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438 Essay concerning Human Understanding.

BOOKII. is bigger than the ordinary sort of those we have been used
(;; to; and a little horse, such a one as comes not up to the size
xxvy, Of that idea which we have in our minds to belong ordinarily

to horses; and that will be a great horse to a Welchman,
which is but a little one to a Fleming; they two having,
from the different breed of their countries, taken several-sized
ideas to which they compare, and in relation to which they
denominate their great and their little,

%:rs%l;lte 6. So likewise weak and strong are but relative denomina-

often stand tions of power, compared to some ideas we have at that time

{g’;niela‘ of greater or less power. Thus, when we say a weak man,

we mean one that has not so much strength or power to move
as usually men have, or usually those of his size have; which
is a comparing his strength to the idea we have of the usual
strength of men, or men of such a size. The like when
we say the creatures are all weak things; weak there is but
a relative term, signifying the disproportion there is in the
power of God and the creatures?. And so abundance of
words, in ordinary speech, stand only for relations (and
perhaps the greatest part) which at first sight seem to have
no such signification: v.g. the ship has necessary stores.

CHAPTER XXVIL
[OF IDENTITY AND DIVERSITY 1]

[1. ANOTHER occasion the mind often takes of comparing, BOOK 1L,
is the very being of things, when, considering anytlz?ng as g;:;
existing at any deteymined time and place, we compare it with Yoy
itself existing at another time, and thereon form the 1c?eas of Wherein
identity and diversity. When we see anything to be in any igifs‘:;g
place in any instant of time, we are sure (be it what it will)
that it is that very thing, and not another which at that same
time exists in another place, how like and undistinguishable
soever it may be in all other respects: and in this consists
identity, when the ideas it is attributed to vary not at a}l
from what they were that moment wherein we consider their

Necessary and stores are both relative words; one having
a relation to the accomplishing the voyage intended, and
the other to future use. All which relations, how they are
confined to, and terminate in ideas derived from sensation or
reflection, is too obvious to need any explication?.

former existence, and to which we compare the present. For
we never finding, nor conceiving it possible, that two things
of the same kind should exist in the same place at the same
time, we rightly conclude, that, whatever exists anywhex:e at
any time, excludes all of the same kind, and is there itself
alone. When therefore we demand whether anything be the

' ¢Ces remarques,” says Leibniz,
‘sont trés-bonnes,’ ¢ Space,’ like time,
is conceived by us relatively to the
sensuous objects by which it is mea-
sured, and in which it ‘terminates.’
They form the standard of its quantity,
in particular instances.

? Weinterpret‘ power,’ like duration
and: space, as embodied in the effects
of which, in each particular example,
it is the correlative.

*Terms which signify relations are
¢ explained,’ according to the analogy
of the Essay, by that in the data of

sense which manifests and measures
their meaning. Butif relation involves
more than any of its particular mani-
festations, Locke’s account is inade-
quate. Relation is more than the things
or persons or modes related; on the
other hand, an idea of relation pre-
supposes related terms. A sensuous
philosophy tends to rest in isolated
substances, on which relations are
contingently superinduced; extreme
idealism tends to reduce actual reality
to a network of empty, colourless
relations,

same or no? it refers always to something that existed such

* This chapter was added in the
second edition, on the suggestion of
Molyneux, See Locke’s letters to
Molyneux, Aug. 23, 1693, and March
8, 1695.

2 Cf. Bk. 1. ch. iii. §§ 4, 5 on the
origin of the idea of identity. The
numerical sameness or identity here
in view must be distinguished from
generic or specific unity, i.e. simularity,
or the sameness that consists in a com-
munity of quality. When several
objects are alike, one description will

equally apply to any of them, and hence
they are all said to be of the samenature
or appearance. When we say, ‘This
table is made of the same wood as that
other,’ we only mean that the mate-
rial in the one is undistinguishable in
quality from that of which the other
was constructed. This is the identity
of similarity. Numerical sameness, on
the contrary, does not necessarilyimply
outward similarity in the changing
phenomena of the same substance.
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BOOKIL a time in such a place, which it ‘Wwas certain, at that instant,

———
CHaAP.
XXVII.

Identity
of Sub.
stances.

was the same with itself, and no other. From whence it
follows, that one thing cannot have two beginnings of exist-
ence, nor two things one beginning ; it being impossible for
two things of the same kind to be or exist in the same instant,
in the very same place; or one and the same thing in different
placesl. That, therefore, that had one beginning, is the same
thing ; and that which had a different beginning in time and
place from that, is not the same, but diverse?. That which
has made the difficulty about this relation has been the little
care and attention used in having precise notions of the things
to which it is attributed 3,

2. We have the ideas but of three sorts of substances:
1. God. 2. Finite intelligences. 3. Bodies®,

First, God is without beginning, eternal, unalterable, and
everywhere, and therefore concerning his identity there can
be no doubt 5.

Secondly, Finite spirits having had each its determinate
time and place of beginning to exist, the relation to that
time and place will always determine to each of them its
identity, as long as it exists.

