my nature or essence except that I am a thinking thing, I rightly 

conclude that my essence consists in this alone, that I am a thinking 

thing, or a substance whose whole essence o r nature consists in 

1 
thinking. ' 

By 'a thinking thing' or 'a substance' he means something which is 

'entirely and truly distinct from my body' and which 'may exist 

without it'. Descartes' view of a person as an essentially incorpor-

real entity has, in recent times, been severely criticized, but it 

is, as we shall see, still thought by some to be defensible. 

1.2 A more recent, and perhaps more appea ling,answer 

to the question 'What is a self or person?' has been provided by P.F. 

Strawson. A person, he maintains is 'a type of entity such that 

both predicates ascribing states of consciousness and predicates 

ascribing corporeal characteristics . . are equally applicable 

2 
to a single individua l of that single type.' 

1 
Descartes, R., Discourse on Method and the Meditation~ trans. F. 
E.Sutcliffe (Penguin Books) , p 156. 

2 ., 1 ( ) 1ndLv Ldua s Methuen,London,1959 , Ch.3. 
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The concept of a person is not, however, to be analysed, 

he says , as an entity consisting of a particular consciousness 

and a particular human body. For the concept of a pe rson is 

'logically primitive' or'log i cally prior to that of an individual 

. ,1 
consc~ousness . Strawson enlarges on his initial statement of 

what a person is by claiming that two kinds of predicates are 

prope rly applied to persons. These are M-predicates and P-

predicates. M-predicates are predicates which are also properly 

applied to material bodies. They include things like 'we ighs 

10 stone', 'is in the drawing room', and so on. P-pred ica tes, 

on the other hand, are predicates which we would not dream of 

ascribing to material bodies; they are applied exclusively to 

persons. There are, it seews two classes of P-predicates. 

Strawson distinguishes, for example, such predicates as 'is smiling', 

'is going for a walk', 'believes in God', 2 and so on. The latter 

class of P-predicates he calls 'p~edicates ascribing states of 

consc iousness' .' A common characteristic of all the P-predicates 

is that they all 'imply the possession of consciousness on the 

part of that to which they are ascribed. ,3 

1 .3 Now both Descartes and Strawson, it can be seen, 

think that a person is an entity which has psychological 

attributes (though Strawson appears to think that the entity 

which has these attributes is essentially a material entity). 

There are some philosophers, however, who appear to have chall enged 

the truth of the assertion that a person is an entity which has 

lOp. ci t ., p. 103 . 

2 op. cit. , p. 104. 
3 . 

Op.Cl.t., p.10S. 
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psychological or mental attributes. Strawson refers to the 

view of a self held by those philosophers who challe n ge the 

truth of this assertion as the no-ownership or no-subject doctrine 

of the self. 'On this view', says Strawson, 'it is only a linguist ic 

illusion that one ascribes one's states of consciousness at all, 

that there is any proper subject o f these apparent ascriptions, 

that states of consciousness be l ong to, or are states of, any­

. ,1 
th~ng. I shall examine the no-ownership view in the first 

chapter of this thesis. The main aims of the chapter will be 

to show (i) that the arguments whi.ch have been advanced for the 

rejection of the view that a self is a subject of experiences 

are seriously defective;2 and (ii) that a self must be an entity 

to which experiences belong. 

1.4 Having rejected the no-ownership or no-supject 

view of a self I sha ll, in the secan chapter, examine Strawson's 

view of a person, i.e., the view that a person is an entity to 

which both material body predicates and psychological predicates 

ari equally applicable. One of the main difficulties with 

Strawson's thesis, it wil l be seen, is ascertaining exactly 

what his conception of a person is. For a lthough his claim 

that a person is 'a type of entity such that both predicates 

ascribing states of consciousness and predicates ascribing 

corporeal characteristics . are equally applicable to a 

single individual of that single type 'is a ' t opic neutral claim.,3 

and thus compatible with the view that the concept of a person 

is primitive or unanalysable, it appears questionable whether he 

1 

2 

3 

op. cit., p.94. 
By the term'a subjec t of experience' I mean nothing more than 
entity to which psychological or mental attributes belong. 
This expression belongs to q.J.C.Smart. See his 'Sensations 
and Brain processes ' Philo sophical Re view . 68. 1959 . 

an 
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is neutral between th e dualists' position and the materialists' 

position. I shall argue that Strawson's conce ption of a person 

is, in fact, very similar to Descartes' (in spite of the fact 

that he at t empts to refute De scartes' view). 

1.5 Having discussed Strawson's conception of a person 

I shall the n go on to examine Descartes' view, i.e., the view 

that a person is essentially an immaterial entity. The main aims 

of the third chap t er will be (i) to present Strawson's 

argument for the rejection of cartesian ism as clearly as possible; 

(ii) to show that H.D. Lewis' attempt to meet Strawson's objection 

fails; (iii) to show that it is not impossible for a defender 

of Cartesianism to meet Strawson's objection; and (iv) lo show 

that even though Strawson's objection does not work, there are 

still good reasons for rejecting the view of a person as an 

'immaterial substance.' 

1.6 Finally, in Chapter five, I shall attempt to 

provide more detailed support for the view that a person is a 

material thing , by considering whether the problem of personal 

identity is to be decided in favour of the bodily criterion or 

the memory criterion. I hope to reveal that the bodily criterion 

is the more funda mental of the two. In this vJay, then, I hope 

to provide support for the materialist view of a person . 
. ,/ 



CHAPTER I 

THE NO-SUBJECT DOCTRINE OF THE SELF 

Introduction 

1.1 Most of us regard the assertion that a person is 

an entity which has psychological or mental attributes as an 

obvious truism, but the truth of this assertion , as I have 

already said , appears to have been challenged by some. 

strawson maintains that he is not sure whether anyone has 

explicitly held the no -ownership or no-subject view of the self, 

but that 'there is some evidence that it was held, at one period, 

by wittge nstein and possibly also by Schlick.' I do not intend 

to evaluate his discussion of the no-ownership theory , mainly 

because his discussion is so unclear and confusing, 1 but I do 

wish to point out, first , that Wittgenstein and Schlick are not 

the only philosophers who have scgmed to deny that a person is 

an entity which has psychological attributes, tilat Hume and 

Rus'sell, for exampl e, have also seemed to deny this; and, 

second, that Wittgenstein did not, as Strawson suggests, just 

hold the theory for a certain length of time and then abandon 

it. Having done this I shall evaluate wittgenstein's, Hume's 

. and Russell's arguments for the rejection of the view that 

persons are entities which have psychological attributes, or, 

in other words, that persons are subjects of experience. In 

evaluating Wittgenstein's argument I hope to show that although 

1 The r eason that his discussion is confusing is, I believe , due 

5. 

large ly to the fact that Strawson is not so much concerned with 
demonstrating that there must be subjects of experience,perhaps 
because he thinks that this is so obvious , but with establishing 
the nature of subjects of experience. In other words, he is 

not so much concerned with the qu e stion 'Is the self a subject?' 
but with the question ' What is the nature of the self?' or 

'IS the self a material or immaterial subject?' 



6 

his argument can easily seem highly plausible, largely in view 

of the fact that the word 'I' does at first glance appear to 

function more like the word 'here' than a proper name, it fails 

because it does not take account of al l the facts. In 

evaluating Hume's and Russell's very similar arguments I hope 

to show (i) that if their assumption that we o b serve our mental 

states was correct then i t wou l d force them to concede that a 

self is a subject of experiences; (ii) that their assumption is , 

in fact,mistaken; and (iii) that even though it is a mistake to 

think of ourse l ves as sUb jects observing our mental states, the 

Humean view of a perso n is still unacceptable . 

~ittgenstein, Hume and Ru s sell : e xponents of the no-subject doctrine 

2.1 Strawson maintains that "the evidence that 

wittgenstein at one time held the no-ownership or no-subject 

doctrine of the self" is to be found in Moore ' s articles ~n 

Mind on ' wi ttgenstein 's Lectures in 1 930-33' (Mind, Vol. LXIV, 

pp 13-14).' Thi s suggests that Wittgenstein held the view for 

a time and then abandon e d it. The fa c t of the matter, however, 

is that he never did abandon the . view . Both in The Blue Book , 

dictated dur ing 1933-34 , and Philosophical Investigations, 

written in the 1940'S, he r ejects the view that the word ' I' in 

sentences like 'I have a toothache ' and 'I think it will rain' 

f f · 1 re ers to a possessor 0 exper~ences. In T~e Blue Book 

Wittgenstein write s, 

"NoW the idea that the real I lives in my body i s connected with 

the peculiar grammar of the word ' I ', and the misunderstandings 

this grammar is liable to give rise to. There are t wo different 

cases in the use of the word'I' (or 'my') which I might call 'the 

use as object ' and 'the use as subject'. Examples of the first 

kind of use are these :' My arm is broken', 'I have gro'tJn s ix inches', 

'I have a bump on my forehead', 'The wind blows my hair about', 

Examples of the 

1 ·Se c; The Blue and Drown Books (Ba.sil Blackwel l, Oxford , 1958) , pp . 
. 64 - 74 , and Philosoph i c a l Investia ations( Basil Blackwell , Oxford, 
1 953) pp.120-125. 



second kind are: 'I see so-and-so', 'I hear so-and-so', 'I try 

to lift my arm', 'I think it will rain', 'I have a toothache' " 

(pp 66-67) 

wittgenstein explains the difference between cases in which the 

word 'I' is used 'as object' and cases in which it is used 'as 

subject' by maintaining that the cases in which it is used 'as 

object' 'involve the recognition of a particular person, and 

there is in these cases the possibility of an error I • One can 

be mistaken, according to Wittgenstein, in thinking that one's 

arm is broken, and that one has a bump on one's forehead. 'I t 

is possible that, say in an accident, I should feel a pain in 

my arm, see a broken arm at my side, and think it is mine , when 

really it is my neighbour's. And I could, looking into a 

mirror, mistake a bump on his forehead for one on mine'. But 

one cannot, he says, be mistaken in this way when one says 'I 

have a toothache' or 'I am in pain', i.e., one cannot mistake 

someone else who has a toothache or who is in pain for oneself. 

Wittgenstein concludes that to say 'I am in pain' is thus more 

like moaning than a statement about a particular person. He 

goes on to point out that there is a tendenoy to think that what 

the use of the word 'I' in a sentence like 'I am in pajn' does 

not involve is the identifying of a particular person by his 

bodily characteristics, but this, he say, 'creates the illusion 

that we use this word to refer to something bodiless, whioh, 

1 
however, has its seat in our body. ' It is an illusion to 

7. 

think that the word 'I' refers to an ego (or anything e lse) 

b ecause there is, in Wittgenstein's view, no question of identify­

ing anything when one says 'I am in pain'. 

2.2 That wittgenstein continued to hold the view that 

the word 'I' does not denote a possessor of experiences when he 

carne to write the Investigations is abundantly clear . He says, 

1 ",o,c:pc,.---"c,-,i ... t",-., p. 69. 



for example, 

'''When I say 'I am in pain', I do not point to a person who is 

in pain, since in a certain sense I h ave no idea who is." 

And this can be given a justification. For the main point is 

I did not say that such-and-such a person was in pain, but 

"I am "Now in saying this I don't name any person. Just 

as I don't name anyone when I groan with pain. Though someone 

else sees who is in pain from the groaning. ,1 

In support o f the claim that the word 'I' does not name a person 

wittgenstein says, as he does in The Blue Book, that one cannot 

doubt whether it is oneself or someone else who is having a 

particular experience. He then maintains that the word 'I' 

functions more like the words 'here' and 'this'. He says!" I' 

is not the name of a person, nor 'he re' of a place, and 'this' 

is not a name. But they are connected with names. 

2 explained by means of them': 

2.3 But enough of Wittgenstein for now. 

Names are 

Other 

philosophers who have seemed to deny that a person is a subject 

of experience have, in my opinion, often held one version or 

another of the 'bundle theory' of the self. T!-.is theory is 

also sometimes called the 'serial theory' and the 'logical 

construction theory', and has been held by a number of twentieth 

century philosophers, including Russell. The originator of the 

'bundle theory', however, was Hume. Hume denied in the Treatise 

8. 

that we can have an idea of 'self or person' or 'self or substance' 

as 'something simple and continued' and concluded that a person 

is 'nothing but a bundle or collection of different perceptions,.3 

He expanded on this statement of what a person is when he remarked 

lop . cit., P 122, paragraph 404. 

2op.cit., p 123, paragraph 410. 

3Hume , D., A Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L.A.SelbY-Bigge 
(Oxford,1888), Book 1 , Part 4 , Sec. 6. 



that 

"The mind is a kind of theatre , where several perceptions make 

their appeara nce; pass, repass, glide away and mingle in an 

infinite variety of postures and situations." 

In short , although he shared the Cartesian assumption tha t a 

person is essentially a mind, he rejected the idea of the mind 

as a simple persisting entity to which experiences belong. The 

existence of a particular 'perception ' (' perception' is Hume' s 

most general term for a mental event) does not , therefore, 

involve, in Hume 's view, the e xistence of anything that has the 

perception. To say that a particular person has a pain is not 

to say, as a Cartesian thinks, that a pain belongs to, or is 

owned by, a certain simply persisting entity , but is to say that 

a pain is a member of a certain 'collection' of perceptions. 

Was Hume , then, in rejecting the notion of a carte sian subject 

of experiences rejecting the view that a person is an entity 

to which psychological attributes belong? I am inclined to 

"-
think that he was, for it a person is identical with his mind , 

and the mind consists of nothing over and above its variou s 

states, it seems to follow that a person cannot be something 

that has these states. 

2.4 Let us now turn to Russell. Russell advances his 

9. 

version of the 'bundl e theory' in The Analysis of Mind. He says , 

"It is supposed that thoughts cannot just come and go, but need 

a person to think them. Now, of course it is true . that thoughts 

can be collected into bundles , so that one bundle is my thoughts, 

another is your thoughts and a third is the thoughts of Mr Jones 

But I think that the person is not an ingredient in the single 
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thought : he is ra ther consti tu ted by rela tions of the 

thoughts to each other and to the body . . The grammatical 

form 'I think', 'you think', and 'l"lr Jones thinks', are 

misleading if regarded as indicating an analysis of a single 

thought. It would be better to say 'it thinks in me', like 

'it rains here'; or better still, 'there is a thought 
1 

in me'!" 

Russell seems here to be saying, like Hume, that it is a mistake 

to think of a person as an entity to which thoughts belong, 

for a person (or at least the mind of a person) is simply a 

collection of thoughts. Now it might be suggested that what 

Russell meant to say is simply that it is a mistake to think 

of a person as a cartesian subject. But it is not at all clear 

that he did mean only this. For if a person is, in some sense, 

a subject of experiences then why should the grammatical form 

'I think' be misleading? Why should it be better to say 'it 

thinks in me' like 'it rains here'? If it is more accurate to 

say 'it thinks in me' it must be so, it seems, because the word 

'I' implies that there is a subject. 

Evaluation of Wittaenstein's argument 

3.1 Wittgenstein's argument for the rejection of the 

view that the word 'I' ref e rs to a possessor of experiences may, 

briefly , be summarised as follows. When someone says 'I am in 

pain' or 'I am depressed' there is no question of his having to 

identify anything. This is supported by the fact that one 

cannot doubt whether it is oneself or someone else who is in a 

particular mental state. Only if saying something like 'I am 

1 
Russell, B., The Analysis of Mind (Allen & Unwin, London, 1921) , 
pp.17-18. 



in pain' involved the identification of a particular entity 

would there be a possibility of error. The statement 'I am 

in pain' is , thus, no more a statement about a particular person 

than moaning is, and the 'I' in this statement functions more 

like the word 'here' than a proper name. 

I believe, easi ly seem highly plausible. 

This argument can, 

Firstly, Wittgenstein 

is clearly correct in claiming that there is no question of 

one's having to identify anything when one says something like 

'I am in pain', and that one cannot mistake someone else's pain 

for one's own. And, secondly, the word 'I' can, I believe, 

easi l y seem to function more like the word 'here' than a proper 

name. Godfrey Vesey, in his Personal Identity, has, in fact, 

attempted to support the view that the word 'I' functions like 

the word 'he re' . 

11. 

3.2 Vesey, ~n the second chapter of Personal Identity 

attempts to show (i) that the wo~d 'here' can be used meaningfully 

without our knowing something which we call 'here', and (ii) 

that the word 'I' is like the word 'here' in this res~ect. 

In his attempt to demonstrate (i) he considers the case where 

his wife calls out 'Where are you? ' and he replies 'Here'. His 

wife knows, from this, says Vesey, roughly where he is, not 

because he has said where he is, but because she can hear from 

what direction his voice is coming. Vesey points out that even 

if he did not know where he was he would be entitled, on hearing 

his wife, to say 'I'm here' . If he had been knocked unconscious 

by a burglar, blindfolded, and put into a cupboard, he could, on 

regaining consciousness and hearing his wife, ca ll out'I'm here: 



12 

wi thou t being accused of "us ing the word 'here ' wi thou t meaning" 1 

For the word 'here', Vesey explains , can have a use without there 

being some thing in the world (in this case, a place) which the 

word stands for. " People know where I am, on hearing me say 

'Here' , not in virtue of knowing what I mean, but, in virtue of 

, 2 
be1ng able to locate sounds." Vesey attempts to strengthen 

his argument by drawing two distinctions, viz., between stating 

where someone is and indicating where someone is, and between 

something , having, and not having, a truth value. With regard 

to the first distinction he says that "if I say 'I'm ' in the study' 

I am stating my whereabouts (though not who 'I' am). But if I 

say 'I'm here' 
3 

I am merely indicating my whereabouts." He 

uses the second distinction to support this, arguing that the 

utterance' I'm here' is not a statement about his whereabouts 

because it is not an utterance which can properly be said to be 

right or wrong. 

3.3 But let us now leave Vesey's discussion of the 

word 'here' and turn to his discussion of the word 'I' _ He 

attempts to show that the words 'I' and 'here' have a similar 

function by c omparing the use of 'I' in soliloquy to the use 
On the use of 'here' in soliloquy 

of 'here' in sOliloqu!.vesey has the following to say. 

"Suppose my wife and I are lost,in cloud, on a mountain. We 

try to keep in touch by shouting occasionally 'Where are you?' 

I Here' . But we drift apart, and can no longer hear one anothe4 

Still l ost , I say to myself, 'Where am I?' and reply 'Here'. 

But whereas my wife could have learnt in what direction I was 

from her had she heard me , there is nothing I can lea rn from it. 

1 
0E . cit. , p. 24. 

2 
0E. cit., p.25. 

3 i!Wi. 



It is, as Geach would say, 'idle, superfluous' 

The word' I' in soliloquy, in Vesey's view, is also' idle', 

though he thinks it too could convey information to others if 

they heard him talking to himself. He advances the following 

example in support of this. 

" Suppose I have lost my memory. All I can find in my pockets 

is a scrap of paper with a telephone number written on it. 

Perhaps if I ring the number the person who answers will know 

13 

who I am . 

the phone. 