Thirdly, The same will hold of every particle of matter, to
which no addition or subtraction of matter being made, it is
the same. For, though these three sorts of substances, as we
term them, do not exclude one another out of the same place,
yet we cannot conceive but that they must necessarily each

! Leibniz refuses to recognise these  guish our idea of the relation of iden-
external relations of time and place as tity, as it is found in substances and
adequate to constitute numerical same- modes, organisms, men, and persons,
ness; and argues for an snfernal prin- * Cf. ch. xxiii; also Bk, IV. chh.

ciple of distinction (principivm sndivi-
duationss), in virtue of which thingsand
persons are distinguishable in them-
selves, independently of their times
and places. Thisisadversely criticised
by Kant.

* So. Hobbes, in: First Grounds of
Philosophy, ch. xi. §§ 1, 2, where he
seeks to explain what it is for one thing
to differ from another, and in what
identity and individuation consist.

# Accordingly he proceeds to distin-

ix, x, xi on the three ultimate sub-
stances—the Ego, God, and the World ;
God alone so existing as to need the
existence of no other; the other two
existing in dependence on God. The
ultimate relations of the three give
rise to the antinomies of Kant.

8 It is with regard to Jinite sub.
stances-—organisms in which body is
blended with spirit as in man—that
the perplexities in the idea of identity

arisewhich Locke meets in this chapter,

ldea of the Relation of Identity. 441

of them exclude any of the same kind out of the same place:
or else the notions and names of identity and diversity would
be in vain, and there could be no such distinctions of sub-
stances, or anything else one from anotherl., For exanTple:
could two bodies be in the same place at the same time;
then those two parcels of matter must be one and the same,
take them great or little ; nay, all bodies must be one and the
same. For, by the same reason that two particles of mat:ter
may be in one place, all bodies may be in one place: xvhx?h,
when it can be supposed, takes away the distinction of identity
and diversity of one and more, and renders it ridiculous. But
it being a contradiction that two or more should be one,
identity and diversity are relations and ways of comparing
well founded, and of use to the understanding.

BOOK IL
——

CHAP.
XXVII.

3. All other things being but modes or relations ultimately Identity

terminated in substances®, the identity and diversity of each

of modes
and rela-

particular existence of them too will be by the same way tions.

determined : only as to things whose existence is in succes-
sion, such as are the actions of finite beings, v. g. motion fmd
thought, both which consist in a continued train czf succession,
concerning #keir diversity there can be no question: beFau§e
each perishing the moment it begins, they cannot fax1st in
different times, or in different places, as permanent beings can
at different times exist in distant places; and therefore no
motion or thought, considered as at different times, can be
the same, each part thereof having a different beginning of
existence 3. -
4. From what has been said, it is easy to discov'er },vhat is
so much inquired after, the principium z'ndz'm'dmftzoms; a}nd
that, it is plain, is existence itself; which determmes‘ a being
of any sort to a particular time and place, incommunicable to

U Cf. ch. xxiil. §§ 19-21, as to
Locke’s meaning, where he supposes
spirits to besubject torelations of place,
and speaks of God as omnipresent.

? Locke thus recognises the supre-
macy of the complex idea of substance
among our complex ideas. Modes and
relations may be abstracted for sepa-
rate consideration, as in this Book; but

they are all ultimately referable to, and
terminate in, the substances that are
(so far) manifested to us in the simple
ideas we have of them,

3 Substances are thus distinguished
from modes, by their independence and
persistence. Hume virtually analyses
knowledge and existence into Locke’s
abstract ‘modes’ and ¢ relations,’

Princi-
pium Indi-
vidua-
tionis.
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BdOK 1. . : o g - . .
two bemgs of tht? same kind%’ § ?;s, though it seems easier
c-n‘;—p. tq concelve. in simple subst&ﬁc’:és;br modes; yet, when re-
xxvi. flected on, is not more difficult in compound ones?, if care
be taken to what it is applied: v.g. let us suppose an atom,

1.e. a continued body under one immutable superficies, existing

5. We must therefore consider wherein an oak differs from BOOK 1L
a mass of matter, and that seems to me to be in this, that the ;{;
one is only the cohesion of particles of matter any how united, w1
the other such a disposition of them as constitutes the parts 1dentity of

of an oak ; and such an organization of those parts as is fit to ;ﬁgg“

in a determined time and place; it is evident, that, considered
in any instant of its existence, it is in that instant the same
with itself. For, being at that instant what it is, and nothing
else, it is the same, and so must continue as long as its
existence is continued ; for so long it will be the same, and
no other. In like manner, if two or more atoms be joined
together into the same mass, every one of those atoms will be
the same, by the foregoing rule ‘and whilst they exist united

together, the mass, consisting of the same atoms, must be

t}.xe same mass, or the same body, let the parts be ever so
differently jumbled. But if one of these atoms be taken
away, or one new one added, it is no longer the same mass

‘or the same body. In the state of living creatures, their

identity depends not on a mass of the same particles, but on
something else. For in them the variation of great parcels of
matter alters not the identity: an oak growing from a plant
to a great tree, and then lopped, is still the same oak; and
a colt grown up to a horse, sometimes fat, sometimes lean, is
all the while the same horse : though, in both these cases,
there may be a manifest change of the parts; so that truly
they are not either of them the same masses of matter, though
they be truly one of them the same oak, and the other the
same horse. The reason whereof is, that, in these two cases—
a mass of matter and a living body—identity is not applied to

receive and distribute nourishment, so as to continue and frame
the wood, bark, and leaves, &c.,, of an ocak, in which consists
the vegetable life. That being then one plant which has such
an organization of parts in one coherent body, partaking of
one common life, it continues to be the same plant as long as
it partakes of the same life, though that life be communicated
to new particles of matter vitally united to the living plant, in
a like continued organization conformable to that sort of
plants. For this organization, being at any one instant in
any one collection of matter, is in that particular concrete
distinguished from all other, and 7s that individual life’, which
existing constantly from that moment both forwards and
backwards, in the same continuity of insensibly succeeding
parts united to the living body of the plant, it has that identity
which makes the same plant, and all the parts of it, parts
of the same plant, during all the time that they exist united
in that continued organization, which is fit to convey that
common life to all the parts so united %

6. The case is not so much different in drutes but that any Identity of

one may hence see what makes an animal and continues it the

1 It is only in a loose sense that the seem to be one and the same, in virtue
‘ organisation,’ which is visible, can be  of an immanent principle of life, so
identified with the ‘life’ which is in-  that when the parts are separated from

the same thing 3,

! Molyneux (March 2, 1693) exhorts
Locke to ‘insist more particularly and
at large on the princigium individua-
tionis, . <Le principe d'individuation
revient, dang les individus, au principe
de distinction, dont je viens de parler.’
(Leibniz)) Individuality must not be
confounded with personality,

? ¢ Compound ones,’ e, 8. aggregales
of atoms, as distinguished from the

separate particles. He has material
substances in view.

* The idea we have of our sental
¢ individuality * contained in the con-
sciousness of each ggo being a unit,
separated from every other ego, with a
conscious life that is private, or confined
to itseif alone, belongs to personality,
of which afterwards.

visible.

2 He finds the identity of a ¢ mass’
of unorganised matter in the identity
of its aggregated atoms, whereas that
of a living organism consists in partici.
pation of continuous life on the part of
the continuously changing atoms that
successively compose the organism.
In an organism the fleeting parts are
maintained in their organic life by their
connection with the whole, while in an
inorganic mass the whole is formed
and constituted by mere aggregation
of the parts. Organisms accordingly

the whole they lose theirlife. Abranch
separated from a tree, or a limb from
an animal body, dissolves into its chemi-
cally and mechanically determined
elements, from which the life has de-
parted; whereas the separation of a
stone into fragments leaves the quali-
ties of the separated parts unaffected
by the change. In an organism the
parts are connected for a reason, and
their union expresses a principle, that
is inexplicable under merely mechani-
cal law.



444 Essay concerning Human Understanding. Ldentily of a Man. 3

BOOK II. same, Something we have like this in machines, and may

E;:;. serve Fo.illustrate it. For example, what is a watch? It is

xxvy, Plain it is nothing but a fit organization or construction of
par.ts to a certain end, which, when a sufficient force is added
to it, it is capable to attain. If we would suppose this machine
one continued body, all whose organized parts were repaired,
Increased, or diminished by a constant addition or separation
of insensible parts, with one common life, we should have
something very much like the body of an animal s with this
difference, That, in an animal the fitness of the organization,
and. the motion wherein life consists, begin together, the
motl.on coming from within; but in machines the force
coming sensiblylfrom without, is often away when the organ
is in order, and well fitted to receive it.

have been the same man : which way of speaking must be BOOK 1.
from a very strange use of the word man, applied to an idea C::;
out of which body and shape are excluded’. And that way XXVIL
of speaking would agree yet worse with the notions of those
philosophers who allow of transmigration, and are of opinion
that the souls of men may, for their miscarriages, be detruded
into the bodies of beasts, as fit habitations, with organs suited
to the satisfaction of their brutal inclinations. But yet I
think nobody, could he be sure that the sou/ of Heliogabalus
were in one of his hogs, would yet say that hog were a man
or Heliogabalus.

8. It is not therefore unity of substance that comprehends Idea of
all sorts of identity, or will determine it in every case; but to [24
conceive and judge of it aright, we must consider what idea the Idea

. o . t is ap-
the word it is applied to stands for: it being one thing to be ;nfdafo,

;1;‘; ity 7. This also shows wherein the identity of the same man the same substance, another the same man, and a third the same
of Man, ~ CONSists; viz. in nothing but a participation of the same person, if person, man, and substance, are three names standing

continued life, by constantly fleeting particles of matter, in
succession vitally united to the same organized body. He that
shall place the identity of man in anything else, but, like that
of other animals, in one fitly organized body? taken in any
one instant,and from thence continued; under one organization
of life, in several successively fleeting particles of matter united
to it, will find it hard to make an embryo, one of years, mad
and sober, the same man, by any supposition, that will not
make it possible for Seth, Ismael, Socrates, Pilate, St. Austin,
and Cesar Borgia, to be the same man. For if the identity
of soul alone makes the same man ; and there be nothing in
the nature of matter why the same individual spirit may not

be united to different bodies,
men, living in distant ages, a

1 A watch, by superficial analogy,
and yet essential contrast, is. an' apt
illustration of the difference between
inorganic masses, conditioned only by
mechanical and chemical laws, and
bodies which are one and the same in
virtue of their continuous life.