I am all set to say 'It's me ', 

Emptily I say to myself: 'It's 

but nobody answers 

h i 112 mel W oever I am 

The word 'I' ,then, in Vesey's view, is like th e word 'here ' in 

that it is also 'an indicating word', i.e., others can learn 

something from it, e.g., who the speaker is. 

3.4 Now Vesey and Wittgenstein are correct, in my 

opinion, in holding that the word 'I', like the word 'here', is, 

from the speakers point of view, 'idle'. But it does not follow 

from this that the 'I' cannot be said to refer to anything. To 

draw this conclusion is to fail to realise that we say such 

things as 'I am in pain' and 'I am depressed' primarily for the 

sake of others. When one wants to inform another that some 

other person is, say, feeling depressed, one either says 'he is 

depressed' or 'So-and-so is depressed', and the words 'he' and 

'So-and-so' obviously refer to a particular person. But when 

the one who is depressed is oneself one does not say 'he is 

depressed' or 'So-and-so is depressed', and this is not because 

one is not referring to a particular person. The r eason that 

one does not say 'he is depressed' or 'So-and-so is depressed' 

1 

2 
op.cit. , 

op.cit. , 

p.30. 

pp.30-31. 



14 

is because one wants to inform others that it is oneself who 

is depressed, and one wants to do so in such a way that there 

is no uncertainty about who is depressed, i.e., one wants to 

make it quite clear that it is onese lf who is depressed. One 

could, perhaps, say 'So-and-so is depressed' when. the person who 

is depressed is oneself - this would be somewhat unusual, though 

not absurd - but, in order to avoid confusion, it is better to 

say 'I am depressed', for one may be in a situation in which 

there are a number of people with the same name as oneself. We 

can, therefore, agree with Wittgenstein that a person who says 

'I feel depressed' does not have to employ any criteria in order 

to make this claim, and that he cannot mistake someone else's 

depression for his own, but this does not prove that he is not 

using the' I' to refer to himself, that the' I' is superfluous, 

for he uses the 'I' to refer to himself for the sake of others. 

3.5 One final point: Both Vesey and Wittgenstein, 

we have seen, maintain that although the word':::' in a sentence 

like 'I am in pain' does not refer to a person it does indicate 

who is in pain. But it is not clear what is to be gained by 

saying this. For does not the claim that the' I' indicates 

who is in pain also imply the existence of an entity to which 

experiences belong? It might be thought that the 'I' could be 

said to indicate who is in a particular mental state, without 

presupposing the existence of a subject, if persons were bundles 

of experiences. If persons are bundles of experiences, it 

might be said, then the word 'I' cannot be said to refer to a 

subject of experiences, and merely indicates that the mind which 
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is connected with the body from which the words 'I am in pain' 

are uttered is in a particular mental state. I hope to show 

in the following section, however, that the Humean view of a 

person is open to serious ob j ections . 

Evaluation of the bundle theorists ' argument 

4.1 The reason why Russell rejects the view that a 

self is a subject is because, in his own words, 'the act in 

thinking is not empirically discoverable, or l ogic ally deducible 
1 

from what one can observe. ' Hume , too, may be interpreted as 

denying that a self is a subject on the ground that no entity to 

which experiences belong is revealed in introspection. 2 For he says 

"For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call myself 

I always stumble on some particular perception or other, of heat 

or cold, light or shade , love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never 

can catch myself at any time without a perception, and n ever can 

observe anything but the p e rc eption ." 

Aye r also rejects the view that a self is a subj e ct on the ground 

that the substantival ego is 'an e n t irely unobservable entity'. 

He says 'It may be suggested that it is revealed in self-conscious-

ness but this is not the case . But if the substanti'.'e ego is not 

reveal e d in self-consciousness, it is not revealed anywhere, 

the existence of such an entity is 

1 OP • cit., p. 18 . 

· 2But it should be noted that although he may be interpreted as 
rejecting the view that a self is an entity to which experiences 

b e long on the ground that no such entity is observable in intro­
spec tion, he rejects this view, not so much because he cannot 
observe an entity to which experiences belong but rather because 
of his belief that a thing does not consist of something over and 
above its perc e ived qualities. In other words, he critizes 
De scartes' conception of the mind for the same reasons that Berke ley 
criticized Locke's theory of substance. Locke appears to have held, 
like Descartes, that material objects do not consist solely of 
the ir perceived qualities or properties, that there must be a 
"substanc e " which supports the qualities or properties of a material 
object. He denied, however, that we can have a clear and distinct 
idea of a 'substance' which has qualities or properties . Be rkeley 
c riticized this vi ew of substance on the ground that we can talk 
meaningfully only a bout what we are acquainted with. 
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completely unverifiable. ,1 In short, the reason why the bundle 

theorists have denied that a self is a subject is because, when 

they have introspected, they have been unable to observe any 

subject to which experiences belong. 

4 ·.2 There is, however, a serious difficulty with denying 

the view that a self is an entity to which experiences belong 

because no such entity is 'empirically discoverable'. What Hume 

and the other bundle theorists fail to realise is that in regarding 

introspection as analogous to perception, they are forced to 

concede that a self is a subject of experiences. If introspection 

invo l ves the observation of one's mental states then there must 

be something which observes these states, for nothing can be 

observed unless something exists to observe it. Observation 

requires both a subject and an object . The reason that Hume 

fails to find a subject, it might be said, is simply because 

when a perceiver perceives an object he is automatically excluded 

from what he is perceiving. As Shoemaker remarks : "One cannot 

see one's eyes (except in a mirror) if one is s£eing with them; 

the place from which one sees is necessarily excluded from one's 

field of vision.,,2 

4.3 Locke and Berkeley, it should be noted, also held 

that we observe mental states, that mental states are the objects 

of 'inner sense', though, having more insight than Hume, they 

did not conclude that because only mental states are revealed in 

introspection that a self consists only of a 'bundle' of experiences. 

They both held that we acquire such ideas as perceiving,thinking, 

doubting, knowing, etc., by observing the 'internal operations' 

of the mind. Locke, for example, remarked that " the mind, in 

1 Ayer, A.J., Language Truth and Logic, p.166. 

2 Shoemaker , S. self-Knowledge and Self-Identity , Ch. 2, p.78. 



all its thoughts and reasonings, hath no other immediate object 

but its own ideas, which it alone does or can contemplate. ,,1 

Berkeley remarked, rather similarly, that "it is evident to any 

one who takes a survey of the objects of human knowledge, that 

they are either ideas actually imprinted on the senses; or 

else such as are perceived by attending to the passions and 

, r h ' d 2 operat10ns or t e m1n ." But perhaps Locke, Berkeley and 

Hume are all mistaken in their assumption that we observe our 

mental states. It is, I think, worth digressing for a moment 

to examine this assumption more closely, for if it is true then 

it would seem that there is a good ground for holding that a 

'self or person' is a subject of experience. 

4.4 Shoemaker provides an excellent discussion of 

the question of whether a person observes his mental states or 

not in his self-Knowledge and self-Identity. He begins by 

17 

suggesting that the reason why it is held that we have knowledge 

of our mental states on the basis of observation is because it 

is thought that every contingent fact a person knows he either 

knows directly on the basis of observation or inferentially on 

the basis of observation.
3 

He then points out that if knowing 

that he is in a particular psychological state involves some 

sort of observation it must involve that he observes something. 

It must involve observing some mental entity like a pain or a 

' thought or an image, etc. But, says 

be observed unless something observes 

Shoemaker, nothing can 

it.4 So if he knows that 

1 Locke,J., Essay concerning Human Understanding, ed.A.C.Fraser 
(oxford, 1894), Bk.IV,Ch.l, Sec.l. 

2BerkeleY,G. The Principles of Human Knowledge,partl,Sec.l; Works 
of Berkeley, ed. G.sampson(London,1897) Vol.l, p.181. 

3 op. cit., p. 63. 

4It is the point, we have seen, which Hume overlooks. 
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he is in pain on the, basis of observation there must be a subject 

that perceives the pain. And since it is h e that knows tha t 

he is in pain, i t must be he that observes the pain. It is in 

this way, Shoemaker be l ieves, that the view that we observe our 

mental states forc es upon us the picture of a person as a subject 

p erceiving various ki nds of mental objects. Shoemaker eventually 

maintains, however, that the view that we observe our mental 

, " 1 states ~s a m~stahen one. He thinks that it is senseless to 

cla im that we perceive or observe mental phenomena like pains, 

thought s , images, etc . Our so-called ' aware ness' of our mental 

states cannot, in his opinion , be r egarded as like ob s ervation 

at all. Let us now conside r t h e argument he uses to substantiate 

this view. 

4.5 Shoemaker a r gue s that what justifies a person 

making a 'fi rst-person psychological statement' such as 'I am 

in pain' is simply his being in pain, not his having evidence o f 

b e ing i n pain o r hi s observing the pain. 2 There is, according 

to him, a strong philosophical inclination to expl a in what is 

involved in saying 'I am in pain' as follows. Whe n I assert 

that I am in pain this does not involve any kind of infe rence. 

I do not infe r the fact that I am in pain from some othe r fact. 

When I assert that I am in pain what I am directly acquainted 

with is the pain i tself. This direct acquaintance with the 

pain itself justifies me in saying 'I am in pain'. Thus if by 

'criterion for saying that I am in pain' is meant something that 

shows that I am in pain then there is a criter i on , viz., the 

pain itse lf. And this criterion is a private one for no one 

else can be shown that I am in p a in in this way. 

l o p. cit., Ch.6, pp.211-224. 

2op . ci t., p.217. 

But thi s 
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explanation, says Shoemaker, 'rests on a mistake'. It rests 

on the false be lief that 'acqua intance with' o r 'awareness of' 

mental objects is a kind of perception or observation. The 

s tatement 'I know I am in pai n because I am aware of a pain' 

cannot, he maintains, be informative or explanatory in the way 

in which the statement 'I know there i s a tree on the hill 

bec ause I see one there ' can. The latter statement implies 

that there is more than one way of knowing that there is a tree 

on the hill, but it is not true of the former statement that it 

implies that there is more than one way of knowing that one is 

in pain. And if someone were to assert that he knows there is 

a tree on the hill b ecause he sees one there it would be possible 

to check whethe r h e is justified in making this asse rtion - by 

determining, for examp l e , whether his eyes are open, and whether 

his eyes are directed t owards a tree, etc.- but it is not true 

that we can check wheth er someone is justified in asserting 

that h e is in pain. 

4.6 Shoemaker thus conclude s that if being aware of 

a mental state like pain involved observing a pain then it would 

have to be the case, (i) that it can be an open question, 

to be settle d empirically, whether a person who is in pain and 

thinks h e is ~n pain is in fact aware of pain; (ii) that it is 

possible for a person to b e in pain without being aware of. a 

pain; (iii) that being aware of a pain is one of several possible 

ways of knowing that one is in pain; and (iv) that it can be 

an open question, to be settled empirically, whe ther a person who 

is in pain and thinks he is in pain is entitl e d to say wi thout 
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evidence that he is in pain. l Shoemaker, in fact, believes 

that the assertion 'I am in pain' does not require a justification. 

It is senseless, according to him, to ask the question 'How do 

you know that you have a pain?' because 'There is no logical 

possibility of my being unjustified in thinking that I am in 

" ,2 
pa~n. In this way he dispenses with introspection as a 

necessary condition of self-knowledge. 

4.7 What are we to make of Shoemaker's argument for 

the rejection of the views that we observe or perceive our 

mental states, and that introspection is not a necessary 

condition of self-knowledge? His argument does not, I think, 

show that we do not, in any sense, observe or perceive our mental 

states. What his argument reveals is that if we do perceive 

or observe our mental states then such perception or observation 

cannot resemble our perception or observation of objects in the 

material words. In other words, his argument reveals that 

the traditional view of introspection as analogous to perception 

is mistaken, but not that there is no such thin~ as introspection. 

What Shoemaker fails to realise is that something like intro-

spection does often seem to take place. we do, it seems, 

sometimes attend to 'the contents of our minds'. Consider, 

for example, such statements as 'My headache is getting worse' 

and 'My toothache is less excruciating now' . These statements 

suggest that we are, in some sense, paying attention to a 

headache and a toothache. Shoemaker does, however, succeed in 

establishing the important point that it is a mistake to think 

of ourselves as subjects perceiving or observing mental objects. 

1 " 
op.c~t .• P 

2 "t op.c~ ., P 
223. 

224. 



21 

Had he not succeeded in establishing this point the argument 

of the bundle theorists would have backfired immediately. 

But if it is a mistake to think of arrselves as subjects perceiving 

our mental states,then is Hume not perhaps correct in think ing 

that a self is 'noth ing but a bundle o r collection of different 

perc eptions'? I think not. Let me briefly explain why. 

4.8 A ser iou s d ifficulty with Hume's account of the 

nature of persons, in my opinion, is that there is no satisfactory 

explanation of how a variety of experiences are bound together 

in a single mind. Hume, it will be remember ed, maintained that 

the experiences in a mind are related, in the same way that the 

discontinuous perceptions of a material object are, by resemblance , [-

contiguity and causation. But to hold that experiences are 

related in this way is not to provide an adequate explanation of 

why we attribute a variety of experiences to the same self. 

For it is merely an empirical fac ~ that experiences in a mind are 

related by resemblance, contiquity and causation; there is 

nothing to prevent there being a causal connection between my 

experiences and your experiences, e.g . , it is not impossible that 

my experience of A always precedes your experience of B. 

4.9 It is not surprising, therefore, that Hume 

ultimately rejected his account of why it is that we attribute 

a variety of experiences to the same self. In the Appendix to 

the Treati se he says 'but having thus loosened all of our 

particular perceptions, when I proceed to explain the principle 

of connexion, which binds them together, and makes us attribute 

to them a real simplicity and identity; I am sensible, tha t my 
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account is very defective.' Hume's dilemma was that, on the 

one hand, he did not see how the unity of the mind could be 

explained unless there was something simple and continued in 

which experiences inhere , and , on the other hand, he could 

not accept the existence of . such an entity, on the grounds that 

all of our experiences are distinct and can be conceived as 

existing separately, and the mind never perceives any real 

connexion among distinct experiences. 

4 . 10 It may be though that Hume could have overcome 

his dilemma by holding that memory unites the various experiences 

of one's mind. But this does not seem to help. For memory 

seems to presuppose the existence of a persisting subj ect. 
1 

Firstly, it is not clear how a particular mental event could be 

remembered unless there was an enduring subject who first 

experienced the mental event and then later remembered having 

experienced the event. How else could a particular mental 

event and the remembering of the mental event, which is itself 

a mental event, be connected? Secondly, i t is not clear how 

two memory experiences which occur at different times could be 

tied together, unless they were connected in virtue of the fact 

that they all belong to a persisting subject of experiences. 

The only way in which we can account for the unity of the mind, 

it seems, is by holding either that all our experiences belong 

to a pure ego, or that they are all causally dependent on the 

states of our body. 

1 h. . On t ~s po~nt see: A.J.Ayer, The Concept of a Person and Other 
Essays, Ch.4, pp.113-114. 
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4.11 Now even if the objection that it is impossible 

for Hume to offer a satisfactory explanation of the unity of 

the mind , could be met, his view would still be unacceptab le. 

Exactly why it would still be unacceptable may be put as 

follows. If one holds that one consis ts of nothing more than 

a bund l e of experiences then one must concede that when one 

goes to sleep, or is knocked unconscious , or is in a state of 

coma, one ~eases to exist. But to say this is absurd; we 

do not regard going to sleep, or being knocked unconscious, or 

even being in a state of coma, as equivalent to death. This 

objection cannot , of course, be met by maintaining that one 

does not really cease to exist in such instances because one ' s 

experiences are causally dependent on the state of one's body 

which persists through sl eep . For if it is true that one ' s 

experiences are causally dependent on the states of one's 

body then there is a possessor of experiences, viz . , the body. 

Ayer , if should be noted , maintains that 'a person's own ership 

of states of consciousness consists in their standing in a 

special causal relation to the body by which he is identified ', 

but says that'this amounts in effect to adopting what Mr Strawson 

calls 'the no-ownership doctrine of the self. , l He says this, 

it seems, because Strawson has , in providing a summary of the 

no - ownership doctrine, maintained that the idea of a possessor 

of experiences would have some validity, in the no-ownership 

1 
op. cit., P 116. 



theorists' view, if it was the body which was thought of as 

the poss e ssor of experiences. That an out-and-out no-

own e rship theorist, like Hume or Wittge nstein, wouldn't agree 

with this, h owever, is obvi ous. 

SUMMARY 
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5.1 Having shown that a self must be a subj ect of 

experiences we are in a position to consider, in the following 

chapters, whether a self is a material or imma terial subject of 

experiences. Wittgenstein, we have seen, rejected . the view 

that the word 'I' refers to a person on the ground that there 

is no question of one's having to identify anything in order to 

say someth i ng like 'I am in pain'. I argued, in reply to this 

objection, that although the word 'I', like the word 'here', is, 

from the speakers point of view, superfluous, the speaker uses 

the 'I' to refer to h i mself for the information of others. 

I pointed out, in support of this, that although one could say 

'he is depressed' or 'So-and-so is depressed' when the person 

who is depressed is oneself, one says 'I am depressed' because 

one does not want to leave any doubt in the minds of others that 

it is oneself who is depressed, I then suggested that the 'I' 

in a sentence like 'I am in pain' could perhaps be said to 

indicate who is in pain, without presupposing the existence of 

a subject of experience, if persons were thought of as bundles 

of experiences; for then the' I'· could be said to indicate that 

the mind which is connected with the body from which the words 

'I am in pain' are uttered is in a particular mental state. 
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I hope to have shown in the last few sections, however, that the 

Humean view of a person gives rise to insurmountable difficulties, 

and that it must , therefore, be discarded. I hope also to 

have shown that the bundle theorists' argument for the rejection 

of the view that a self is a subject is unsuccessfu l . The 

bundle theorists, it will be recalled, denied that experiences 

be l ong to a subject on the ground that nothing but mental states 

a r e observable in introspection . But what they fa i led to 

realise is that observation requires a subject as we ll as an 

object. 

/ 



CHAPTER 2 

STRAWSONIAN DUALISM 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 One of the main difficulties with Strawson's 

account of what a person is, I suggested in the introductory 

chapter , is that it is not at all clear that he is entitled to 

hold that a person is a primitive type of entity. Bernard 

Williams in his review of Strawson's Individuals argues that 

Strawson's conception of a person is really Cartesian.
l 
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Strawson has, however, b db b ·· 2 also een regarde y some as a ehav~our~st_ 

Strawson can, I think, easily seem to be a behaviourist in view 

of his claim that 'behaviour - criteria. . are criteria of 

a logically adequate kind for the ascription of the P-predicate' 

(p 106). For it seems plausible to interpret this claim as 

implying that the relationship between behaviour -and mental 

states is one of entailment. The trouble with this interpretation 

is that it is incompatible with Strawson's claim that one ascribes 

states of consciousness to oneself on a non-observational kind 

of basis . For how could one apply to oneself independently of 

observation a concept which is properly analysed exclusively in 

1 'Mr Strawson on Individuals', Philosophy, 1961 
2 H.D.Lewis, for example , seems to regard Strawson as a behaviourist. 