? The identity.of a man, placed in
‘one fitly organized body,’ is thus a

it will be possible that those
nd of different tempers, may

Physical identity, and is contrasted
with the moral or personal identity
considered in the sequel, The identity
of a man is manifested to the senses,
in his visible and tangible organism ;
identity of a person is manifested to
the person himself, primarily in his
self-consciousness, and by inferences
founded on his organism.

for three different ideas ;—for such as is the idea belonging to
that name, such must be the identity ; which, if it had been
a little more carefully attended to, would possibly have pre-
vented a great deal of that confusion which often occurs about
this matter, with no small seeming difficulties, especially con-
cerning personal identity, which therefore we shall in the next
place a little eonsider.

9. An animal is a living organized body; and consequently Same man.

the same animal, as we have observed, is the same continued
life communicated to different particles of matter, as they
happen successively to be united to that organized living body.
And whatever is talked of other definitions, ingenious observa-
tion puts it past doubt, that the idea in our minds, of which
the sound man in our mouths is the sign, is nothing else but
of an animal of such a certain form. Since I think I may be
confident, that, whoever should see 2 creature of his own shape

! ¢ Body and shape,’ as well as self-  its motions were determined by his

consciousness, being, he assumes, in-
cluded in the ordinary connotation of
‘man,’ it is argued that if the con-
sciousness of any man were transferred
to the organism of a horse ora dog, so
that its body became his body, and

volitions, we could not, in propriety
of speech, apply the name man to the
living being thus endowed with a
human consciousness, but in ‘body
and shape,’ a horse or a dog.
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or make, though it had no more reason all its life than a cat
or a parrot, would call him stil} a mar ; or whoever should
hear a cat or a parrot discourse, reason, and philosophize
would call or think it nothing but a cef or a parrot; and say,
the one was a dull irrational man, and the other a very intelli-,
gent rational parrot. [1 A relation we have in an author of
great note? is sufficient to countenance the supposition of
a rational parrot. His words are:

‘I bad a mind to know, from Prince Maurice’s own mouth
the account of a common, but much credited story, that f
had heard so often from many others, of an old parrot he
had in Brazil, during his government there, that spoke, and
asked, and answered common questions, like a reasonable
creature : so that those of his train there generally concluded
it to be witchery or possession; and one of his chaplains
who lived long afterwards in Holland, would never from,
that time endure a parrot, but sajd they all had a devil in
them. I had heard many particulars of this story, and
assevered by people hard to be discredited, which mad,e me
a§k Prince Maurice what there was of it. He said, with
his usual plainness and dryness in talk, there was something
true, but a great deal false of what had been reported. I
desired to know of him what there was of the first. He told
me short and coldly, that he had heard of such an old parrot
wh.en he had been at Brazil; and though he believed nothing
of it, and it was a good way off, yet he had so much curiosity
as to send for it: that it was a very great and a very old one;
ar}d when it came first into the room where the prince was’
with a great many Dutchmen about him, it said presently’
What acompany of white men are kere! They asked it, what,

! What follows within brackets was
added in the fourth edition,

* Sir William Temple, in his Memosrs
of what passed in Chiistindowm Jrom
1672 fo 1679, p. 66, See Stewart's
Elements, vol. iii. note H, for remarks
on this story, of which he says that
‘it musthavelefta deep impression on
the memory of all who have ever read
Locke’s Essay,’ adding that ‘more
than one of his professed admirers

seemed to recollect little else which
they had learned from that work than
the story of this parrot.’ The story is
omitted in the French version of the
Essay. If we met with an animal in
outward appearance a parrot, but
possessed of all intellectual and moral
faculties supposed to be characteristic
of man, should we name that animal
a parvot or a man? This is a verbal
question of arbitrary definition.

ldentity of @ Man. 447

it thought that man was, pointing to the prince. It answered, BOOK 11

Some General or other. When they brought it close to him,

—

he asked it, D'od venez-vous? It answered, De Marinnan. x;\l}?l

The Prince, A gui estes-vous? The parrot, A un Portugais.
The Prince, Que fais-tu l1a ? Parrot, Fe garde les poulles. The
Prince laughed, and said, Vous gardez les poulles ? The parrot
answered, Owui, moi,; et je scat bien faire'; and made the chuck
four or five times that people use to make to chickens when
they call them. I set down the words of this worthy dialogue
in French, just as Prince Maurice said them to me. I asked
him in what language the parrot spoke, and he said in Brazilian.
I asked whether he understood Brazilian; he said No, but he
had taken care to have two interpreters by him, the one a
Dutchman that spoke Brazilian, and the other a Brazilian
that spoke Dutch; that he asked them separately and privately,
and both of them agreed in telling him just the same thing
that the parrot had said. I could not but tell this odd story,
because it is so much out of the way, and from the first hand,
and what may pass for a good one; for I dare say this Prince
at least believed himself in all he told me, having ever passed
for a very honest.and pious man: I leave it to naturalists to
reason, and to other men to believe, as they please upon it;
however, it is not, perhaps, amiss to relieve or enliven a busy
scene sometimes with such digressions. whether to the purpose
or no.