See his 'Mind and Body - Some Observations On Mr Strawson's 
Views', P.A.S., 63 (1962-3), pp 1-22 
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terms of bodily behaviour? This leads us to another difficulty 

with Strawson's thesis. A.J.Ayer argues that it is impossible for 

strawson to satisfactorily explain what he means by the expression 

'logi~ally adequate,.l It cannot, he maintains, imply that 

behavioural evidence entails the truth of the ascription of 

psychologica l predicates, for that does not stop short of 

physicalism. Nor can it imply that behavioural evidence provides 

sufficient empi rical support for the truth of the ascription of 

psychological predicates, for that returns us to the argument 

from analogy, an argument which Stawson rejects in criticizing 

cartesianism. But there is, Ayer concludes, no other way of 

interpreting stawson's notion of a logically adequate criterion . 

His notion of a logically adequate criterion is thus incoherent . 

I shall discuss this criticism of Ayer's in the second half of 

this chapter. My aims in this chapter , then are (i) to determine 

whether Strawson's concept of a person really is primitive, and 

(ii) to find out whether it is possib le for Strawson to offer a 

satisfactory explanation of the notion of a logically adequate 

criterion, i.e., an explanation which fits his conception of a 

person, whatever it is. 

Is Strawson neutral between dualism and materialism? 

2.1 The ground for Strawson's distinction between M-

-predicates and p-predicates is, we have seen, that 'we would not 

dream of applying predicates ascribing states of consciousness , 

to material bodies. But what is meant by this? Bernard Williams 

in an article entitled 'Are Persons Bodies?' advances two possible 

interpretations of the claim that p-predicates are predicates we 

would not dream of applying to material bodies.2- They are: (a) 

1 -
The Concept of a Person and Other Essays, Ch.4, pp 95-102. 

2 See Spicker ed., The Philosophy of the Body . Also reprinted 
in Williams ' Problems of the Self. 
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that it would make no sense to apply such predicates to material 

bodies, and (b) that there are certain predicates which we 

ascribe to ourselves which we would never for a moment think 

could be truly ascribed to material bodies. Both interpretations 

are found by Williams to crea~ serious difficulties for strawson. 

2.2 A more accurate paraphrase of interpretation (a), 

according to Williams, is that 'the conjunction of (the class of 

material body predicate~ with any p-predicate does not make sense,.l 

The reason that this is a more accurate paraphrase, in his opinion, 

is because if anything is categorically senseless, conjunctions 

of predicates are ." 'That is green''', he says, "does not itself 

become a senseless form of words if someone tries to refer to a 

prime number in uttering the sentence . What surely are 

categorically senseless, if anything is categorically senseless, 

2 are sentences such as 'the prime number 7 is green'~ But if 

this is right, Williams goes on to maintain, then it begins to 

look as though p-predicates and }i-predicates cannot be jointly 

ascribed to anything, and hence tnat there are no persons. This 

conclusion would follow immediately if the class of material body 

predicates was 'coextensive with the class of }i-predicates', or 

if 'any predicate ascribable to a material body can be sensibly, 

if patently falsely, ascribed to a person'. It is, however, 

impossible to characterise the class of material body predicates. 

According to Williams, 'there is a total obscurity about how 

these conjunctive sets of material-body predicates are in general 

to be characterised.' For it is impossible to say what 'in the 

required sense a material body' is. A material body cannot, he 

says, be merely anything to which }i-predicates are ascribable, 

Iproblemsof the Self. p.67. 

2'b'd LL·, 



for then it wou ld follow that there can be no persons. Nor 

can a material body be something to which just M-predicates 

are ascribable and P-predicates are not, for that 'gets us no-

where at all.' Having pointed out that there is no way of 

characterising the class of material body predicates, Williams 

advances an argumen t wh ich, · h e th inks, does es tabl ish tha t if a 

P-predicate cannot be sensibly ascribed to a material body then 

1 
the conclusion that there c an be no persons does follow, He 

concludes from all this that Strawson's thesis is hopeless if 

it is represented as a thesis about sense. If , however, inter-

pretation (b) of the claim that P-predicates are predicates 

which we would not dream of applying to material bodies is the 

correct one, then, says Williams , a different objection will 

apply. The objection is that 'if it is just false of certain 
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material bodies that psychological predicates apply to them , what 

obstacle can there be to saying that it is just true of others 

( e . g., ourselves) 
2 

that such predicates do apply to them? ' 

2 . 3 Williams' criticism seems to force Strawson to 

either acknowledge that his thesis is compatible with material-

ism, or, if he does not think it is, to say that it is not. 

If Strawson's view is that it is absurd to apply P-predicates 

to material bodies then, Williams has argued, it is difficult 

to see how P-predicates and M-predicates can be jointly ascribed 

to anything. But if Strawson's view is simply that we do not 

as a matter of fact ascribe P-predicates to material bodies 

then there is no obstacle to holding that persons are a clas s 

IOp.c it., p.69. 

2 . 7 
og.c~t., p. O. 



30 

of material bodies. So, assuming that Strawson's view is the 

latter view, he must either concede that his thesis is compatible 

with the view that persons are a class of material bodies, or 

defend the view that it is not. If he does think that there 

is an obstacle to holding that persons are a class of material 

bodies then this must, it seems, be because he thinks that a 

person consists of corporeal as well as incorporeal parts, 

But this conflicts with his claim that the concept of a person 

is primitive or unanalysable. So, if he is to be consistent, 

he must c oncede that his thesis is compatible with materialism. 

Strawson's claim that a person is an entity to which both 

predicates ascribing states of consc i ousness and predicates 

ascr ibing corporeal chara cteristics are equally applicable 

is not, I have indicated, incompatible with materialism (for it 

is a topic neutral claim), though it would be if by 'states of 

consciousness ' he meant non-physical states. But would 

Strawson concede that states of consciousness might be brain 

states? Would he concede that persons might be a cl~ss of 

material bodies? 

2.4 What is most puzzling about Strawson's account 

of th e nature of persons is that he seems to have three different 

referring expressions which could be substituted for the 

expression 'the very same thing' in the sentence 'One 's states 

of consciousness are ascribed to the very same thing as certain 

corporeal characteristics' These are 'a body' (p.89), .' a subj ect 

of experience' (p.93) and 'persons' (p.102). It is not at all 

clear, therefore, whether Strawson's account is coherent or not, 

or whether he is neutral between dualism and materialism. 
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Firstly, if the thing to which M-predicates and P-predicates 

are equally ascribable is 'a body', then it is surely contradictory 

to hold that ' we would not dream of applying predicates ascribing 

states of consc iousness ' t.o ITa terial bodies. Perhaps Strawson 

meant that we would not dream of ascribing states' of conscious­

ness to ordinary material bodies like rocks, trees, chairs, etc., 

and that states of consciousness can be truly ascribed only of 

complex material bodies like persons. But if this is what he 

meant (I very much doubt that he meant this), he should have 

said so. Secondly, the expression ' a subject of experience' 

is ambiguous, and can, therefore, be used either as an empirical 

concept , or as a non-empirical concept to de~Qte a pure 

consciousness. If the expression 'a subject of experience' 

is used to denote a pure consciousness then, prima facie, it 

seems absurd to claim that M-predicates and P-predicates are 

ascribed to 'the very same thing', and that the concept of a 

person is primitive. 

2.5 Now consider the following passage: 

yet the facts in question still do not explain why we 

should, as we do, ascribe certain corporeal characteristics not 

simply to the body standing in this special relation to the 

thing to which we ascribe thoughts and feelings, etc., but to 

the thing itself to which we ascribe those thoughts and feelings' 

(p . 93). 

This passage sugges~that a person is a possessor of a body. 

That S t rawson does regard a person as a possessor of a body can 

also be seen in the first chapter in Indiv idua ls. He says, 



right at the end of the chapter, 'It is a conceptual truth. 

that persons have material bodies' p. 58) • Does this imply 

that Strawson is using the expression 'a subject of experience' 

to refer to a pure consciousness ? Not if we are going to take 

seriously his claim that a person is an entity to which M-

predicates and P-predicates are equally ascribable. For if 

corporeal characteristics are ascribed to a person a person must 

be a material entity. But how can an entity which is the 

possessor of a body be itself a particular spatio-temporal 

entity, unless, of course, a person was identical with his 
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body? According to Strawson, 'Persons, hav ing corporea 1 charac t-

eristics, perceptibly occupying space and time, can be distinguished 

and identified, as other items having a material place in the 

spatio-temporal framework can be distinguished and identified' 

(p.132) . But what room is there for the identification of a 

person as a different kind of entity to that o[ the material 

body which it possesses? How could we distinguish between a 

person as a possessor of a body and the body of a person? This 

interpretation of a person as a possessor of a body seems to me, 

therefore, to make hopeless Strawson's position. The only way 

in which Strawson can hold that 'a subject of experience' is a 

possessor of a body is by admitting either that a material body 

is part of a person, i.e., he has other non-corporeal parts as 

well, or that a person is identical with a material body. And 

this Strawson is not willing to do, for, he says'The concept of 

a person is not to be analysed as that of an animated body or of 

an embodied anima' (p.103). We are also not, he says, to think 
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of a person 'as a secondary kind of entity in relation to two 

primary kinds, viz., a particular consciousness, and a particular 

human body' (p. 105). 

2.6 There are some passages in Individuals which 

very mu::h suggest, in my opinion, that Strawson' s "sub ject of 

expe rience ' is 'a pure consciousness', and that his conception 

of a person is Cartesian. In his rejection of Cartesian ism, 

for example, he says: 

"One can ascribe states of consciousness to oneself only if one 

can ascribe them to others. One can ascrilE them to others 

only if one can identify other subjects of experience. And one 

cannot identify others if one can identify them only as subjects 

of experience, possessors of states of consciousness" (p . 100). 

It is clear that Strawson is using the terms 'subjects of experience' 

and 'states of consciousness' here to refer, respectively, to 

'pure subjects' and non-physical states. So it seems that he 

regards a person as an entity co~sisting of 'a pure consciousness' 

and a body. Apart from the above passage, Strawson's talk 

of it being 'a contingent fact 'that a subject of perceptual 
1 

experience has just one body, together with the admission that 

'we might, in unusual circumstances, be prepared to speak of two 

persons alternately sharing a body, or of persons changing 

bodies' (p.133), and such claims as 'the concept of a pure 

individual consciousness might . . have a logically secondary 

existence' (p.103), and 'each of us can quite intelligibly conceive 

of his or her survival of bodily death' (p.115), also more than 

suggests that his conception of a person is Cartesian or near-

Cartesian. with regard to the latter claim, it is I think true 

to say that only someone who thought that persons consisted of 

1 
ci t. I p.90. op. 
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material as well as immaterial parts, could 'intelligibly 

I 
conceive of his or her survival of bodily death'. 

2.7 So 5trawson is not neutral between dualism and 

materialism. The reason that he claimed that the concept of a 

person is primitive is because it is 'logically piior' to the 

concept of an individual consciousness and the concept of a body . 

But this is not, it seems to me, a sufficient ground for holding 

that the concept of a person is unanalysa b le. How could 

Strawson come by the idea of 'a person's body' and 'the 

consciousness of that person' if the concept of a person were 

unanalysable? If the concept of a person was really primitive 

it would not be possible to hold that a person is a possessor of 

a body, and a particular of a different type, namely a consciousnes s . 

It seems to me,therefore, that wh~ .Strawson needs to do is to 

modify his claim that the concept of a person is 'logically 

primitive' . He should argue that although the concept of a 

person is initially unanalysable, there is nothing preventing us 

from analysing a person as an entity consisting of a mind (i.e., 

a non-PDysical entity) and a body once we have learnt how to 

identify a particular person. Strawson himself maintains that 

' once we have identified a particular person, there is nothing 

to stop us, and nothing does stop us, from making " identifying 

references to a particular of a different type, namely the 

consciousness of that person' (p 133). This is tantamount to 

holding that the concept of a person is analysable. Yet 

I I am inclined to th i nk that this is self-evident, but Bernard 
Williams has advanced an argu ment in support of this view in 
'Are persons bodies', Problems of the Self, pp.70-73. 
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Strawson, strangely, is not prepared to concede that a person 

may be analysed as an entity which consists of a mind and a 

body. If, however, he were prepared to admit that a person 

may be analysed in this way, he could hold that we ascribe M-

predicates and P-predicates to the same thing only in a very 

weak sense. The difference between a Cartesian person and a 
Strawson person wou ld be that whereas a Cartesian person is 
essentially a mind) a Strawson person consists of both a mind 

and a body, and is not to be identified with one or the other. 

Can Straws on offer a satisfactory e xplanation of the notion of 
'a logically adequate criterion'? 

3.1 If Strawson is a dualist then it is not 

immediately clear what he means when he say 'one ascribes P-

predicates to others on the strength of observation of their 

behaviour; and ... the behaviour-criteria one .goes on are not 

just signs ofllie presence of what is meant by the P-predicates, 

but are criteria of a logically adequate kind for the ascription 

of the P-predicate' (p 106). He cannot mean that the behavioural 

evidence entai ls the truth of the ascription of psychological 

predicates, for that would put him in the position of the 

behaviourist. Nor can he mean that the behavioural evidence 

provides inductive support for the ascription of psychological , 

predicates, for that can be so only because of an observed 

correlation between one's own mental states and one's behaviour. 

But wh& other possibility is there? Ayer expresses this difficulty 

as follow s . 

"The card inal point is the attempt to stop short of physicalism 

on the one hand, and dispense with the argument from analogy 

on the other, by maintaining that our observations of the physical 
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condition and behaviour of other persons, on the basis of which 

we attribute experiences to them, are logically adequate for 

this purpose. But what exactly is meant here by saying that 

a criterion is logically adequate? Not that the evidence 

entails the conc lu sion, for in that case we should not stop 

short of phys i cali sm No t that the evidence provides 

sufficient anpirica l support for the conclusion, . for then the 

reasoning is induc tive ; we are back with the argument from 

analogy. What is envisaged is something between the two, but 
1 what can this be? What othe r possibility remains?" 

Ayer notes that Strawson is not the only philosopher to have 

held the view that there can be a relationship between statements 

which is in some sense logical but which is not deductive. 

wittgenstein, he suggests, also held this view. But the sense 

in which it is held that the relationship between statEments 

about behaviour and s tatements about experiences is logical is, 

for Ayer, a mystery. 

3.2 It has been suggested to himself by Professor 

Alston, says Ayer, that the sense in which behavioural criteria 

are logically adequate for the ~s~ription of experiences is that 

although they are not infallible, their overal~ success is 

logically guaranteed. The reason why their overall success is 

guaranteed is that without behavioural criteria we would be 

unable to talk significantly about our experiences. On this 

view, says Ayer : 

"We are taught the use of a word like 'pain' in contexts in 

which the feeling for which it stands is outwardly manifested 

in some characteristic way; and the result is that this 

association is retained as part of the meaning which the word 

has for us." (p.lOO) 

But even if this view is right it does not follow, in Ayer's 

1 
The concept of a person and Other Essays, ch.4, p.95. 



opinion, that we cannot dissociate these words, once our 

understanding of them has been acquired, from their original 

associations. He sees no reason why we cannot 'cut away the 

references to behaviour, and thereby obtain statements which 

were understood to refer to experiences alone.' 

3.3 Before discussing Ayer's criticism it is 

worth noting that Strawson was not himself unaware that the 

statement 'behaviour criteria are criteria of a logically 

adequate kind' etc. may seem to give rise to a difficulty. 

Almost immediately after having made this statement Strawson 

goes on to maintain that ' this is only one half of the picture 
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about p-predicates.,l For one ascribes states of consciousness 

to oneself, according to him, independently of the behaviour 

criteria one uses in ascribing states of consciousness to others. 

He then asks how this fact is to be reconciled with the doctrine 

that behaviour criteria are logically adequate for the ascription 

of experiences to others. Exactly why there is a problem of 

reconciling the two doctrines he does not explicitly state. 

There is little doubt, however, as to why Strawson thinks we 

might have difficulty in holding both that behaviour criteria 

are l ogically adequate for the ascription of experiences, and 

that one ascribes experiences to oneself independentl y of 

observation of one's behaviour. If one holds that behaviour 

criteria are logically adequate for the ascription of experiences 

one denies the existence of 'a logical gap' between the criteria 

on the strength of which one ascribes a particular experience 

to another, and the actual experience. But this, it seems, is 

tantamount to accepting 'philosophical behaviourism', and is, 

1 op.cit., p.106. 



therefore, incompatible with maintaining that one ascribes 

states of consciousness to oneself on a non-observational 

38 

kind of basis. strawson, however, does not think that there is 

a problem of reconciling two doctrines. According to him, it 

is essential to our understanding of these p-predicates that we 

recognize that there are two says of ascribing them. It is 

essential to the single kind of meaning these predicates have 

that both aspects of their use, i. e., the se lf-ascriptive 

aspect and the other-ascriptive aspect, are acknowledged. It 

is a mistake, in Strawson's view, to think of anyone aspect as 

primary or self- sufficient . It we take the self-ascriptive 

aspect of the use of these p-predicates as primary we open the 

way for 'philosophical scepticism'. And if we take the other­

ascriptive aspect as primary we open the way for 'philosophical 

behaviourism' . But does Strawson's asserting that we must 

acknowledge both aspects of the use of p-predicates remove the 

difficulty involved in claiming that behaviour criteria are 

logically adequate for the ascription of experiences to others? 

It is not at all clear that it does. For if we are going to 

avoid 'philosophical scepticism' we must, it seems, interpret 

the claim that behaviour criteria are logically adequate etc. 

as implying that the relationship between behavioural criteria 

and experiences is one of entailment. But then we do not 

avoid 'philosophical behaviourism'. But perhaps there is 

another way of interpreting the claim that behaviour criteria 

are logically adequate etc. which will solve both this 

difficulty and the difficulty raised by Ayer. 

3.4 Ayer's criticism of strawson 's notion of a 

logically adequate criterion appears, at first glance, to be 

insurmountable. It is my intention, however, to demonstrate 



that this notion may be interpreted in such a way as to avoid 

Ayer's objection. Professor Alston's suggestion is , I believe 

on the right lines, though it clearly does require supplementat-

ion. The solution to Ayer's dilemma has, I shall argue, been 

provided, partly at least by Shoemaker's explanation of the 

. f . . I notLon 0 a crLterLon. What has to be explained , for Ayer, 

it will be recalled, is the sense Ln which behaviour criteria 

are l ogically adequate for the ascription of experiences if the 
relationship between behavioura l facts and mental phenome na is 
neither inductive, nor deductive. Shoemaker's explana tion of 

the notion of a criterion enables us, in my opinion, to provide 

just such an explan~tion. 

3.5 Shoemaker argues that 'we may characterize 

the criteria for the truth of a judgment as those states of 

affairs that are direct and non-inductive evidence in favour of 

the truth of a judgment. ,2 The assertion that a certain 

phenomenon is evidence in favour of the truth cf a particular 

judgment is thus necessarily rather than contingently true. 

We know that a certain phenop~enon is evidence for the truth of 

a judgment about X's identity, says Shoemaker, not by having 

noted c orrelations and discovered empirical generalizations, 

but by understanding the concept of X and the meanings of 

statements about the identity of X. Similarly, it could be 

said, we know that th e display of pain-behaviour by Peter is 

evidence in favour of the truth of the judgment 'Peter is in 

pain', not by having noted correlations and discovered empirical 

generalizations, but by understanding the concept of pain. 

I In his Self-knowledge and Self -Identity , pp.3-4. 
2 op. cit., p.3. 
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Peter's pain-behaviour may be said, therefore, to constitute 

'direct and non-inductive evidence' in favour of the truth of 

the judgment 'Pe ter is in pain'. But how, it may be asked, 

does our possessing the c oncept of pain entitle us to say that 

it is a necessary truth that Peter's pain-behaviour is evidence 

for the truth of the judgment 'Peter is in pain'? By way of 

answer ing this question I want now to turn to an article of 

Robert Coburn's entitled 'Persons and Psycho l ogical Concepts. ,1 

3.6 Coburn also maintains that we must under-

stand the notion of a criterion in the way in which Shoemaker 

suggests. We are to understand by the notion of 'a logically 
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adequate c~iteria' for the application of a psychological concept, 

he says, 'a phenomenon or circums tance (or set of phenomena or 

circumstances) which constitutes evidence that the concept in 

question applies in virtue of the very structure of the concept, 

and which hence consti tu tes "noninductive evidence" tha t the 

concept in question applies. ,2 He subsequently expands on, and 

clarifies the above by calling 'to mind the general point made 

by Wittgenstein that the language games we play (or the concepts 

we employ) " rest upon" certain contingent facts concerning human 

beings and/or the world in the sense that if certain facts were 

otherwise, itwould be logically impossible for us to play these 

3 
language games (or employ these concepts).' If the existence 

of a certain regular connection between behavioural facts and 

a mental phenomenon like being in pain were a logically necessary 

1 American Philosophical Quarterly, Volume 4, 1967, pp.208-221. 
2 

op. cit . , pp.210-211. 
3 oP. cit., p. 212 . 



condition of our possession our concept of pain, then clearly , 

Coburn maintains, the behavioural facts would constitute non-

inductive evidence for the appl ication of the concept of pain . 

He proceeds to demonstrate that the evidence of certain general 

correlations between behavioural facts and mental phenomena is 

a logically necessary condition of our possessing psychological 

concepts, by advancing an argument which is 'suggested in part 
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by certain remarks of strawson, l If we never know on the basis 

of observation that psycho l ogical concepts are applicable to 

others, then it would seem to follow, he says, that we never 

know in any way that such concepts are applicable to others. 

We could have no idea of the occasions on which we could 

justifiably claim to know that such concepts apply to others. 

But if this were true 'it would seem that \Ve could not even 

apply such concepts to ourselves. This is because, as Strawson 

puts it, "The idea of a predicate (a concept) is correlative 

with that of a range of distinguishable indiviCual of which the 

predicate (or concept) ca n be significantly, though not 

2 
necessarily truly, affirmed(applied)" (p.99,n.i).' 

Unfortunately, Coburn does not attempt to explain why the idea 

of a predicate (or concept) should involve the idea of a range 

of individuals to which the predicate (or concept) can be applied. 

Strawson's claim that the idea of a predicate involves the idea 

of a range of individuals to which the predicate can be significantl) 

affirmed seems to rest, however, on the belief that it is, in 

1 
op. ci t., p. 215. 

2 
ibid. 
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principle , impossible to acquire the possession of a private 

language . The reason why Strawson thinks that it is impossible 

to have a private languate is , it seems, because he thinks 

that it would be impossible to have the idea of a possessor of 

experiences unless we had learnt how to ascribe experiences to 

others. A necessary condition of ascribing psychological 

predicates to onself , in Strawson's view, ~s that one has the 

idea of some particular thing to which these predicates are 

ascribable, i.e., of a possessor of experiences. But one can 

have no such idea, he says, unless one has learnt how to ascribe 

experiences to others. The unique position of a single body 

in one's experience does not in itself , in Strawson's view , 

explain why experiences should be ascribed to something which 

has them. And we can have no ' inner intuition' of an immaterial 

subject of experiences , as both Hume and Kant have observed. 

We cannot, therefore, say such t ;·,ings as 'I have a toothache', 

'I see a spider on the ceiling', 'I am in pain' , etc. , un l ess 

we have l earnt to ascribe experrences to others, and so acquired 

the idea of a possessor of experiences. 
1 

3. 7 Coburn substantiate·s the above argument 

by mentioning a number of absurdities which fo l low from the 

claim that such concepts as the concept of pain can never be 

justifiably other-applied.
2 

Three of the absurdities he mentions 

are the following : (i) 'we could never be sure that such 

concepts are inapplicable to any things other than ourselves ' 

1 

2 

I shall expand on these remarks ~n the chapter on Cartesian 
dua l ism. 
op. cit., p.217. 
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(ii) 'we cou ld never be sure that anyone else understands the 

meanings of words like "pain~, etc .'; ( iii) 'no one 

could teach another the meanings of words like "pain", "hel ieve", 

and the like.' In view ~f these absurdities, and the argument 

in the previous paragraph, it is , I think, clear . that the 

pres e nce of behavioural facts do constitute 'noninductive 

evidence ' for the application of psychologica l concepts . 

3.8 So we can meet Ayer 's objection by 

maintaining that the sense in which behaviour criteria are 

logically adequate for the ascription o f experiences is in 

that they constitute direct and non ind u c t ive evidence for the 

ascription of experiences . Contrary to what Ayer believes, 

the connexion between behaviour criteria and experiences is a 

necessary one even though a certain type of behaviour does not 

entail a particular experience. Behavioural facts consti t ute 

non inductive evidence for the ascription of experiences, we 

have seen, because it is a logically necessary condition of 

our having psychological concepts that there is a regu l ar 

connection between behavioural facts and mental phenomena. 

Our understanding of the concept of pain , for examp l e , necessitates 

that we grasp the connexion between pain and pain-behaviour. 

One may, of course , be mistaken in one ' s ascription of a 

particular experience to another. Strawson himself admits 

that ' what can be observed can also be faked or disguised,.l 

1 
OR .cit., p . 109. 
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But this clearly does not open the way for 'philosophical 

scepticism. ' For in the absence of behaviour criteria it 

would be impossible to ascribe experiences at all. As 

Wittgenstein put it 'An inner process stands in need of outward 

'1 criteria. Furthermore, the view that all r elationships between 

psychoiogical states and physical states can be contingent is 

obviously incche ren t. If this were the case our psychological 

concepts could not have established meanings, for it would be 

impossible for peop l e to be taught their meanings.
2 

Although 

pain-behaviour is not , therefore, a necessary or a sufficient 

condition of pain it is necessarily good evidence for pain. 

3.9 Now a lthough I have defended Strawson 

agains t Ayer's objection that he can give no satisfactory 

explanation of the claim that behaviour criteria are criteria 

of a logically adequate kind for the ascription of psychological 

predicates, it is clear that it would, indeed, be impossible to 

make sense of this claim if we interpreted 'logically adequate', 

as Ayer thinks we should, to mean deductively adequate. If 

we interpreted the expression 'logica lly adequate' in this way 

then behaviour criteria could be criteria of a logically adequate 

kind for the ascription of psychological predicates only if the 

relationship between behaviour and mental phenomena is one of 

en ta ilment. The behaviour criteria would, in other words, 

have to guarantee that a person behaving in a certain way was 

Iphilosophical Investigations, Section 580. 
2. . . . 
Th~s po~nt ~s made by Shoemaker, op.c~t., p.169. 



45 

Ln a particular psychological state, just as the premises of a 

valid deductive argument must guarantee or entail the conclusion 

of the argument. Now strictly speaking it may be correct to 

interpret 'logically adequate' in this wa y, but this is not the 

only way of interpreting this expression. What Strawson means 

when he says that behaviour criteria are criteria of a logically 

adequate kind for the ascription of psychological predicates 

is that behaviour criteria provide necessarilY good evidence 

for the ascription of psychological predicates, and they provide 

necessarily good evidence in virtue of the very structure of 

the concepts, for it is a necessary condition of our understand­

ing psychological concepts that we grasp the connexion between 

mental phenomen a and behaviour. For Strawson, then, the 

expression 'logically adequate' means conceptually adequate. 

Whether Strawson is correct or not, therefore, in using the 

expression 'logically adequate', it is not the case , as Ayer 

thinks, that it is impossible for Strawson to offer a satisfactory 

explanation of what he means by the claim that behaviour criteria 

are adequate for the ascription of mental states. It is not the 

case that it is impossible to make sense of this claim unless 

this amounts to the claim that behavioural evidence entails the 

truth of th e ascription of psychological predicates , or the claim 

that the behavioural evidence provides inductive support for 

the truth of the ascription of psychological pred icates. For, 

to repeat, the sense in which behaviour criteria are criteria 

of an ad equa te kind for the ascription of experiences is in 

the sense that the y constitute 'direct and non inductive evidence' 

for such ascription. 
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SUMMARY 

4.1 Strawson's view of a person is, I have 

argu e d, very similar to Descartes' in that he also seems to 

think of a person as an entity consisting of two distinct 

parts, viz., a body and a non-phys ical mind. His cla im tha t 
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a person is an entity to which both M-predicates and P­

predicates are equally applicable does not in itself, we have 

seen, suggest that his view of a person is similar to the 

Cartesian dualists, for, as Williams' argument has brought out, 

it is compatible with materialism to hold that two types of 

predicate are ascriba b le to perso ns. That Strawson's view is 

very similar to Descartes' is, I have argued, revealed by his 

use of the expression 'a subj e ct of experi e nce' and by the 

presence of such claims as 'each of us can quite intelligibly 

conceive of his or her survival 0f bodily death'. His claim 

that behaviour criteria are logically adequate for the ascription 

of psychological predicates does not, we have seen, co~flict 

with his essentially Cartesian view of a person, since the claim 

that behaviour criteria are logically adequate etc. does not 

necessarily imply that the relationship between a particular 

piece of beha viour and a particular mental state is one of 

enta ilmen t. But the relationship between a particular pi e ce 

of behaviour and a particular mental state . is, I have argued, 

a necessary one, in virtue of the fact that behaviour criteria 

constitute 'direct and nnninductive evidence' for the ascription 

of psychological predicates. Behaviour criteria constitute 



'direct and noninductive evidence', we have seen, because it is 

a necessary cond i tion of our possessing our psychological 

concepts that we grasp the connexion betwee n mental phenomena 

and behavioural facts. But if possessing psychological 
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concepts involves grasping the connexion between mental phenomena 

and behavioural facts it would seem to follow that part of 

what we must mean when we say something like 'So-and-so is in 

pain' is that he is behaving in one of a certain number of ways. 

/ 
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CHAPTER 3 

CARTESIAN DUALISM 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Strawson's argument for the rejection of the 

Cartesian view of a person is to be found in Section 4. of the 

chapter' Persons' in Individuals. Not all philosophers, I hav e 

maintained, have been convinced by his argument. H.D.Lewis 

attempts to counter Strawson's attack on Cartesianism in a 

chapter entitled 'Persons and The Structure of Language' in 

his book The Elusive Mind.
l 

Lewis' arguments in this chapter 

are exceedingly bad, largely because he has failed to grasp 

Strawson's position properly, but they do help to illuminate 

Strawson's own a rgument. Lewis advances three main objections. 

He begins by questioning whether it is strictly the case that we 

ascribe both corporeal characteristics and mental characterist-

ics to the same thing (pp 148-151). He then proceeds to dispute 

the view that 'we ascribe states of consciousness to c~rs elves 

in precisely the same way as we ascribe them to others' (pp 153-

155) . Finally, he attacks the view that it would be impossible 

to ascribe states of consciousness to others if they are thought 

of as a set of Cartesian egos (pp 155-159). It is my intention 

to shm-l tha t each of these obj ections is either misgu ided or 

mistaken . Having done this I shall then attempt to show that 

lThis chapter also appears as an article entitled 'Mind and 
Body - ~ome Observations on Mr Strawson's Views', in 
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society (1962-3) pp. 1-22. 

1 
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cartesianism is not entirely defenceless against Strawson's 

attack. In attempting to defend Cartesianism I shall refer 

to Locke's view of a person. Fina lly, I shall argue that even 

though Strawson's argument fails there are still good r easons 

for rejecting the cartesian view of a person. But we must 

first see why Strawson r e jected thi s view of a person. 

strawson's objection to cartesianism 

2.1 Strawson's chief objection to Cartesianism 

1 
may be put as follows: A necessary condition of ascribing 

experiences to oneself is that one should also ascribe them,or 

be prepared to ascribe them, to others; a necessary condition 

of ascribing exper iences to others is that one can identify 

other subjects of experience; other subjects of experience could 

not be identified if they were only subjects of experience, i.e" 

possessors of consciousness; a necessary condition of identify-

ing other subjects of experience, therefore, ~s that they are 

entities to which both states of consciousness and corporeal 

characteristics are equally ascribable. 

2.2 The problematical premise is the first one. 

It suggest that in order to ascribe experiences to oneself, 

there need not actua lly exist other subjects of experience to 

which one can ascrib~ experiences, but that one must at lea s t 

recognize the logica l possibility of ascribing experiences to 

b
. 2 

other su Jects. In order to have an idea of myself as a subje~t 

of experie nce I must at least be able to imagine other subjects 

of experien ce with which I c a n contrast myself. Strawson 

1 

2 
See Individuals, pp.99-100. Also see p.104 . 

This i s suggested, in particular, by the expression 'or be 

prepared to ascribe them . ' 
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indicates a couple of pages further on, however, that he does 

not think we cou ld imagine ascribing experiences to others 

unless we could actually identify other subjects of experience. 

He says, 'The re is no sense in the idea of ascribing states of 

consciousness to oneself, or at all, unless the ~scriber knows 

'1 
how to ascribe at least some states of consciousness to others . 

It might be possible to object here (owing I .think to. the 

ambiguity of the claim) that to hold that it does not make sense 

to ascribe experiences to oneself unless there are other identif-

iable subjects of experience is not the same as holding that it 

is impossible to conceive of oneself as a subject of experience 

unless there are other identifiable subjects of experience. 

The reason why, it might be held, it does not make sense to 

ascribe experiences to oneself is simply because there is only 

one subject of experience. There is no need for a subject who 

is unaware of the existence of oLher subjects to refer to his 

experiences as 'mine' or to say such things as 'I am in pain', 

'I feel depressed', etc. It is plain, however, from other 

things which he has to say, that Strawson does think that in 

order to have an idea of oneself as a subject of experience one 

must actually be able to identify other subjects of experience. 

He says, for example, that 'states of consciousness could not be 

ascribed at all, unless they were ascribed to persons in the 

2 
sense' which he has claimed for the word. 

2.3 On what grounds does Strawson hold that it is 

impossible to ascribe experiences to oneself unless one already 

1 
op.cit., p.106. 

2 
:o:co~p-,-. --=.c.=.i..=,t., p. 102 . 
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knows how to ascribe them to others? The answer to this 

question may be put as follows: The claim that it is a necessary 

condition of ascribing experiences to oneself that one should 

also ascribe them to others rests on the assumptkm that it is 

impossible for a person to acquire a private language for 

himself. Strawson does not deny that it is possible for a 

person, who is already a common language user, to invent a 

private language for himself - he admits that 'the idea of a 

uniquely applicable predicate, i.e., a predicate which belongs 

to only one individual, is not absurd' (footnote, p 99) - but 

he does deny that it is possible for a person who is not a 

c ommon language user to ascribe predicates to himself. The 

reasoning behind this denial is that whereas the common l anguage 

user, in the process of being taught how to ascribe predicates 

to others, has acquired the idea of a possessor of experiences, 

the individual who is not a common language user can have no 

idea of any particular thing to which experiences can be ascribed. 

He can have no idea of any particular thing as the 'possessor' 

or 'owner' of experiences. Strawson, it should be noted, would 

not deny that such an individual could have concepts. He 

would concede that such an individual could have a concept of, 

say, pain, but he would deny that he could have a concept of 
/ 

pain which is like our concept of pain, that is, which involves 

the idea of a possessor of pain. He says, in his review of 

Wi ttgenstein' s Philosophical Investiga tions, 'Wi ttgenstein 

gives himself considerable trouble over the question of how a 

man would in troduce a name for a sensation into this private 
.,# .......... 
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language . But we need imagine no special ceremony. He might 

simply be struck by the recurrence of a certain sensation and 

get into the habit of making a certain mark in a different place 

every time it occurre d. ,1 Such an individual could have a 

concept of a sen~tion like pain, though his concept of pain wou ld 

not involve the idea of a possessor of pain. A person who has not 

been taught a language could, in Strawson's view, have only a 

concept of what could be called unascribed pain. 

2.4 Why, it might now be asked, can an individual, 

who is not a common l anguage user, not imagine what ascribing 

experiences to others would involve, and so acquire the idea of 

himself as a possessor of experience? Why is it that he can 

have no idea of a particular thing to which experiences are 

ascribab l e ? Strawson's answer to these 
Ithat 

questions is perhaps not 

all clear, yet it is plain that he does have an answer. Firstly, 

the fact that 'for each person there is one body wh ich occupies a 

certain causal position in relation to that person's p e rceptual 

experience' does not in itself, in Strawson's view, explain why 

thoughts and experiences should be ascribed to any subject. 2 And, 

secondly, we can have no empir ical awareness of an 

immaterial object which is the unitary subject of e xper iences. 

This second point is not made explicitly, but is, I think,implicit 

in what Strawson says. It derives from Kant, and it is therefore 

surprising that Strawson does not refer to Kant's refutation of 

t 
. . 3 Car eSl.anl.sm. 

2.5 Let us briefly turn our attention to Kant's 

argument. Kant, unlike Strawson, does not argue that one can 

lMind, Vol.63,1954,p.85. 

20p.c it., pp.92-93. 

3Kant ,s refutation of Cartesianism is to be found in the section of 
The critique of Pure Reason entitled 'paralogisms of Pure Reason'. 
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have no idea of oneself as a subject of experience unless one 

is able to identify other subjects of experience. He argues 

simply that we cannot infer from the proposition 'I think' that 

we exist as a Cartesian thinking substance. ' No mere analysis 

of the proposition "I think"', says Kant, 'will suffice to prove 

" ,1 such a proposLtLon. The 'I' of which one can be conscious 

in every act of thought does not, he points out , involve any 

intuition (empirical awareness) of a thinking substance. 

Consciousness of oneself in thought, he says, 'does not concern 

any intuition of the subject , whereby it is given as object, 

and cannot therefore signify the identity of the person, if 

,by that is understood the cmsciounessof the identity of one 's 

own substance, as a thinking being.' 2 In order to cla i m 

knowledge of any such subject it must, Kant maintains, be known 

by direct acquaintance . For if we can have no intuition of an 

immaterial thinking substance 'w~ cannot know whether there is 

any object to which the c oncept is applicable . (and) the 
, 

concept therefore yields n.o know l e dge whatsoever. 3 Kant concludes 

from t he fact tha t we can have no intuition of the 'I' of which 

we are conscious in thinking that it i s 'an entirely empty 

expression I I that i t is a ' mere logica l subjec t'of experiences . 