10. I have taken care that the reader should have the
story at large in the authot's own words, because he seems
to me not to have thought it incredible; for it cannot be
imagined that so able a man as he, who had sufficiency
enough to warrant all the testimonies he gives of himself,
should take so much pains, in a place where it had nothing
to do, to pin so close, not only a man whom he mentions
as his friend, but on a Prince in whom he acknowledges

! The parrot was asked, ‘Whence answered, ‘I look after the chickens.’
come ye?’ It replied, ‘ From Marin- The Prince laughed, and said, ¢ You
nan,’ The Prince asked, *To whom look after the chickens?’ The parrot
do you belong?’> The parrot replied, answered, ¢ Yes, I; and I know well
‘To a Portuguese’ ‘What do you enough how to do it
there?’ asked the Prince. The parrot

Same man.
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story which, if he himself
thought incredible, he could not but also think ridiculous!.

xxvny, The Prince, it is plain, who vouches this story, and our

Personal
Identity,

author, who relates it from him, both of them call this talker
a parrot: and I ask any one else who thinks such a story
fit to be told, whether, if this parrot, and all of its kind,
had always talked, as we have a prince’s word for it this
one did,—whether, I say, they would not have passed for
a race of rational animals; but ‘yet, whether, for all that,
they would have been allowed to be men, and not parrots ?]

For I presume it is not the idea of a thinking or rational

being alone that makes the idea ‘of @ man in most people’s
sense: but of a body, so and so shaped, joined to it; and if
that ‘be the idea of a man, the ‘same successive body not
shifted all at once, must, as well as the same immaterial
spirit, go to the making of the same man.

11. This being premised, to find wherein personal identity
consists, we must consider what gerson stands for ;—which,
I think, is a thinking intelligent being?, that has reason and
reflection, and can consider itself asg-itself, the same thinking
thing, in different times and places; which it does only by
that consciousness? which is inseparable from thinking, and,

Idea of Personal Identity. 449

as it seems to me, essential to it: it being impossible for BoOOK 11.

any one to perceive without percesving that he does perceive.
When we see, hear, smell, taste, feel, meditate, or will anything,
we know that we do so. Thus it is always as to our present
sensations and perceptions: and by this every one is to him-
self that which he calls se/f:—it not being considered, in this
case, whether the same self be continued in the same or
divers substances. For, since consciousness always accom-
panies thinking, and it is that which makes every one to be
what he calls self?, and thereby distinguishes himself from all
other thinking things, in this alone consists personal identity 2,
ie. 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®; it
is the same self now it was then; and it is by the same self
with this present one that now reflects on it, that that action
was done*,

! ¢That Locke did not give this
story of the rational parrot much
credit, says Stewart, ‘may be pre-
sumed from the cautious scepticism
with which he expresses himself—a
scepticism greater than might have
been expected from that credulity in
the admission of extraordinary facts,
of which he has given so many proofs
in the first Book of his Essay, and
which seems to have been the chief
defect in his intellectual character.’
Leibniz describes a dog heard by him
to converse with his' masterin articu-
late language. Stewart suggests that
this phenomenon might probably be
explained, ‘by supposing the master of
the dog to have possessed that peculiar
species of imitative power which is
called ventriloguism.” The spectacle

of a rational parrot, or a rational dog,
‘would be,” Stewart adds, ‘in an ex-
treme degree offensive and painful ;
and it is so in some degree merely
when' presented to the imagination.’
But why should one look with ‘ horror’
at an animal differing in shape very
widely from ourselves, but possessing
similar powers of reason and speech ?’
What is ¢ offensive’ in the idea of the
number of rational and responsible
agents on this planet being greater
than we had supposed ?

* ¢ Beivig and substance in this place
stand for the same idea.’ (Butler.)

% To the French version the follow-
ing note on ¢ consciousness’ (conscience)
is appended: ‘Le mot Anglais est

-consciousness, qu'on pourroit exprimer

en Latin par celui de conscientia, si su-

matur pro actu illo hominis qui stbs est
conscius.  Et c’est en ce sens que les
Latins ont souvent employé ce mot,
témoin cet endroit de Cicéron (Epist.
Lib. vi. Epist. 4). En Frangois nous
n'avons 4 nos avis que les mots de
sentiment et de conviction qui res-
pondent en quelque sorte A cette idée,
Mais, en plusieurs endroits de ce cha-
pitre, ils ne peuvent qu'exprimer fort
imperfectement la pensée de M. Locke.’
The term * consciousness,’ in the sense
of apprehension by the ego of its opera-
tions and other states as its own, came
into use in the seventeenth century,
among the Cartesians and in Locke,
who sometimes confuses direct con-
sciousness with the reflex act in which
self is explicitly recognised. Although
recently in almost as constant use with
some psychologists as the term ‘idea’
is with Locke, ‘ consciousness,’ so often
introduced in this chapter, hardly oc-
curs in any other part of the Essay.
See, however, ch. i. §§ 10~19.

! ¢Self consciousness,’ says Ferrier,
‘ creates the ego’— a being makes itself
1 by thinking itself 1 Locke and

Ferrier so far regard the cogifo as the
presupposition of the sum, instead of
the sum as presupposed in the cogio;
but in the Essay the presupposition
refers to the order of experience, ac-
cording to which our idea of continued
identity of person is formed.

? That is, any positive idea we have
of what identity of person means is
that given in memory.

3 Here identity of person is limited
to what is remembered—potentially as
well as actually (?) ¢“Wherein,’ asks
Berkeley,  consists identity of person ?
Not in acfual consciousness ; for then
I am not the same person I was this
day twelvemonth, but only while I
think of what I then did. Not in
potential; for then all persons may be
the same, for ought we know.’ (C.P. B.
Works, vol. iv, p. 481.)