He acknowl edges tha tit i s through the ',' I' that we have knowledge 

of th e unity of our experiences - a ll of on e ' s experiences can 

be ascribed to a logically simple subject - but claims that it 
, 

does not therefore follOW that we have knowledge of an immaterial 

thinking substance . He sa y s , 'The iden ti ty of the consciousness 

of myself at different times is therefore only a formal condition 

1 
2 B 408. 

B 408 . 
3 

B 412, 



of my thoughts and their coherence, and in no way proves the 

numerical identity of my subject.
l 

2.6 Strawson, it is worth noting, argues in 
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The Bounds of Sense , which is an examinati.on of Kant's Critique, 

that it is implicit in Kant's position that ascribing 

experiences to a subject requires empirically applicable criteria 

of identity, and that One cannot ascribe experiences to oneself, 

therefore, unless one possesses the concept of a man or human 

being. One of the weaknesses in Kant's exposition, says 

Strawson, is that his reference to the fact that our ordinary 

concep t of a person carries with it empirically applicable 

criteria of subject - identity, is minimal and obscure. Kant 

alludes to this point, according to him, in the sentence: 

'Its (the soul's) permanence during life is of course evident, 

since the thinking being (as man) is itself likewise an object 

of outer senses.' This point, Strawson stresses, is' of the 

first importance' for 'It means that we have, after all, a 

concept, which satisfies the most stringent critical require-

ments, of a persisting subject of experiences (a man). This 

concept supplies an absolutely firm basis for a genuinely object-

referring use of personal names, and of persons and pronouns, 

in sentences in which states of consciousness, inner experiences, 

. 2 are ascribed to the objects referred to by naI]l.es or pronouns. 

Without such a concept it would, Strawson has maintained, be 

impossible to ascribe experiences at all. 

1 

2 
A363; see also B 409. 

The Bounds of Sense, p.164. 



2.7 Let me now sum up what I have said 

concerning Strawson's claim that it is a necessary condition 

of ascribing experiences to oneself that one should be prepared 

to ascribe them to others. The reasoning behind this claim is, 
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I have suggested, as follows A condition of ascribing experiences 

to oneself is that one has a grasp of the contrast between 

oneself and others as subjects of experience. A condition of 

one's grasping the contrast between oneself and others is that 

one can identify other subjects of experience. One cannot 

imagine ascribing experiences to others because one can have 

no idea of a possessor of experiences at all unless we can 

actually identify other subjects of experience. The possession 

of a body to which one has a special attachment does not in 

itself provide any good reason for ascribing experiences to a 

subj ect. And we can have no intuition of an immaterial object 

which is the unitary subject of experiences. One can have no 

idea of any particular thing to which experiences can be 

ascribed, therefore, unless one possesses the empirical concept 

of a subject of experience, viz., the concept of a man or 

human being. 

Lewis' defence of Cartesianism 

3.1 Having attempted to elucidate Strawson's 

argument for the rejection of Cartesianism we may now turn to 

consider Lewis' defence of cartesian dualism. Lewis begins 

his defence of cartesian dualism by arguing that Strawson's 

claim that we ascribe states of consciousness and physical 
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characteri·stics 'to the very same thing' is false. He admits 

that we ascribe states of consciousness and physical character-

istics to the same thing'in a rough and ready way for ordinary 

purposes', but maintains that this is because "It would be much 

too troublesome to say, for examp l e - 'I was intending to open 

the door and my body moved towards it' It is always neater, 

and apter, for ordinary purposes, to say simply 'I went to the 

door' or " 1 'I went to open the door'. strictly speaking, says 

Lewis, we do not ascribe physical characteristics and states 

of consciousness to the same thing. In his view we ascribe 

physical characteristics to the body and states of consciousness 

to the mind. He says "Where, for example, I say 'I am tall', 

I am not saying anything about my mind but only about my body".2 

Again, further on, he says 'The strict truth is not that I am 

bald, although that is a perfectly clear way of putting it for 

normal purposes, but that my head is bald. It is my own head, 

part of a body to which I stand in a very special relation, but 

my mind is neither bald nor covered with hair.,3 Lewis, it 

can be seen, identifies himself essentially with his mind. 4 

What are we to make of his argument against Strawson? He is, I 

thihk, right to insist that it does not follow from the fact 

that we say such things as 'I have black hair and green eyes' 

and 'I have a toothache' that we are referring to the same thing in 

both of these sentences. For neither the claim that the word 'I' 

is univocal nor the claim that the word 'I' is equivocal appear to 

be obviously true or false. What Lewis fails to realise,however, is 

that Strawson's position is really very similar to the cartesian 

lop.c it., p.148. 

2 i.bll.. 
30p . cit., p.151. 

theorists' 

4He actually says in the next paragraph that 'my real self is my 
mind ' . 
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position (his own position). Strawson is, I have argued, 

ultimately committed to the view that a person is an entity 

consisting of logically distinct parts, viz., a body to which 

M-predicates are applicable and a consciousness to which P-

predicates are applicable. He is, in other words ultimately 

forced to reject the view that a person is a logically primitive 

bearer of both P- and M-predicates. Strawson would , therefore, 

clearly agree with Lewis' claims that when he says 'I am tall ' 

or 'I am bald' he is not saying anything about his mind , but 

only about his body , though he would deny that he is not 

saying something about a person. Descartes himself, it is 

interesting to note, also sometimes uses the word ~I' to refer 

.to an entity consisting of both a mind and a body, though he 

does also sometimes use the word 'I' to refer simply to the 

. 1 
m~nd. Lewis, it seems , thinks that Strawson's claim that 

we ascribe physical characteristics and states of conscious-

ness to the same thing implies that the thing to which these 

characteristics apply is a mere material thing. This, 

however, is clearly a mistake. 

1 In his Second Meditation Descartes asserts 'I now admit 
nothing that is not necessarily true: I am, therefore, 
precisely speaking, only a thinking thing, that is a 
mind' . In his Sixth Meditation, however, he maintains 
'Nature likewise teaches me by these sensations of pain, 
hunger, thirst, etc., that I am not only lodged in my 
body as a pilot in a vessel, but that I am besides so 
intimately conjoined, and as it were intermixed with it, 
that my mind and body compose a certain unity. 
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3.2 Lewis' next object, it will be recal l ed , 

is that Strawson is mista ken in thinking that we 'ascribe 

states of consciousness to ourselves in precisely the same 

. 1 
way as we ascrlbe them to others'. The expression 'in the 

same way', it should be noted, is ambiguous in that it can 

suggest either that the ascribing phrases have the same 

meaning whether one is ascribing experiences to oneself or 

others, or that the method of ascribing experiences to 

oneself and others is similar. Lewis, however, is using 

the expression in the latter sense. He attributes Strawson 

with the view that the ascribing phrases could not have L 
the same meaning unless the method of ascribing experiences 

to oneself and others is similar. 2 Hence, according to 

Lewis, Strawson's view that we can 'only identify ourselves 

wh.en we also identify others' (p.154). This, he says, 

togeth er with the fact that we can only identify persons 

through observing their bodies, suggests that it is 'impossible 

to ascribe experiences to oneself at all except in wa~'s in 

which our bodies have an indispensable part.' (p 157). It 

should be apparent by now that this view definitely cannot 

be attributed to Strawson, and that Lewis' second objectio~ 

is therefore entirely misguided. Strawson's view, as we 

have already seen, is that one ascribes states of consciousness 

to onese lf independently of the behaviour criteria one uses in 

ascribing states of consciousness to others. He also maintains 

that one ascribes predicates such as 'going for a walk', 

'coiling a rope', 'playing ball' ., etc., to oneself independently 

of observation of one's behaviour, and that such predicates 

1 Op .C lt., p.154. 
;> i h i r'i. 
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release us from the idea that the only things we can know 

about without obs ervation or inference, or both, are private 

. ,1 exper1.ences. In what way then does ascribing experiences 

to ones e lf involve the identification of a body? 

3.3 Lewis attributes to Strawson the view 

that we can 'only identify ourselves when we also identify 

others', it seems, because of the way in which he interprets 

Strawson's claim that 'One can ascribe states of consciousness 

to oneself only if one can ascribe them to others'. He 

appears to take this to mean that one can have an awareness t 

of one's experiences only in a way that directly involves the 

awareness we have of the experiences of others. The point 

of Strawson's claim, we have seen, is that it wou ld be impossible 

to ascribe experiences to oneself unless one a lrea dy knew how 

to ascribe them to others . It is impossible, in Strawson's 

view to arrive at a conception of oneself as a subject of 

exper1.ence merely through the awareness we have of our 

experiences. Lewis, as we shall see from his rejection of 

Strawson's reply to a possible defence of Cartesianism, thinks 

that Strawson is mistaken in this. He says, rather simplistically, 

'I know that a private experience .is mine in having it'. The 

important point to note for the moment , however, is that 

Strawson's saying that one cannot ascribe experiences to oneself 

unless one has been taught how to ascribe them to others, is 

quite different from saying that one must always have an 

1 op.cit., p.lll. 
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awareness of othe r s when one is self-ascribing experi e nces, or 

that one ascribes expe riences to ones e lf Ln precisely the same 

way ( i. e., using the same method) that one ascribes them to 

others. 

3.4 One of the things which seems to have lead 

to Lewis' misunderstanding of Strawson's position is the 

account which Stra ws on gives of the concept of depression. 

We speak of d e pressed behaviour and we also speak of a feeling 

of depression , but there is, says Strawson, no room here to 

drive in a logical wedge. The reason why there is no room 

to drive in a logical wedge is because, in Strawson's own 

words, 'X's depression is something, one and the same thing, 

which is felt, but not observed, by X, and observed, but not 

felt, by others than X' (p.109). 

this argument very mystifying. 

Lewis claims that he finds 

I cannot see why he should . 

~re is, as we saw in the chapter on Strawsonian Dualism, no 

logical gap between behaviour criteria and experiences because 

it is a necessary condition of ascribing experiences that there 

are behaviour criteria. Our understanding of our psychological 

concepts necessitates that we grasp the connection between 

experiences and behaviour. It is thus part of the meaning of 

' d?pression', that an individual who exhibits a certain type 

of behaviour, viz., depressed behaviour, is said to be in a 

state of depression. The ascribing phrase 'is depressed' 

means the same thing, therefore, whether one says 'I am 

depressed' or 'He is depressed'. It is for this reason , I take 



it, that Strawson claims that 'X's depression is something, 

one and the same thing,' etc. 
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3.5 Lewis ' final objection deals specifically 

with Strawson's criticism of the Cartesian position. He 

attacks the view that there is no way of telling that a private 

experience is anothers if they are thought of as a set of 

cartesian egos. He begins by maintaining, mistakenly, that 

this view rests on the unwarranted assumption that if 

experiences are private to those who have them there is no way 

in which they can be made public or known indirectly. Now 

Ryle may make this assumption, but Strawson certainly does not. 

Strawson's view, in fact, is t~t we do not have direct access 

to the states of consciousness of others , and that we do infer 

their state of consciousness from their behaviour. He never 

says as much, however, for he does not think we could arrive 

at this conclusion unlzss we have learnt how to ascribe states 

of consciousness to others. It is for this reason that he 

argues that behaviour is more than a 'sign of the presence' of 

a state of consciousness. Only after we have learnt how to 

ascribe states of consciousness to others is itpossible to note 

that we have a privileged access to our own experiences. 

3.6 The fact that Lewis rejects Strawson's 

reply to a possible defence of Cartesianism indicates, in my 

opinion, most conclusively, that he has not properly grasped 

Strawson's initial objection to cartesianism. The possible 

defence of Cartesianism, which Strawson considers and then 

rejects, is that there is no difficulty in distinguishing 
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bodies from one another and that this gives us an indirect 

way of identifying subjects of experience. He rejects this 

defence on the grounds that 'It requires me to have noted that 

my experiences stand in a special relation to body M, when it 

is just the right to speak of my experiences at all, that is 

in guestion' (p lOll, Lewis is not persuaded by this argument 

According to him, "The 'my ' gets into the real argument on the 

basis of one's experience of onese l f as a conscious being .·
l 

It is clear, however, that such a response will not do. For 

simply to assert that one is entitled to employ the possessive 

pronoun ' my ' on the basis of one's experience of oneself as a 

conscious being is to beg the very question at issue, viz., that 

one can have no conception of oneself .as a subject of experience 

unless one knows how to identify other subjects of experience. 

Strawson would agree with Lewis that it is a fun damental 

requ irement of the possibility of empirical se lf-consciousness 

that we have an awareness of our various experiences , but, he 

would point out , this is not a sufficient requirement. A further 

requirement for the actual ascription of experiences to oneself 

is that one possesses 'the empirica l c oncept of a subject of 

experience' . In order to have a concept of a subject one must 

have empirical criteria of subject-identity , but none such are 

suppli.ed I to use Kant's terminology, in 'inner sense'. We 

can, for example, have no 'inner intuition' of a persisting 

immaterial subject of experiences. If I cannot identify other 

subjects of experience, therefore, I cannot argue from 'my own 

1 . 
op.c~t., p.158. 
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case' that the identifying of bodies is an indirect way of 

identifying subjects of experience. I could have no conception 

of myself as a consciou s being and, therefore, could not note 

'that my experiences stand in a special ielation to body M'. 

This is not to s ay , however , that I do not have what could be 

called a 'native awa reness' of my experiences. Animals and 

infants presumably have just such an awareness of their 

expe riences. 

A reply to Strawson's objection 

4.1 So much for Lewis' defence of Cartesianism. 

Although Lewis' defence fails, the cartesian view is not, in 

my opinion , entirely defence l ess against Strawson's attack. If 

the claim that 'One can ascribe states of consciousness to 

oneself only if one can ascribe them to others'is true, and I 

have indicated that I think it is, then, clea rly, i t creates 

a strong presumption in favour of the view that persons Qre 

essentially corporeal beings. But it does not prove that 

persons are corporeal beings. The cartesian theorist can agree 

with' Strawson on the way in which we acquire the conc eption of 

ourselves· as subjects of experience, but sti ll insist that the 

view that a person is essentia lly a corporeal being is mistaken. 

For the most that the facts that it is a necessary c ondition of 

asc ribing experiences to oneself that one can ascribe them to 

others, a n d that it is a necessary conditon of ascribing 

experiences to others that they are ent ities to which c orporeal 

characteristics are also ascribable, could be said to establish, 

is that persons must either be material entities or they must 

be embodied. These facts do not, therefore, c onc lu sively prove 
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that persons must be material entities; they leave open the 

possibility that persons could be identified indirectly by way 

of their bodies. And Strawson himself does not maintain that 

persons are only corporeal beings. Persons , in his view, we 

have seen, consist of bodies as well as non-physical minds. 

If the Cartes ian view is that a person is an entity consisting 

of both a body and a mind , therefore, there is little difference 

between the Strawsonian and cartesian conceptions of a person. 

But even if the Cartesian view is that a person is to be identified 

solely with a mind, it does not follow that it cannot be defended 

from Strawson's attack. The Cartesian theorist can admit that 

he could not have a concept of himself if persons did not have 

bodies, but still reject the view that a person is essentially 

a corporeal be ing. For if one accepts, say, Locke's definition 

of a person as 'a thinking intel ligent being, that has reason 

and reflection, and can consider itself as itself, the same 

thinking, in different times and places', it is not immediate ly 

apparznt that the Cartesian theorist is mistaken in claiming 

that persons are essentially immaterial entities.
l 

4.2 Locke's definition of a person , it can be 

s een , leaves open the question of whether persons are material 

or immaterial entities , though Locke himself thought persons 

were essentially noncorporeal enti ties. He distinguished the 

1 See John Locke, Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Book 2, 
Ch.27, Section 9. 
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idea of a man from the idea of a person. The idea of a man , 

according to him, involves the idea of 'a body so and so shaped' , 

while the idea of a person involves the idea of 'a thinking or 

ra tiona 1 being' . A ra tiona 1 parrot would not, therefore, be 

called a man, but it could be called a person. Any animal 

endowed with reason and reflection could, on Locke's account, be 

called a person. The defining characteristic of a person is 

not that he is shaped in a certain way , but that he is capable 

of reason and reflection. This characterization of a person 

is, in my view, a highly plausible one, for we do tend to think 

that the fundamental difference between persons and other material 

bodies is that whereas the former are capable of reason and 

reflection, 
1 

the latter are not. But if one accepts Locke ' s 

characterization it is not, I have suggested, immediate l y clear 

that it is absurd to hold that persons are noncorporeal entities. 

4.3 Strawson may, however , want to defend his 

position , for he does argue that a subject of experience existing 

apart from a body could think of himself only as a former person. 

A subject of experience existing apart from a body must, he says) 

"contrive stil l to have the idea of himself as a member of 

a class or type of entities with whom, however, he is now debarred 

from entering into any of those transactions the past fact of 

which was the condition of his having any idea of himse l f at 

all" (p. 116). 

1 Locke's characterization of a person actually has a distinct 
advantage over Strawson's , in that it does not restrict the 
c l ass of persons to the class of human beings. On Strawson's 

view , if a particular entity is incapable of smiling or going 
for a walk that entity is disqualified from being regarded as 

a person. The problem with restricting the class of persons 
to the class of human beings,however, is that it may well happen 
that certain animals, like dolghins, will in time come to be 
regarded as persons. On this point see: Moulder,J., 'In Defence 
()F T mm:::'lt-PY ; .::I l Pr..rc:u.nQ I Dh i l r'lC:::f'll"""Ih i"" :::'I l D~nt:>rQ M:=t.\1 l Q 7 ? nnt:;()_l';? 



But why this should be so is not at all obvious, as I shall 

shortly revea 1. Strawson also maintains that a disembodied 

person will, as his memory fades and his interest in human 

affairs dwindles, cease to have an i dea of himself as an 

ind ividual. 'In proportion as the memories fade, and this 

vicarious living palls, to that degree his concept of himself 

as an individual becomes attenuated'. But why this should be 

so is also far from clear. Let us take this latter point 
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first. A disembodied person, on Strawson's account of survival, 

can observe other persons, have thoughts about other persons, 

even have feelings towards other persons. Why, then, should 

his memory fade when, in view of the fact that he can observe 

people acting in precisely the same way he once acted,he has 

a constant reminder of himself as a former person? And surely 

there is no chance of his interest in human affairs dwindling, 

for as a former person he will have an intense interest i~ the 

destiny of the hu man race. 

4 .4 Strawson's account of survival also makes 

it difficult to see why a disembodi ed individual must always 

think of himself as a former person. A disembod ied person, 

Strawson suggests, need not live solely in a world of memories. 

It is more than likely, therefore, that most disembodied 

individuals would, in view of their detachment from the material 

world, alter their opinions on certain matters, adopt different 

attitudes to various persons they had known, acquire new views 

on a variety of subjects, and thus continue to broaden and deepen 
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their experience. Some disembodied individuals might even 

realise some l atent capacity, such as the capacity to appreciate 

works of art, or the capacity to appreciate classical music. 

These individuals might well, thereafter, spend a great deal of 

their time frequenting art ga lleries and concert halls, as 

unknown art enthusiasts and lovers of classical music. Besides 

these considerations, there is the further consideration that 

disembodied individuals might be able to communicate with one 

another. The possibility of communications between disembod i ed 

individuals is not, it seems , ru l ed out on Strawson's account 

of survival. Strawson does , admittedly, exclude the possibility 

of a disembodied person communicating with an embodied person, 

though he does not advance any reason for excluding tt.~ possibility. 

If, however, the notion of telepathic communications between 

embodied persons is not an incoherent one, then I do not see 

why, on Strawson's account of survival at any rate, the nction 

of telepathic communication between disembodied persons should 

be. Strawson should have little difficulty in imagining two 

disembodied individuals tapping each other's minds. 

4.5 The claim that a disembodied person could 

think of himself only as a former person is not, therefore , 

well-founded. The reason that Strawson introduce.s this 

cla im , I have suggested, is that he thinks it enables him to 

hold, without fear of contradiction, both that a person is not 

to be identified merely with a particular body or a particular 

consciousnes~, and that it is logically possible for a person 

to exist apart from a body. It should be apparent, however, 

that this claim does not provide support for his conception 
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of a person as an entity to which both states of consciousness 

and corporeal characteristics are equally available. 

Good reasons for rejecting Cartesianism 

5.1 Although Strawson's arguments do not establish 

that a self is not an immaterial entity there are good reasons, 

in my opinion, for rejecting the view of a person as an 'immaterial 

substance' or 'immaterial thinking thing'. Firstly, this view 

gives rise to a host of unanswerable questions, e.g. 'How are 

i mmater i al entities to be individuated?~ 'How are 

immaterial .enti ties to be identified?', 'How do a body and 

non-physical mind interact?', and so on. And, secondly, in 

the light of current knowledge of psycho-neurophysiological 

corre lations it seems more plausible to identify the mind with 

the brain. Let me, briefly, expand on these two points. with 

regard to the first point I shall discuss only the last of the 

'unanswerable questions' I have listed, for if it were possible 

to explain how a body and a non-physical mind could interact 
would, 

the Cartesian view / it seems to me, be a great deal less suspect. 

5.2 A notable modern philosopher who has 

criticized Descartes' dualistic conception of a person on the 

ground that it is impossible to explain how a body and a non-

physical mind can interac t is Ryle. He says, in The Concept 

of Mind 

II ••• the problem of how a person's mind and body 

influence one another is notoriously charged with theoretical 

difficulties. What the mind wills, the legs, arms and the 

tongue execute; what affects the ear and the eye has something 

to do with what the mind perceives; grimaces and smiles betray 
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the mind's moods and bodily castigations lead, it is hoped, to 

moral improvement. But the actual transactions between the 

episodes of the private history and those of the public history 

remain mysterious, since by definition they can belong to neither 

series" (p.12). 

By 'episodes of the private history' Ryle means, it seems, 

ha ppenings in and to a person's mind, and by 'those of the public 

history' he means heppenings in and t o a person's body. These 

'episodes' can 'by definition ' belong to neither series because 

whereas human bodies are said to be 'in space' , mi"nds are not. 

5.3 An attempt to meet Ryle's 

made by Lewis in a chapter entitled 'Ryle~ 

. 1 
Elusive M~nd. He says, 

objection has 

-" \ 
Descra j:es ' in 

'---,-' 
/ 

"The 'transactions' remain mysterious because they are non-

been 

'The 

existent, we say nothing about them, and are baffled if we try, 

because there are none. And why should there be? Even when 

we think of causal relations in the external world, we do ~ot 

look for lin~ (or 'transactions') between cause and effect to 

explain how the one leads to the other". 

Lewis expands on this, saying 

" . the last thing we should try to do is to look for some 

link or transaction be tween one event and whatever it necessitates . 

We do not in the last resort explain causal relations, except in 

the sense of unfolding in greater detail the way things do in 

fact behave or of providing, in some of the ways suggested, some 

general justification for causality itself or for our confidence 

in it. We do not see why causal 

1 See pp.15-44 , esp. pp. 26-29. 



relations mus t be such as they are, we just accept what we 

find subject to the underlying assumption of consist~ncy or 

continuity. We can, on the basis of what we know already, 

insist that certain things must be - and that others cannot 

be - but there is nothing beyond this, in the nature of the 

proce sses themselves, to show us why they are followed by 

certa in others." 

Lewis' argument, it is plain, has been 91E~tly influenced by 

Burne's account of the relationship between causes and their 

effects. Burne, it will be recalled, argued that there is no 

necessary connection between causes and their effects on the 

ground that we cannot infer, through reason alone, what effect 

a particular cause will have.
l 

'Adam, though his rational 

faculties be supposed, at the very first , entirely perfect', 

said Burne, 'could not have inferred from the fluidity and 

transparency of water tha tit would suffoca te him, or from the 

light and warmth of fire that it would consume him.,2 And 

even after we have discovered , through experience , that a 

particular effect follows a particular cause we cannot, 

according to Burne, produce a 'chain of reasoning' to prove 

that they will always be associated. For it is always 

possible to imagine that a cause will have a different effect 
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in the future. Whether Burne is correct in thinking that there 

is no necessary connection between causes and their effects is 

questionable,3 though he is, I believe, correct in thinking 

1 

2 

3 

Burne , D., Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, ed. L. A.Selby-
Bigge (Oxford, 1902), Sections iv and vii. 

op. cit., sec. iv. 

For there is, it seems,a sense in which the connection between 
a particular cause and a particular effect is a necessary one. 
What is wrong with saying, for example, something like'When a matcr 
is struck a flame must result,given that S~-and-such conditions 
are fulfilled'or'Wh e n water is heated t o 1000C at sea lel'e1 it 
must boil, g i ven that such-and-such cond l.tlonS rirp Fnl F, 1 QcT ' ';1 



71 

that we can give no 'ultimate reason' why a particular effect is 

associated with a particular cause. But let us see why he is 

correct, and whether in raising this point, Lewis is able to 

me et Ryle's objection. 

5.4 Consider the question 'Why does a k e ttle boil 

when placed on a fire?' Someone might attempt to answer this 

question by saying something like 'The reason why a kettle boils 

when placed on a fire is because the heat of the fire causes the 

kinetic energy of the molecules to move about in a rapid fashion . ' 

But this answer gives rise to other questions like 'Why does the 

heat cause the kinetic energy of the molecules to increase?' and 

'Why does the rapid movement of the mo l ecules cause the water to 

boil? ' And an answer to each of these questions(assuming that it 

is possible to answer them both)will give rise to other questions , 

answers to which will give rise to more questions. For it will 

always be possible to ask 'But why is this the case?' Any attempt 

to explain why a particular cause leads to a particular effect 

will, therefore, as Lewis maintains , lead 'to a hopeless infinite 

regress: 

5.5 Lewis is, however, mistake n, ~n my opinion, in 

think~ng that he can meet Ryle's objection by pointing out that 

we do not in the last resort explain why a particular cause is 

followed by a particular effect. For whi l e we can give no 

"ultimate reason" why a particular cause is associated with a 

particular effect, we can, very often, offer a partial explanation 

of why the two are associated by providing a list of the inter­

vening processes between them. 

In all cases of causal ties in the material world it is possible, 

in my opinion, either to provide a list of the intervening 

processes between causes and their effects - prior to a kettle's 

boiling when placed on a fire,for example there occur a number of 

intervening processes: there is an increase in the kinetic energy 

of molecules in the water, an increase in movement among the 



72 

molecules, etc,- or, in cases where there are no intervening 

processes, to provide mathematical equations which give 

'accurate qUantitative expression to what happens, where, and 

when. ,1 But this clearly is impossible in the case of the 

supposed causal r e lationship between physical events and mental 

events. We have no idea what intervening processes could occur 

between a particular brain state and a particular state of a 

non-physical mind. Nor have we any idea how to explain what 

happens using mathematical equations. 2 

5.6 Let us now turn to my second reason for 

rejecting the Cartes ian view of a p e rson, viz., that in the 

light of curre nt knowledge of psycho-neurophysiological 

correlations it seems more plausible to identify the mind with 

the brain. A possible objection to this might be that there is 

no conceivable exper iment which could ever prove that the mind 

is the brain. S:he most that could be established through neuro-

physiological research, it might be said, is that whenever a 

person is in a particular mental state his brain is also in 

a particular state. But even if this were all that could be 

established ( and I am not sure that it is ), it would provide 

good evidence , in my opinion, for identifying the mind with the 

1 

2 

See Campbell, K., Body and Mind, p 37. He points out that 
there are no intervening processes in the case of an atomic 
nucleus absorbing a flying particle and then dividing. 

It should perhaps be noted that the objection that it is 
impossible for the Ca.rtesian to explain how a body and a non­
physical mind interact, can be avoided, by maintaining that 
although mental and physical events are correlated in a 
regular way there is no causal connection between them. 
On this view, which is known as the Parallelist view, it just 
so happens that whenever a particular mental event occurs a 
particular physical event also occurs, and vice versa. It 
is purely accidental, for example, that whenever I stub my 
toe I feel pain. I am doubtful, however, whether this vi ew 
is any more acceptable than the interactionist view, for it 
seems highly improbabl e that such constant correlations could 
occur by chance. 



73 

brain. For to postulate the existence of a non-physical 

state which is correlated with a brain state is to complicate 

matters unnecessarily. By identifying mental states with brain 

states "Not only are superfluous entities disposed of but the 

subsistence of the correlations becomes explicable. without 

this, these correlations would have to be just accepted as 

brute and inexplicable facts which, moreover, could not be 

fitted into the general scientific framework. Correlation 

'laws' relating the intersubjectively confirmable with the non-

inter subjectively confirmable would be , as Feigl expresses it, 

'nomological danglers."l Moreover, the view that the mind is 

the brain has , I believe , been shown to be free from logical 

b · t' 2 o Jec ~ons. A traditional objection to the mind- brain 

identity theory, for example, has been that while it makes 

sense to say of a molecular movement in the brain that it is 

slow or swift , straight or circular, it does not make sense to 

say this of an experience. The identity theorists have met 

this objection by arguing that although the expression 'experience' 

and 'brain process' do not have the same logic they may refer 

to the same thing . The expression 'cloud' and ' mass of tiny 

\ 

particles' are logically independent, yet we do not, Place has 

pointed out, conclude that they must refer to two separate entities. 

The same is, he has said, true of the expressions 'lightning' 

and 'motion of electric charges'. 

I 

2 

'Editors Introduction', The Mind/Brain Identity Theory, 
edited by C.V.Borst, p 28. 

On this point see : Feigl, 
problem'; Place, U.T., 'Is 
Smart, J.J.C., 'Sensations 
D.M., 'The nature of mind'. 
reprinted in The Mind/Brain 

H., 'Mind-body, not a pseudo­
consciousness a brain process?' 
and brain processes'; Armstrong, 

All of these articles are 
Identity Theory. 
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SUMMARY 

6.1 Strawson, we have seen, rejects the Cartesian 

view of a person because he thinks that one could have no 

conception of oneself as a subject of experience unless one 

could ascribe experiences to others, and one could not ascribe 

experiences to others unless they were entities to which both 

p-predicates and M-predicates were equally applicable. But 

it does not, I have said, follow from these " epi.ste"mological 

points that persons must be essentially corporeal entities; 

there is nothing Strawson has said which prevents the dualist 

from agreeing with his view of how we acquire the idea of a 

subject of experience, and yet denying that persons are 

essentially material entities. strawson may, I argued, 

want to defend his view of a person, for a disembodied person, 

according to him, must always think of himself as a former 

person 'in order to retain his idea of himself as an individual'. I 

I hope to have sh~however, that there is no good reason for 

supposing this to be the case. I pointed out that since a 

disembodied person can, on Strawson's view of survivat, observe 

what is going on in the universe, have certain feelings for 

various members of the human race, etc., it is more than likely 

that he will continue to broaden and deepen his experience. 

He might, I said, even realise some latent talent, and this 

might transform his whole being. But although Strawson's 

objection to cartesianism is unsuccessful, there are, I have 

indicated, good reasons for rejecting the Cartesian view of a 

person. The conviction that persons are immaterial entities 

is not obviously false, but in the light of neurophysiological 

reasearch, I have mllotained. it seems more plausible to identify 

the mind with the brain. Moreover, in identifying the mind 

with the brain, we have seen, we overcome such difficulties 
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as explaining how inunaterial persons are to be individuated and 

identified, and how a body and a non-physical mind can interact. 

etc. These reasons for rejecting Cartesianism are, it must be 

stressed, by no means intende d to be absolutely compelling. 

I have tried merely to show, as briefly as possible, why I find 

the cartesian view to be a most unsatisfactory one. I hope, 

however, to provide more detailed support for a materialist 

view of a person in the following chapter. 



CHAPTER 4-

MATERIALISM AND PERSONAL IDENTITY 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The prime purpose of this chapter is, I 
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have said, to reveal that the problem of personal identity, i.e., 

the problem of clarifying what criteria we use when we reidentify 

persons, is to be decided, not in favour of the memory criterion, 

but the bodily criterion. I hope to show that although the 

'puzzle cases' generated by the problem of personal identity do, 

at first glance, seem to favour the memory criterion, they do 

not, in fact force us to concede that the memory criterion is 

the most important criterion of personal identity. The question 

of whether the problem of personal identity is t o be resolved in 

favour of the bodily criterion or the memory criterion is, 

however, a difficult one, for one can, I think, in the final 

analysis, easily be sceptical of both of these criteria. 

Against those of us who think that the bodily criterion is the 

more fundamental of the two , for example, it can be said that 

since it is not inconceivable that one could wake up one morning 

with the same set of memories one now has but with a completely 

different body, the idea of a bodily transfer is not absurd, 

and personal identity cannot, therefore, be said to depend on 

bodily identity. Nevertheless, I shall argue, it is wiser to 

favour the bodily criterion 

strawson and Locke on Personal Identity 

2.1 Towards the end of the chapter entitled 

'Monads' in Individuals Strawson remarks that no attempt to 

solve the problem of personal identity is likely to be 

successful unless the thesis that a person is an entity to which 
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both states of consciousness and corporeal characteristics are 

equally ascribable is clearly understood and admitted. l This 

is so, it seems, because he thinks if would be impossible to 

individuate persons (and hence to reidentify them) if they were 

not material entities. He has argued, it will be recalled, 

that it would be impossible to identify others if they were 

cartesian egos. And he has r ejected the view that we can 

identify a person as a cartesian ego via the reference to the 

body with which he is causally related on the ground that there 

is no guarantee that there are not any number of cartes ian egos 

attached to a single body. 'uniqueness of the body' , according 

to strawson, 'does not guarantee uniqueness of the Cartesian 

2 
soul. ' Now, apart from not . finding this in the least 

convincing, Strawson is, I have already argued, himself committed 

h 
.. 3 to t e Carteslan Vlew. It seems,therefore, that his solution 

to the problem of personal identity would be very similar to 

Locke's. ' Locke claimed that 'the sameness of a rational 

being' is dependent on possession of ' the same consciousness', 

i.e., possession of the same set of memories. 4 . 

1 P 133 
2 

op. cit .. P 101 
3 

4 

For a persuasive criticism of this argument see: Kim,Chin-Tai, 
'Cartesian Duali sm And The unity Of A Mind' , Mind, 1971 . 

It should be noted that his use of the expression 'consciousness' 
is not entirely consistent , and that he appears to use the 
expression to embrace both the idea of awareness and the idea 
of memory. This is evident, for example, in the following 
statement: 'For, since consciousnes s always accompanies thinking, 
and it is that which makes everyone to be what he call s self, 
and thereby distinguishes himself from all other thinking things: 
in this alone consists personal identity, i.e., the sameness 
of a rational being; and as far as this consciousness can 
be extended backwards to any, past action or thought, so far 
reaches the identity of that person' (Essay Concerning Human 
understanding, Book 2, Ch. 27, section 9) . 
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If the 'same consciousness ' is preserved, 'whether in the 

same or different substances,' then, said Locke, 'the personal 

identity is preserved '. Thus, 

"Should the soul of a prince, carrying with it the conscious­

ness of the prince's past life, e nter and inform the body of 

a cobbler, as soon as deserted by his own soul, everyone sees 

he would be the Sillne person with the prince, accountable 

only for the prince's action ,,1 

This, it would seem, is also Strawson's view. For both Locke 

and Strawson,therefore, saying that the p e rson before one is 

the same as the person one knew before does not depend on 

that p e rson's having the same body. A person's identity 

depends, in their view, on the set of memori e s which he has. 

strawson, however, unlike Locke, would not hold that memory 

is the sole criterion of personal identity.2 

lop.cit ., section 15. 

2According to Strawson , ' The criteria of personal identity 
are . multiple' (p 133) 
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Memory as a criterion of person identity. 

3.1 That Locke was mistaken lon thinking that he 

could define personal identity solely in terms of memory has, 

1 I think, been made abundantly clear. What he failed to 

realise, it seems, is that memory claims require corroborative 

evidence for, although, as Shoemaker has argued, it is a logical 

2 truth that memory cl aims are usually true, people do sometimes 

make false memory claims. If, therefore, a person claims to 

remember performing certain actions and witnessing certain 

events, we have no reason to believe him unless we have 

checked his memory claims. Ordinarily if a person X claimed 

to remember performing a certain action A and witnessing a 

certain event E, and we wanted to check these, we would have 

to find out whether anyone had any memory of X's performing 

A and witnessing E. Someone could remember X's performing 

A and witnessing E, however, only if X were bodily present 

when A was performed and E was witnessed, which shows tr.at 

bodily identity must be a criterion of personal identity. 

1 By, for example, sydney Shoemaker's 'Personal Identity and 
Memory'in The Journal of Philosophy,vol . 56 (1959), pp 
868-882, and Bernard Wi lliams' 'Personal Identity And 
Individuation' in proceedings of the Aristotelian society, 
Vol.57 (1956-57), pp 229-252. This section owes a 
considerable debt to both of these articles. 

2 One of his arguments for this is, briefly, the following. 
A primary criterion for determining whether a person under­
stands the meaning of the term' remember , is whether the 
confident claims of the form 'I remembe r such and. such' 
that h e makes are generally true. But 'to suppose that it is 
only a contingent fact, which could be otherwise , that 
confident perceptual and memory claims are generally true 
is to suppose that we have no way of telling whether a 
person understands the use of words like "see" and "remember", 
or means by them what others mean by them . . And this is 
a logically absurd supposition' (self-Knowledge and Self­
Identity , pp 231-232). 