* ¢All attempts to define personal
identity would but perplex it. Yet
there is no difficulty at all in ascer.
taining the fdea. For as upon two
triangles being compared together,
there arises to the mind the idea of
stmilitude ; or upon twice two and four

VOL. 1, Gg
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BOOK 11.  10. But it is further inquired; whether it be the same
—*— identical substance. This few would think they had reason
XC;Q’[’I to doubt of, if these perceptions, with their consciousness,
Con- always remained present in the  mind, whereby the same
'5:;?{::"655 thinking thing would be always consciously present, and,
personal  as would be thought, evidently the same to itself. But that
Identity.  which seems to make the difficulty is this, that this conscious-
ness being interrupted always by forgetfulness, there being no

moment of our lives wherein we have the whole train of all

our past actions before our eyes in one view, but even the

best memories losing the sight of one part whilst they are

viewing anotherl; and we sometimes, and that the greatest

part of our lives, not reflecting on our past selves, being

intent on our present thoughts, and in sound sleep having

no thoughts at all, or at least none with that consciousness

which remarks our waking thoughts?—1I say, in all these cases,

our consciousness being interrupted, and we losing the sight

of our past selves, doubts are raised whether we are the same
thinking thing, i.e. the same substance or no. Which, how-

ever reasonable or unreasonable, concerns not personal identity

at all. The question being what makes the same person ; and

not whether it be the same identical substance, which always

thinks in the same person, which, in this case, matters not

at all: different substances, by the same consciousness (where

they do partake in it) being united into one person, as well

as different bodies by the same life are united into one

animal, whose identity is preserved in that change of sub-

stances by the unity of one continued life?. For, it being the

ldea of Personal Identity. 451

same consciousness that makes a man be himself to himself, BOOK IL.

personal identity depends on that only!, whether it be an-
nexed solely to one individual substance, or can be con-
tinued in a succession of several substances?. For as far as
any intelligent being cen repeat the idea of any past action
with the same consciousness it had of it at first, and with
the same consciousness it has of any present action; so far
it is the same personal self. For it is by the consciousness
it has of its present thoughts and actions, that it is self 7o
itself now, and so will be the same self, as far as the same
consciousness can extend to actions past or to come?; and
would be by distance of time, or change of substance, no
more two persons, than a man be two men by wearing other
clothes to-day than he did yesterday, with a long or a short
sleep between: the same consciousness uniting those distant

the idea of eguality ; so likewise upon
comparing the consciousness of one-
self in any two moments, there as
immediately arises to the mind the
idea .of personal identity. . . . By re-
flecting on that which is myself now,
and that which was myself twenty
years ago, I discern that they are not
two, but one and the same self, (Bp.
Butler, Dissertation on Personal lden-
#ity.) And it is the ‘idea, or ‘what
makes personal identity to ourselves’

that Locke is concerned with, in this
Book, which deals with ideas, not
with knowledge.

1Cfich.x §9

*¥'Cf.ch. 1. §§ r0-17.

* In thus pressing a distinction be-
tween identity of substance and identity
of person, he seeks to show that the
latter is independent of the former,
and that the personality is continuous
as far as memory (latent as well as
patent?) can go, whatever changes of

annexed bodily or spiritual substances
may take place; especially if (as he
elsewhere suggests) the substance of
a man is perhaps ‘material’—as it
may ¢ have pleased God to make’ con.
sciousness one of the qualities or powers
of organised matter. All that is essen-
tial to the idea of personal identity is,
that memory can bridge over the ap-
parent interruptions in self-conscious
life, whatever substance may be united
with that life.

! Here ¢ depends on,’ not ¢ is consti-
tuted by,” as in other passages, Itis
the ferms which contribute to the
relation of personal identity—i. e, self
now, and self in the past—in which
this relation terminates,’ that Locke
has in view. As to our conviction of
the identity of those terms, Butler
remarks, ‘ But though we are certain
that we are the same agents, living
beings, or substances, now, which we
were as far back as our remembrance
reaches; yet it is asked whether we
may not be deceived in it? And this
question may be asked at the end of
any demonstration whatever ; because
it is a question concerning the truth of

perception by memory. And he who

can doubt whether perception by -

memory may in this case be depended
upon, may doubt also whether perception
by deduction and reasoning which also
include memory, or indeed whether
tntuitive perception can. Here then we
can go no further, For it is ridiculous
to attempt to prove the truth of those
perceptions, whose truth we can no
otherwise prove than by other percep-
tions of exactly the same kind with
them, and which there is just the same
ground to suspect’ (Dissertation on
Personal Identity.)

? As in a change from the ¢ natural
body’ to a ‘spiritual body *~~the per-
son, and his accountability for his
past conscious experience, remain-
ing unchanged.

3 Making itself the same by its
memory of itself, and thus in memory
creating, and not merely discoyering,
itself—if the expressions in the text
are strictly interpreted ; the thinking
substance ‘contributing to the produc-
tion’ of the successive acts, which
acts memory ‘unites’ in one person.
(Cf. p. 415, note 3.)

Gg2
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BOOK 1L actions into.thg.same person, -whatever substances! contri- their supposition be true or no, it is plain they conceive BOOK 11
(;.::. buted to their Pr?duction % ) personal identity preserved in something else than identity of T
xxvit.  1I. That this is so, we have .some kind of evidence in our substance; as animal identity is preserved in identity of life, Crar.
Personal Very bodies, all whose particles, whilst vitally united to this and not of substance’. And therefore those who place XXVIL
é‘fﬂ’;“g‘g’;}‘ same thinking conscious- self, so that we Jeel when they are thinking in an immaterial substance only, before they can
Sub- touched, and are affected by, and conscious of good or harm come to deal with these men, must show why personal
stance.  tha¢ happens to them, are a part of ourselves; i.e. of our identity cannot be preserved in the change of immaterial sub-
thinking conscious self. Thus, the limbs of his body are to stances, or variety of particular immaterial substances, as well
every one a part of himself; he sympathizes and is concerned as animal identity is preserved in the change of material sub-
for them. Cut off a hand, and .thereby separate it from that stances, or variety of particular bodies: unless they will say,
consciousness he had of its heat; cold, and other affections, it is one immaterial spirit that makes the same life in brutes,
-and it is then no longer a part of that which is himself, any as it is one immaterial spirit that makes the same person in
more than' the remotest part of matter. Thus, we see the men ; which the Cartesians at least will not admit, for fear of
substance whereof personal self consisted at one time may be making brutes thinking things too.
varied at another, without the change of personal identity ; 13. But next, as to the first part of the question, Whether, Whether
there being no question about the same person, though the if the same thinking substance (supposing immaterial sub- in Change
limbs which but now were a part of it, be cut off®, stances only to think) be changed, it can be the same person ? ing Sub-
Stietrs?;l- 1'2- Bu.t the questiox} is', Whéth?" if the same substance I answer, that cannot be resolved but by those who know fﬁ‘;’iﬁe;n
Chgnge of Which thinks be changed, it can be the same person; or, re- what kind of substances they are that do think2; and whether %fo;‘;

Sub- maining the same, it can be different persons ?

stance. And to this I answer : First, This can be no question at all
to those who place thought in a purely material animal con-
stitution, void of an immaterial substance. For, whether

the consciousness of past actions can be transferred from
one thinking substance to another®. T grant were the same
consciousness the same individual action it could not: but
it ‘being a present representation of a past action, why it
may not be possible, that that may be represented to the

mind to have been which really never was, will remain to

! ‘change of  substance,’ e.g. by pour trouver Iidentité motale par soi-

transmigration into another body—
‘ whatever substances’—whatever or-
ganised body, or other substance.

? Can the 'same personalily—ac-
countability—be ¢ annexed’ to fwo or
smore substances, which all contribute
to the production of the memory by
which the personality is constituted }

3 ¢ Je suis aussi de cette opinion,
que la conscience, ou le sentiment du
moi, prouve une identité .morale ou
personnelie.  Je ine voudrais point
dire que identsté personnelle et méme
le sof ne demeurent point en nous,
et que je ne suis point le miof qui
ait été dans le berceay, sous prétexte
que je ne me souviens plus de rien
de tout ce que jai fait alors, 11 suffit,

meéme, qu’il y ait une moyenne Liaison de
consciosité d’'un état voisin, ou méme
un peu éloigné 4 Pautre, quand fuelque
saut. ou  intervalle oublié y. serait
melé.” (Leibniz.) When Locke makes
personal, i.e. moral identity depend
on memory, this may include potential
memory, in which our whole past con-
scious experience is possibly retained ;
and when he suggests the transmigra-
tion of one man’s memory into the
bodies of other men, or even of brutes,
this may be taken as an emphatic illus-

_ tration of the essential dependence of

the idea of our personality upon self-
consciousness only, but not as afirming
that this transmigration actually occurs
under the present order of things.

be shown. And therefore how far the consciousness of past
actions is annexed to any individual agent, so that another

! The animal organism is continu-
ally changing its particles, and this,
according to Locke, is change of the
‘ material substance.”’ Consciousness
that he is the same person, cannot be
consciousness that he is the same sub-
stance, to one who makes his body his
substance.

? He maintains (ch. xxiii. §§ s, 15,
&c.) that we have as clear (or as
obscure) an idea of what spiritual sub-
stances are as of material substances.

* How does Locke thus distinguish
the spiritual substance from the self

that is given in consciousness? Is not
a person a spiritual substance mani-
fested? Here again he uses words which
seem to imply that a substance, material
or spiritual, is one thing, and its mani-
festations of itself another and different
thing, by which too the substance is
concealed rather than revealed. Butis
not our idea of personality rather the
highest form in which substance can
be conceived by us? On this subject
see Lotze’s Metaphysics, Bk. 111 ch. i.
passim, especially the reference to
Kant, § 244.
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14. As to the second part of the question, Whether the BOOK 1I.
same immaterial substance remaining, there may be two ;“

« L . . . BAP,
distinct persons; which question seems to me to be built XXVIL
on this,—Whether the same immaterial being, being conscious Whether,
of the action of its past duration, may be wholly stripped :r}r!;:n same
of all the consciousness of its past existence, and lose it Substance

- . i1, ;4 remaining,
beyond tl}e power of ever retrieving it again!: z}nd so as it o8
were peginning a new account from a new period, have a be two

consciousness that camnot reach beyond this new state. All T™"