3.2 In a case of 'bodily transfer' the way in 

which we would set about checking a person's memory claims 

would be slightly different , viz. , because the person who 

claims to remember doing certain actions and witnessing 

certain events no longer has the same body. If , for 

example, a man with a cobbler's body claimed that he really 

was a prince and that he could remember performing certain 

actions as a prince, the way in which we would set about 

checking his claims would be by finding out, whether they 

fit the life-history of some one prince in the past. If 

we could not connect his memory claims with the life-history 

of some one prince then we would have no reason to believe 

his claims. Now , supposing that his claims fit the l ife 

pattern of, say, Prince Metternick, we would succeed in 

finding out that his memory claims fit Prince Metternick's 

l ife history on l y if we knew what Prince Metternick did , 

and we could know what he did only because his activities 

have been witnessed and recorded. His activities could 
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not have been witnessed , however, unless he had been physically 

present when they took place. So once again we see that the 

memory criterion cannot be the sole criterion of persona l 

i dent i ty . Further support for this is also provided by the 

requirement that the person making the memory claim must be 

reidentificable as the same person throughout the period 

during which his memory claims are uttered and checked. 
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3.3 Some philosophers might now, in view of 

the above arguments, want to argue that since checking a 

person's memory claims involves finding out whether he was 

physically present when the actions he claims to remember 

performing occurred, that memory cannot be a criteria of personal 

itentity at all, and that the bodily criterion is thus the sole 

criterion. But this , for one thing, is a self-defeating 

move. For in checking some person's , say X's, memory claims 

we have to re l y on the memories. of those who have witnessed 

the activities described by X. We ha"'Je to rely on their 

having remembered seeing X performing cert~1 actions and 

witnessing certain events. Furthermore , the fact that we 

find bodily transfer cases puzzling in itself suggests that 

memory is a criterion of personal identity. The fact tha t 

we are in doubt as to whether we should decide in favour of 

the bodily criterion or the memory criterion wou ld appe~r to 

indicate that neither criteri0n can be abandone,l comp l etely . 

The one criterion may, of course, be more fundamental than 

the other. Strawson, I have already indicated, would hold 

that the memory criterion is the more fundamental of the two, 

though he would not hold, as Locke does, that it is the sole 

criter i on. And, indeed, the puzz l e cases do, at first 

sight, appear to favour the memory criterion. What we must 

consider next, therefore, is whether the so-called'bodily ' 

transfer' cases do force u s to hold that a person is to be 

identified primarily by the memories he has, and that the 

memory criterion is thus more fundamental than the bodily criterion. 



3.4. To return to the ca se of the cobbler and the 

prince, if we suppose that the memory claims of the man who 

physically seems to be a cobbler do fit the life history of 

Prince Metternick , and if we suppose also that some of his 

memory claims that cannot be checked throw light on certain 

previously unexplained events , are we to say that the cobbler 

has become Prince Metternick, that Prince Met ternick has come 

to life once more in a cobbler's body? Bernard Williams 

certainly does not think we are forced into accepting this 

1 
. 1 

cone us~on. He considered a similar case in which a man 

called Charles makes certain memory claims that fit the 

pattern of Guy Fawke's life, and he rejects the view that 

we are forced to accept that Charles is identical with Guy 

Fawkes on the ground that 'it is not logically impossible 

that two different persons should claim to remember being 

2 
this man and this is the most we c an get.' He attempts 

to provide additional support for holding that Charles is 

not to be said to be identical with Guy Fawkes by advancing 

the following argument. 

'If it is logically possible that Charles should undergo 

the changes described, then it is logically possible that 

some other man should simultaneously ' undergo the same changes; 

e.g., that both Charles and his brother Robert should be found 

in this condition. What should we say in that case? They 

1 

2 

See his 'Personal Identity and Individuation', PAS, Vol.57 
(1956-57), esp . pp.238-241. 

p.238. 
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cannot both be Guy Fawkes; if they were, Guy Fawkes would 

be in two places at once , which is absurd. Moreover, if 

they were both ncal.tiied with Guy Fawkes , they wou ld be identical 

with each other, which is also absurd. Hence we could not say 

that they were both identical with Guy Fawkes. We might 

instead say that one of them was identical with Guy Fawkes , 

and that the other was just like him , but this would be an 

utterly vacuous manoeuvre, since there would be ex hypothesi 

no principle determining which description was to app l y to 

which. So it would be best , if anything, to say that both 

had mysteriously become like Guy Fawkes, clairvoyantly knew 

about him, or something like this. If this would be the best 

description of each of the two, .why would it not be the best 
1 

description of Charles if Charles alone were changed?' 

Wil liams concedes that this argument does not prove that we 

cannot speak of identity in the simpler case where just 

Charles' memory claims fit the pattern of Guy Fawkes' life, 

but he maintains that it does show that to speak of identity 

in the simpler case would be quite vacuous. He attempte 

to clarify this point by referring to a distinction between 

identity and exact simi l arity . He distinguishes the two 

terms by maintaining that there is an obvious difference in 

saying that two men live in the same house, and that they live 

in exactly s imilar houses. He then goes on to say tha t the 

distinction can only be drawn in the case of material objects. 

In the case of character the distinction cannot be drawn, for 

in saying that A and B have the same character one is simp ly 

saying that they have exactly similar characters. In the 

1 
~o~p~.~c~i~t., pp.238-239. 
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case of memories it appears that it is not even possible to 

say that A and B have exactly similar memories. For, to 

return to the Charles-Fawkes case, we cannot say that Charles 

'has the same memories as Guy Fawkes, as this is to imply, 

what we want to deny, that he really is Guy Fawkes; nor can 

we say that the memory claims he makes are the same as those 

made by Guy Fawkes, as we have little idea of what claims 

Fawkes in fact made, or indeed of how much he at various times 

remembered. All we actua lly know is that Charles' claims 

fit Fawkes' life.' Williams thus concludes that 'the 

omission of the body takes away all content from the idea of 

'd ' ,I personal ~ ent~ty . 

3.5 What are we to make of Williams' arguments? 

He has not established, in my opinion, that we cannot speak 

of identity in the case of memories,that we cannot speak of 

two persons having the same memories. That he has not 

established this can be seen by considering the following 

" 2 
~mag~nary case. Two men, A and B, have been simultaneously 

operated on f or brain tumours. At the end of the operation, 

which involves a technique whereby a person's brain is 

extracted from his head and then operated on, A's brain is 

mistakenly put into B's head, and B's brain is put into A's 

head. The person with A's body and B's brain immediately dies, 

1 
011 cit., p.241. 

2 This example is borrowed from Shoemaker, See his Self-
Knowledge' and llelf-Identity, pp. 23-24. 



but the other person with B's body and A's brain survives. 

Upon regaining consciousness he (i.e., the person with B's 

body and A's brain) displays great shock and surprise at 

seeing his body. He recognizes ~'s wife and family (whom 

B had neve r met) and can describe in detail events in A's 

life. He has no knowledge at all o f B's life. Are we to 

say in this case that the person with B's body does not 

really have A's memories, that his memories and A's memories 

are not one and the same? Surely not, for if we know that 

the person with B's body has A's brain then this would explain 

how it is that he has A's memories. We are justified in 

holding that he has A's memories, it seems, simply on the 

ground that we know that he has A"s brain. It is, of course, 

possible that he might continue to remember in detail events 

in B's life, and have no knowledge of A's life at all. If 

this were the case we would then be forced to conclude that 

there is no close c a usal relationship between the states of 

a man's brain and his psychological states, and that we were 

mistaken in thinking that there was. In the light of present 

scientific knowledge, however, it is not implausible to hold 

there is such a close causal relationship, But if it is, not 

implausible to suppose that the person with B' s body and A's 

brain will have A's memories - it is, I believe, highly 

plausible - and if, as I have assumed, the idea of a brain 

transplant is not an inconceivable one, then clearly Williams 

is mistaken in thinking that we cannot speak of two men having 

the same memories. Williams' reduplication argument (ie., 

8 5 
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the argument in which both Charles and his brother Robert 

claim to remember being GuyFawkes), then, does not show 

that to speak of identity in the simpler case where just 

Charles' memory claims fit Guy Fawkes' life, would be utterly 

vacuous. But it does prove something, as I shall shortly 

reveal. 

3.6 Now, although I have argued that Williams 

is mistaken in thinking that we cannot speak of two men having 

the same memories - it is, I have argued, possible to hold 

that the person with B's body has the same memories A had - I 

am not at all sure that the tWG men can be said to be identica l. 

Even after one has considered the puzzle cases there are, in 

my opinion, groundS for claiming that personal identity depends 

on bodily continuity. These grounds will be advanced in the 

following section, in which I shall attempt to show that it 

is wiser to favour the bodily criterion rather than the memory 

criterion. 

A prejudice in favour of bodily identity. 

4.1 Most philosophers who think that the puzzle 

cases favour the memory criterion assume, in my opinion, that 

we have a clear concept of a psychical entity which can l eave 

one body and enter another. Penelhum is, I think, correct, 

when he says 

"The reason that we all feel some degree of compulsion towards 

accepting the bodily-transfer solution is that dualist pre­

conceptions intrude themselves when we investigate the stories. 

It is taken for granted that we have an independently clear 

concept, with recognised criteria of identi"ty, of a soul, 



spirit, or mind, which can be thought of as having a purely 

contingent relationship to the body, which it may abandon in 

favour of another bOdy."l 
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only bodily transfer cases which are explained in terms of brain 

transplants, in my opinion, give content to the idea of a person 

leaving one body and entering another. For here we are able 

to make an independent identification of an entity which can 

be taken out of one body and put into another. Bernard 

Williams' arguments in the previous sections do, therefore, 

reveal that, unless an individual has undergone a brain trans-

plant, we are not forced to admit that an individual who has 

A's memories and B ' s body has changed bodies, for all we need 

say is that B has somehow acquired A's memories. But even if 

there is a logical possibility of a bodily transfer taking 

place, there are, I believe, good grounds for holding that a 

person who undergoes a bodily transfer cannot be said to be the 

same person he used to be. 

4.2 Consider the following imaginary example . 

TWO men, A and B, are involved in a motor-car accident. Both 

are seriously injured and taken to hospital. A, it is 

discovered, has suffered irreparable brain damage. B, on 

the other hand, has received on l y minor internal injuries, 

but his body has been badly burnt and mutilated - he has lost 

an ear and an eye , and half of his jaw has been severed from 

his face. As a result of being so terribly disfigured he 

'is not even recognised by one of the doctors who is a close 

friend of his. The surgeons at the hospital to which the 

1 penelhum, T., 'Personal Identity ', The Encyclopaedia of 
Philosophy, ed. by Paul Edwards, Vol.6. , p,106, 
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two men have been taken, decide, therefore, that since A will 

be a vegetable if he lives, it would be a good idea to extract 

B's brain from his badly burnt and mutilated body and put it 

.into A's body, which has suffered only minor external injuries. 

The surgeons are convinced that both B and his wife will be 

delighted when they learn of their decision to replace B's 

mutilated body with A's body, especially as A and B have such 
1 

similar physiques.- They also believe that , in view of the 

fact that A and B have roughly similar physiques, B's personality 

will not be affected in any way. But would B's wife be 

delighted at the result of the operation? And would B's 

personality be unaffected? These are the questions which 

we must now consider. If our answers to them are negative then 

this will show that B would not be the same person he was before 

the accident. 

4.3 Let us fir st consider what B 's wife's reaction 

to 'her husband' would be. I suggest that her initial reaction 

might well be to refuse to accept that her husband's brajn has 

been transplanted into another man's body, that the man with 

her husband's memories really is her husband. This, I believe, 

would be an extremely natural r eaction . After some persuasion, 

however , she might re luctant ly accept that the man who claims 

to be her husband does have his brain, but continue to deny 

that he is the same person he used to be. She might -claim 

that, because of his having acquired a different body, and a 

different voice, she feels like a complete stranger in his 

presence, and that she finds responding to his affection 

exceptionally difficult. In order to see this more clearly 

1 It is, I think, permissible to speak of the man with A's 
body and B's brain, in a loose sense, as B, in toat it would 
surely be absurd to deny that B had survived. But I shall 
expand on this point in due course. 



let us alter our example slightly, and suppose that A's body 

i.e., the body into which B ' s brain has been transplanted, 

is a female body or the body of a fri e nd of both B's and his 

wife. B ' s wife would obviously feel considerably uneasy 

about calling either a person with B's brain and a female 

body, or a person with B '. s brain and the body of a friend 

of hers, her husband. Her relationship with eithe;'· of these 

persons could never be the same as the relationship she had 

with her husband before his accident. It would seem, 

therefore, that personal identity is very much dependent on 

bodily identity. 

4.4 But let us next consider whether B's 

personality would be drastically affected by his change of 
1 

body. Owing to the way in which the example has been set 

up it is not, in my opinion, easy to assess whether B 's 

personality would be affected or not. A,it was said, had a 
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roughly similar physique to B, thus diminishing the possibility 

of B's personality being affected. If, however, we again 

alter our example slightly, and suppose that B 's body was very 

diffcrent to A'S, then it is obvious that B's personality would 

be seriously affected. Imagine, for example, how B's person-

ality would be affected if, after possessing a very muscular 

and athletic type of body, he acquired a body which was very 

small and frail, or, worse still, he acquired a female body. 

So again we can conclude that personal identity is dependent 

on bodily identity. 

4.5 A possible objection to the view that personal 

identity depends on bodily identity which might be raised is 

l Most p eople would, I assume, agree that only if a person under­
goes a drastic personality change can we say that he is not the 
same person he used to be. For it is I think true that most 

of us undergo slight changes in our personality during our lives, 
and yet still remain basically the same people. 



the following . Even if B's brain is not transplanted into 

A's body, it might be argued, B's personality will still be 

affected, owing to the extent to which his body has been 

mutilated. And if this is so then possession of the same 

body is not a necessary condition of personal identity. 

Now philosophers who might yaise this objection are entitled, 

in my opinion, to assume that if a person is involved in an 

accident and his body is badly mutilated, then his personality 

could be seriously affected; for h e could easily develop any 

number of complexes about his appearance, and so become very 

depressed and neurotic, very bitter and resentful, etc.; 

and this, in turn, could affect his relat ionship with , say , 

his wife and family, so that they would have a further reason 

for not regarding him as the same person he was before his 

accident. What is not clear , however, is whether the 

philosophers who might r aise this objection are entitled to 

assume that B has the same body after the accident. The 

reason why this is not clear is, not because it seems par.adox-

ical to say that something has changed and yet it is still 

the same, but, rather, because of the extent to which B ' s body 

has changed. B 's body has changed to such an extent that his 

personality is bound to be seriously affected by the change. 

Sameness and change, it should be noted, are not, as Hume 

thought, incompatible. Most of our substantive concepts are, 

1 as penelhum has pointed out, designed to incorporate changes. 

But they do not, as has also pointed out, permit all kinds of 
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change indiscriminately. How much change is permitted depends 

1 op.cit., pp.99-l00. 



according to Penelhum, on the concept in ques·t ion . I A man I I 

he says, 'can change in more ways before he is destroyed 

than a chair can. To know what alterations are and are not 

allowed is to know, among other things, what the criteria of 

identity are for the class of entities grouped under the 

concept in question.' There is, however, an important 

difference between persons and other material entities, in 

that it is not always just the alterations In a person 's 

appearance which incline us to say that he is not the same 

person he used to be. 

4.6 Another possible objection to my defence 

of the view that personal identity depends on bodily identity 

which might be raised is that extreme cases only reveal that 

a man cannot change his body for one that is vastly different 

to his own, and not that personal identity depends on 

possession of the same body. If a man were to acquire a 
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body which was very similar to the one he originally possessed, 

then, it might be argued, there seems to be no reason for 

supposing that his personality will be affected in any way. 

I am not at all sure that this is true. But even if this 

is granted, we could, it seems to me, still defend our view. 

For although the person who has changed bodies does not undergo 

a change in personality, it is unlikely that the change will 

not have an affect on others, or at least those close to him, 

and that they will still regard him as the same person he was 

before he changed bodies. Imagine, for example, how the 

wife of a man who had changed bodies would feel about making 

love to'her husband '. But even if all that I have said is 

mistaken, the consideration of extreme cases does reveal (il 

that it is a necessary condition of personal identity that a 



person possesses a body which.is very similar to the one he 

used to have; and (ii) that there is a severe limitation to 

the number of bodily transfer cases which can be constructed , 

and that bodily ident ity will, therefore, be a sufficient 

criterion of personal identity in most cases. 

Identity and Survival 

5.1 Having attempted to demonstrate that bodily 

continuity is a necessary condition of personal identity, I 

wish now to maintain that it d oes not f o llow from this that 

bodily continuity is a necessary condition of survival. I 

argued, in the previous section, that a person could not be 

called the same person if, as a result of acquiring a new 
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body, his personality was drastically changed, or other people 

would not accept that he was the same person. But it does 

not follow from this, in my opinion , that a person ' s change 

of body is equivalent to his dea tho Few people would , I 

believe , deny that if a person's brain, say A's brain, were 

transplanted into another person's body, and the resultant 

person had A's memories , then A had survived. How many people 

who were in the position of a person who was going to have his 

brain transplanted into another person's body wou l d willingly 

consent to the torture of the other person's body on completion 

of the transplant? Some people, however, might accept that 

survival is not dependent on bodily continuity, and yet deny 

that personal identity is, as I have claimed, dependent on bodily 
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continuity. Survival, they might argue , implies identity, 

But it can , I think, be shown that admitt ing that a person 

can survive a change of body does not force one to hold (i) 

tha t h e is the same person h e used to be, and (ii) that 

bodi l y identity is not , therefore, a necessary c ondition o f 

personal i dentity. 

5.2 Tha t surv iva l does not presuppose the 

retaining of identity has, I think, been ably demons trated 

by Derek parfit.
l 

He discusses an examp l e which is very 

similar to Wil l iams ' example in wh ich two brothers Charles 

and Robert both claim to remember being Gu y Fawkes. The 

examp l e h e discusses is one in which h is bra in is bisected , 

and t h e one hem i sphere i s put into one person's body, the 

other i nto another person ' s body. Both of the resulting 

people have his character and memories . I n response to the 

question ' Wha t h appens to me? ' Parfit offers three possible 

answers . They are (1) I do not survive; (2) I survive 

as one of the two people; (3) I survive as both. All three 

answers are rejec ted by him. He rejects the first answe r 

as follows. We agreed that he could survive if his brain 

were succ essful l y transplanted into another person's body. 

And people have actua lly survive d with half their brains 

d e stroyed , so he cou ld survive if half of hi s brain were 

successfu lly tra nsplanted and the other half destroyed. But 

if this is s o , h ow could he not survive if the other h a lf 

1 
'Persona l Identity', The Phi l osophical Review , vol. 80 , 
No.1 (J anu ary ,197 1) . 
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were also successfully transplanted? 'How could a double 

success be a failure?' The reason that Parfit rejects the 

second answer is that there is nothing which can make him 

the one person rather than the other . Each of the resulting 

persons is, to start with, exactly similar. So how could he 

survive as only one of the two people? Finally, he rejects 

the third answer on the ground that although the resulting 

persons will , initially, be exactly similar, they will not 

c on tinue to be. Each person will develop differently accord-

ing to the influences he is exposed to. 'They could live at 

opposite ends of the earth. (If they later met , they might 

even fail to recognize each other). It would become intolerable 

to deny that they were different people .' So although Parfit 

thinks it is a mistake to deny that he survives, he thinks it 

is also a mistake to hold that he survives as either one of 

the t wo people or as both of them. We should, according to 

him, h o ld that he survives as two different people without 

implying that he is those people. The sense in which one 

man survives as two is, he says, in the sense that 'the two 

resulting people are his later selves. And they can each 

refer to him as "my past self". (They can share a past self 

without being the same self as each other).' 

5.3 Parfit, it should be noted, does not maintain 

that we cannot speak of identity when a person's brain is trans-

planted into another person's body. He argues, against 

Williams, that 'psychological continuity' does provide a criterion 

I 
of identity. He holds that it provides a ground for speaking 

I He defines ' psycholog ica l continuity' in terms of quasi-memory. 
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of identity, however , only if the relation is one-one. If 

psycho logical continuity a lways took a ' one-many or bra nching 

f orm' then we could not speak of iden t ity at all. He agrees 

with Wil l iams, the refore, that identity is a one-one relation , 

but disa g rees that Williams ' reduplication argument proves 

that sinc e psychological continuity is not logically one-one, 

it cannot provide a criterion of identity . If one man is 

psychologically continu ous with Guy Fawkes we cannot, according 

t o Parfit, deny that he is Guy Fawkes. To do so would be to 

refu se to obey Williams' principle that an important judgmen t 

should be asserted and denied only on i mpor tantly different 

grounds. In the case of two men being psychologically 

continuous wi t h Guy Fawkes we have an i mportant ground for 

saying that Guy Fawkes has survived as two people. Parfit 

concludes that 'Even if psychological continuity is neither 

logical ly, nor always in fact, one-one, it can provide a 

criterion of identity. For this can appeal to the relation 

of non-branching psychological continuity, which is logically 

one-one. 

5.4 But enough of Parfit. He has, I th ink , 

made it a bundantly clear that survival does not presuppose 

the retaining of identity. For if one person can survive 

as two people, and if the resulting people are not identical 

with each other - they may, to start with, be exactly similar, 

------------------- 'I 
Ii 
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but clearly they wi ll not continue to be - then they cannot 

be said to be identical wi t h the original person. For what 

could make one of them identical with him rather than the 

other? So survival does not imply the retaining of identity. 

Williams ' Puzzle 

6.1 having discussed the problem of personal 

identity at some length we are, I think, in a position to 

consider the intriguing puzzle created by Bernard Williams 

in his article ' The Self and The Future'. 1 Williams presents 

us with two imaginary cases, the first of which seems very 

much to show that personal identity is dependent on memory, 

and the second of which seems very much to show that personal 

identity is dependent on bodily identity. This . lli particularly 

puzzling in view of the fact that the two imaginary cases are 

really just the same case differently presented. 

6.2 The first i maginary case he presents us with 

is the following. Two men, A and B, are to enter a machine 

whLch will extract the informat ion contained in each of their 

brains, and replace it in the other's brain. The 'A-body-

person' wil l thus emerge with the information originally 

contained in B's brain, and the 'B-body-person ' will emerge 

with the information original ly contained in A's brain. Before 

entering the machine A and B are told that one of the two 

resultant persons is going after the experiment to be given 

$100,000, while the other is going to be tortured. They are 

1 
The Philosophical Review, vol. 79, No.2. (April 1970) 
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then asked to choose, on selfish grounds, what treatment 

should be dealt out to each of the resultant persons emerging 

from the experiment. A chooses that the ' B~body-person' 

should get the money and the 'A-body-person' the pain, and 

B chooses conversely. The experimenter, who cannot act in 

accordance with both sets of preferences, decides to act in 

accordance with B's wishes, and inflict pain on the 'B-body-

person', and give the money to the 'A-body-person'. After 

the experiment the 'B-body-person' will, according to Wi ll iams, 

not only complain about the unpleasant treatment , but he will 

complain (since he has A' s memories) that this was not the 

outcome he chose, for he chose that the 'B-body-person' 

should be well treated. The 'A-body-person ', on the other 

ha nd, will thank the experimenter profusely for giving him 

the $100 , 000, and for deciding to act in the way that he,B, so 

wisely chose. These facts , Wi lliams concludes, 'make a strong 

case for saying that the experimenter has brought it about 

that B did in the outcome get what he wanted and A did not. It 

is therefore a strong case for saying that the'B-body-person' 

really is A, and the ' A-body-person' really is B; and therefore 

for saying that the process of the experiment really is that of 

changing bOdies. ' 

6.3 Williams attempts to reinforce the view that 

the imaginary example demonstrates that there is a strong case 

for saying that a change of bodies has taken place; by 

c onsidering some alternative choices which A and B could make. 



r shall me ntion what he has to say about just one of them 

Suppose, he says, that A chooses that the 'A-body-person' 

should get the money, and the 'B-body-person' the pain, and 

B choses conversely . And suppose that the experimenter 
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decides to comply with A's wishes, and give the 'A-body-person' 

the money, and the 'B-body-person' the unpleasant treatment. 

After the experiment the 'B-body-person' will acknowledge , 

according to Williams, that he got what he chose (since he 

has A's memories), but he will not like what is happening 

to him. The 'A-body-person', on the other hand, will claim 

that he did not get what he chose and that this was most 

fortunate for him. So once more, says Williams, it looks as 

though the 'A-body-person' and the 'B-body-person' are, 

respectively, Band A. 

6.4 The second imaginary case Williams presents 

us with is the following. Someone who has power over him 

tells him that he is going to be tortured the next day. This 

person also tells him that shortly before the torture he will 

not r~member being told he was going to be tortured. But this, 

says Williams, does not help to cheer him up , for he knows that 

he can forget things, and that there is such a thing as being 

tortured unexpectedly because he had forgotten or being made 

to forget a prediction of torture. He is then told that he 

will not remember any of the things he is now able to remember. 

But this also does not help to cheer him up, for he knows that 

he can be in an amnesiac state and also in great pain. Finally, 

he is told that he will have a completely different set of 



memories. But this does not cheer him up either, for he 

knows that there is a possibility of his going mad , and 

thinking that he is someone else; and being told that 

something like this was going to happen to him would not 

reduce the fear of being told that he was going to be 

tortured. Williams concludes that when he reflects on the 

grounds he has for fearing that he will be tortured he is 

aware that his fear rests on the seemingly sound principle 

that his undergoing physical pain in the future is not 

excluded by any psychological state he may be in at the 

time. This, then, appears to support the view that personal 

identity is dependent on bodily identity. 

6.5 How are we to resolve Williams' puzzle? 
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I think we can resolve his puzzle by demonstrating that his 

description of the outcome of the experiment, in which A's and 

B's memories are swopped, does not make a strong case for 

saying that the process of the experiment really is that of 

changing bodies. Williams' description of the outcome of 

the experiment can, it seems to me, easily be seen as 

incomplete. Let us first take his description of the out-

come of the experiment where A chooses that the 'B~body­

person' should get the money and the 'A-body··person' the 

pain, and B chooses conversely, and the experimenter decides 

to act in accordance with B's wishes. According t o Williams, 

the ' B-body-person' will complain (since he has A's memories) 

that this was not the outcome he chose, whereas the 'A-body-

person' will express satisfaction at the fact that the 
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experimenter decided to act in the way that he, B, so wisely 

chose. Bu t could it not be sa id tha t both the 'B-body-

person' and the 'A-body-person' were mistaken in their 

thinking? Could we not say to the ' B-body-perso~' something 

like, 'You did really get what you chose, and your choic e 

was an unwise one . The reason why you think that you didn't 

get what you chose is because you have A's memories'? And 

could we not say to the ' A-body- person ' something like , ' You 

didn't really get what you chose, and you're lucky that you 

didn't. The reason why you think you got wha t you chose, 

and what you wanted , is because you have B' s memories'? 

There is, it seems to me , nothing preventing us f rom holding 

that both the ' B-body-person' and the 'A-body-person' are 

mistaken in their thinking. This, ind eed, is easily explained 

. that 
by the fact/ t hey have each other's memories . So there is, 

afte r all, n o strong case for saying that A and Shave 

exchanged bodies . 

6. 6 Let us next cons i der Wi lliams ' description 

the 
of the outcome of/experiment where A chooses that the 'A-body-

p erson' should get the money, and the ' B- body-person ' the 

pain, and B chooses conversely, and the exper imenter d ecides 

to act in accordance with A's wishes. According to Wi lliams , 

the ' B-body-person' will acknowledge that he got wha t he 

chos e , and that his choice was an unwis e one , whereas the 

'A-body-person' wi ll claim that he did not get what he chose, 

and that h e was very lucky that he didn't. But could it not 

aga in be said that both the 'B-body-person' and the 'A-body:-:. 



person' were mistaken in their thinking. Could we not say 

to the 'B-body-person' something like, 'You didn't really 

get what you chose. The reason why you think you did, and 

that your choice was an unwise one, is because you have A's 

memories·? And could we not say to the 'A-body-person' 

something like, 'You did really get what you chose. The 

reason why you think that you didn't, and that you~re lucky 

you didn't, is because you have B's memories'? It is not 

at all clear, therefore , that it is rational to make a choice 

as if one's identity depended on one's memories. 

6. 7 A possible objection to what I have said 

above must now be met. It might be argued that if I am 

prepared to concede that the 'A-body-person' and the 'B-body­

person' would not be mistaken in their thinking if B's brain 

were transplanted into A's body, and A's brain were trans­

planted into B's body, then I cannot, if I am g0ing to be 

consistent in my views, deny that they will be correct in 

their thinking if they have just swopped memories. I think 

we can reply to this objection by saying, simply, that there 

is an important difference between extracting information 

from my brain and putting it into another person's body, 

and extracting my brain and putting it into another person's 

body. If my brain is extracted from my head I shall cease 

to exist (as a material being, at any rate), unless my brain 

is kept alive by, say, being put into another person's head. 

But if my memories are extracted from my brain I shall not 
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cease to exist. I shall still fear being injured , for 

example, even if I am to ld that when I am injured I will 

have a completely diffe ren t set of memories. 
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6.8 Finally, it should be noted that Williams 

does make a tentative attempt to resolve the puzzle he has 

created. Accordi ng to him, the arguments 'which suggested 

that A should identify himself with the B- Dody-person, turned 

on the extreme neatness of the situation in satisfying, if any 

could, the description of "changing bodies". But this 

neatness is basically artificial; i t is the product of the 

will of the experimenter to produce a situation which would 

naturally elicit, with minimum hesitation, that description.' 

Williams admits that we could say of the experiment that 

it involved a changing of bodies' if we had some model of 

ghostly persons in bodies , which were in some sense actually 

moved around by certain procedures', but he denies that we 

can 'seriously use such a model'. (It should be apparent 

from what has been said in sectinn 4.1 that I am in full 

agreement with Williams on this point) . He concludes that 

we should thus favour the arguments of the second imaginary 

case. 'The principle that one's fears can extend to future pain 

whatever psychological changes precede it seems positively 

straightforward. perhaps, indeed, 

to be shown what is wrong with it. 

it is not; but we need 

.Until we are shown what is 

wrong with it, we should perhaps decide that if we were the 

person A then,if we were to decide selfishly, we should pass 

the pain to the E-body-person'. 
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SUMl-lARY 

7.1. I hope to have said enough by now to 

have shown that Strawson is mistaken in thinking that the 

memory criterion is more fundamental than the bodily criterion. 

I argued, it will be recalled, that Strawson would, like 

Locke, regard the memory criterion as more important than the 

bodily criterion, Lut that, unlike Locke, he would not think 

of it as the sole criterion of personal identity. I then 

argued, after showing that Locke was mistaken in thinking that 

memory was the sole criterion of personal identity, that the 

' bodily transfer' cases do not force us to hold that the 

memory criterion is the more fundamental of the two. I began 

my defence of the bodily criterion by pointing out, first, 

that we have no clear concept of a spirit or mind which can 

l eave one body and enter another, and, second, that even if 

there is a logical possibility of a bodily transfer taking 

place, there are still good grounds for h o lding that a person 

who has the same memories as another is not identical with 

him. It is more than likely, I maintained, that a person 

who acquired a new body would not be called the same person, 

for two reasons, viz., because his personality would probably be 
seriously affected, and because those wo knew him would probably 
not accept that he was the same person he used to be . I 

pointed out, however, that even if my arguments for this 

were mistaken they did at least establish (i) that it is a 

necessary condition of personal identity that a person possesses 

a body which is either the same or very similar to the one he 

u sed to have; and (ii) that there is thus a severe limitation 

to the number of bodily transfer cases which can be constructed; 

and (iii) that bodily identity will be a sufficient criterion 

of personal identity in most cases. Finally, after showing 
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that bodily continuity is not a necessary condition of survival 

and that survival does not imply ide ntity, I presented Williams' 

puzzle in one further attempt to reveal that personal identity 

is dependent on bodily identity, and thus strengthen the view 

that a person is a material entity. 



105 

CONCLUSION 

1.1 My chief aims in this thesis have been to 

establi sh (il that a p e rson is an entity which has , or is 

the owne r of, psychological or mental attributes; and (iil 

that there are good grounds for holding that the entity 

which has these attributes is a material entity, and not , as 

the cartesian thinks, an entity consisting of two logically 

distinct parts, viz., a mind and 2. "h~,",:. _ ....... 4~ ............. a. VVUJ. eu 

to estab l ish the se points as follows. 

1.2 In chapt er on e I tried to refute the view 

that there are no owners or subjects of psycho logical attributes. 

Wit t g e nstein, we saw, rejected the view that the word 'J:' 

in a sentence like 'I am in pain ' refers to a possessor of 

experiences on the ground that there is no question of one's 

having to identify anything when the person who is in pain 

is - one self. But what he failed to realise is that we say 

such things as 'I am i n pain', ' 1 have a toothache ', etc. , 

primarily for the sake of others. A possibl e reply to this 

might be that although the 'I' refers for the hearer it 

certainly does not refer to the same thing to which it refers 

for the speaker. For the 'I', it might be said, refers, 

for the speaker, to a particular 'bundle' of experienc es, 

via., the bundl e which is attached to the body with such-and-

such characteristics. The t rouble with holding that a person 

is 'a bundle or collection of d ifferent perceptions', we have 

seen, is, first, that i t is impossible to explain how the 

various perceptions are connected, and, second, that one is 

f orced into the absurd position of conceding that when one 



goes to sleep one ceases to exist. 

these difficulties can be avoided, 

The only way in which 

I maintained, is by 

abandoning the view that a self is a bundle of experiences, 

and holding either that all of one ' s experiences belong to 

a pure ego, or that they are all causally dependent on the 

states of one 's body. The bundle theorists ' objection to 

the view that a self is a subject of experience, it will be 

recalled, also gives rise to a serious difficulty , for if, 

as they assume in presenting their evidence for the denial 

that a self is a subject , introspection is analogous to 

perception, it would seem that they are forced to concede 

that a self is a subject of experiences . 

1.3 In chapter two I discussed Strawsc!1's 

conception of a person as an entity to which both material 

body predicates and psychological predicates are equally 

applicable. I argued that although his claim that a person 

is 'a type of entity such that both predicates ascribing 

states of consciousness and predicates ascribing corporeal 

characteristics. . are equally app l icable to a single 

individual of that single type' is compatible with his claim 

that the concept of a person is 'logically primitive', his 

conception of a person is really very similar to Descartes '. 

That this is so is, I maintained, revealed by his use of the 

expression'a subject of experience' and by what he has to 

say about surviving the death of one's body , etc. Having 

argued that strawson's conception of a person is real ly very 

similar to Descartes' I tried to shov; that his claim that 

behaviour criter i a are logically adequate for the ascription 

of psycho l ogical predicates does not conflict with his view 
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of a person. It is not the case, I argued, that it is 

impossible to make sense of the claim that behaviour criteria 

are logically adequate etc. unless this amounts to the claim 

that behavioural evidence entails the truth of the ascription 

of p-predicates , or the claim that behavioural evidence 

provides inductive support for the truth of the ascription 

of p-predicates. For the sense in which b ehavioural criteria 

are logically adequate for the ascription of p-predicates is 

in the sense that they provide necessarily good evidence for 

the ascription of p-predicates; they provide necessarily 

good evidence,it was maintained, in virtue of the fact that 

it is a necessary condition of our possessing psychological 

concepts that we grasp the connexion between mental phenomena 

and behavioural facts. 

1.4 In chapter three I tried to show that while 

strawson has not established that a self is not an immaterial 

entity there are, nevertheless, good reasons for rejecting 

the view of a self as an 'immate~ial substance'. It is a 

mistake, 1 argued, to conclude from the facts that it is a 

necessary condition of ascribing experiences to oneself that 

one can ascribe them to others, and that it is a necessary 

condition of ascribing experiences to others that they are 

entities to which corporeal characteristics are also ascribable, 

that persons are material entities. For all that these facts 

prove is that persons (or at least some persons) must be entities 

to which M-predicates are also ascribab le, and this is not 

inconsistent with cartesianism. Witness Descartes' remark: 

'1 can draw the certain conclusion that my body, or rather my 

entire self , in so far as 1 am composed of body and mind, c an 

receive various pleasant or unpleasant contacts from surrounding 

bodies,.l The cartesian does, of course, think that the 

1 op. cit., 



essential part of a person is his mind . strawson may, 

therefore, I have suggested, want to defend his position, 

for a disembodied person, in his opinion, could think of 

himself only as a former person. But his claim that a 

disembodied person could think of himself only as a former 

person is not, I haye argued, well-founded. Having thus 
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defended the Cartesian against strawson's attack I concluded 

the chapter by arguing that, in the light of neurophysio­

logical research , and in vi ew of the fact that the Cartesian 

view gives rise to a host of unanswerable questions, the 

materialist view of a person is by far the more plausible of 

the two views. 

1. 5 Finally, in chapter four I tried to 

provide further support for the view that persons form a 

class of material bodi es, by arguing that the problem of 

personal identity is to be decided in favour of the bodily 

criterion rather than the memory criterion. My chief reasons 

f or this were : (i) that we have no clear concept of a psychical 

entity which can leave one body and enter another ; (ii) that 

on ly those puzzle cases in which an individual has undergone 

a brain transplant force us to admit that he has changed 

bodies; and (iii) that even if there is a logical possibi lity 

of a bodily transfer taking place, there are good reasons for 

holding that a person who undergoes a bodily transfer cannot 

be said to be the same person he used to be. A per son who 

acquired a new body would not be called the same IErson, I 

suggested, firstly, because his personality would probably 

be seriously affected by the change, and, secondly, because 

even if his personality was not in any way affected those 

who knew him would probably not accept that he was the same 
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person. My discussion of Williams' puzzle has, I hope, 

also shown that it is wiser to favour the bodily crition 

rather than the memory criterion. 

1. 6 Is a person then to be identified solely 

by his body? It should be apparent from what I have said 

in the previous chapter that a person cannot be identified 

solely by his body. The brain, I have suggested, is also 

an essential part of a person. We should, therefore, identify 

a person , in my view, not only by his body but by his brain 

as well. This criterion of personal identity is, it seems, 

fairly similar to Wiggins'. He, apparently, thinks that 

" 'person' is used to pick out a spatio-temporally continuous 

material object which is composed of the brain and the rest 

of the body but not identical with either or both of them."l 

He does not think that a person is identical with his brain 

and the rest of his body because the loss or replacement of 

the rest of the body 'need not terminate the existence of 

2 
the person. ' Whether a person who acquired a new body or 

who lost his body could be called the same person is, I have 

tride to shew, not as obvious as many have thought. If, 

however , I am proved wrong on this point I would adopt wiggins' 

criterion of personal identity. 

/ 

1 Smart, B., 'HOW can Persons be Ascribed M-predicates?', 
Mind, 86 (1977) pp.49-66. 

2 ibid. 
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