BOOK IL. cannot possibly have it, will be hard for us to determine, till
(‘:;:; we know what kind of action it is that cannot be done with-
xxvi, Out a reflex act of perception ‘accompanying it, and how per-
formed by thinking substances, who cannot think without

being conscious of it. But that which we call the same
consciousness, not being the same individual act, why one
intellectual substance may not have represented to it, as done

by itself, what 7¢ never did, and was perhaps done by some

other agent—why, I say, such a representation may not

possibly be without reality of matter of fact, as well as
several representations in dreams are, which yet whilst
dreaming we take for true—will be difficult to conclude from
the nature of thingsl. And that it never is so, will by us,
till we have clearer views of the nature of thinking sub-
stances, be best resolved into the goodness of God; who, as
far as the happiness or misery of any of his sensible creatures
is concerned in it, will not, by a fatal error of theirs, transfer
from one to another that consciousness which draws reward
or punishment with it2. How far this may be an argument
against those who would place thinking in a system of fleet-
ing animal spirits, I leave to be considered. But yet, to
return to the question before us, it must be allowed, that, if
the same consciousness (which, as has been shown, is quite
a different thing from the same numerical figure or motion in
body) can be transferred from one thinking substance to
another, it will be possible that two thinking substances may
make but one person. For the same consciousness being
preserved, whether in the same or different substances, the
personal identity is preserved &,

those who hold pre-existence are evidently of this mind;
since they allow the soul to have no remaining consciousness
of what it did in that pre-existent state, either wholly separate
from body, or informing any other body ; and if they should
not, it is plain experience would be against them?2. So that
personal identity, reaching no further than consciousness?
reaches, a pre-existent spirit not having continued so many
ages in a state of silence, must needs make different persons.
Suppose a Christian Platonist or a Pythagorean should, upon
God’s having ended all his works of creation the seventh day,
think his soul hath existed ever since ; and should imagine it
has revolved in several human bodies; as I once met with
one, who was persuaded his had been the sou/ of Socrates
(how reasonably I will not disputé ; this I know, that in the
post he filled, which was no inconsiderable one, he passed for
a very rational man, and the press has shown that he wanted
not parts or learning ;)—would any one say, that he, being not
conscious of any of Socrates’s actions or thoughts, could be
the same person with Socrates*? Let any one reflect upon
himself, and conclude that he has in himself an immaterial
spirit, which is that which thinks in him, and, in the constant

* But what if the conscious experi-

! In other words, we cannot be de-
ceived in our presentative, but we
may in our representative experience.

* Under the natural order of things,
which we are obliged to accept in
faith, the identity apparent to the
person who feels himself the same,
with its implied moral responsibility,
is intransferable in fact.

* ¢According to Mr, Locke, we may
always be sure that we are the same

persons, that is, the same accountable
agents orbeings, now which we were as
far back as our remembrance reaches :
orasfar as a perfectly just and good
God will cause it to reach’ (Per-
ronet’s Vindication of Locke, p. a1.)
The last clause suggests a conscious
revival of the latent stores of memory,
which may include all the past experi-
ence of the person,

! There being in that case not only
no actual, but no potential memory of
a past conscious life,

3 Hardly so, if the Platonic interpre-
tation of the universal ideas of reason,
as reminiscence of what we were con-
scious of, in a pre-existing state, is taken
literally, as rendered in Wordsworth’s
‘Ode on Intimations of Immortality.’

* ¢ Consciousness,’ i.e. memory, in-
cluding its latent possibilities.

ence of Socrates, is all the while latent
in him, and capable of being recollected
by him, as on the thread of Ais con-
sciousness? When the recollection
occurs, Locke would say, he finds him-
self the same person who then went
under that name, Locke, is satirised
in Martinus Scriblerus for his paradox-
ical illustrations of the idea of personal
identity.
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The body,
as well as
the soul,
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ne same: and is that which he
calls Zimself: let him also suppose it to be the same soul that
was in Nestor or Thersites, at the siege of Troy, (for souls
being, as far as we know anything of them, in their nature
indifferent to any parcel of matter, the supposition has no
apparent absurdity in it,) which it may have been, as well as
it is now the soul of any other man : but he now having no
consciousness of any of the actions either of Nestor or
Thersites, does or can he conceive himself the same person
with either of them? Can he be concerned in either of their
actions’? attribute them to himself, or think them his own,
more than the actions of any other men that ever existed ?
So that this consciousness, not reaching to any of the actions
of either of those men, he is no more one self with either of
them than if the soul or immaterial spirit that now informs
him had been created, and began to exist, when it began to
inform his present body ; though it were never so true, that
the same spiri¢ that informed Nestor’s or Thersites’ body
were numerically the same that now informs his’. For this
would no more make him the same person with N estor, than
if some of the particles of matter that were once a part of
Nestor were now a part of this man; the same immaterial
substance, without the same consciousness, no more making
the same person, by being united to any body, than the same
particle of matter, without consciousness, united to any body,
makes the same person. But let him once find himself con-
scious of -any of the actions of Nestor, he then finds himself
the same person with Nestor.

~ 15. And thus may we be able, without any difficulty, to
conceive the same person at the resurrection? though in a
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body not exactly in make or parts the same which he had BOOKIL

here,—the same consciousness going along with the soul that

—p

inhabits it. But yet the soul alone, in the change of bodies, xxvi.
would scarce to any one but to him that makes the soul goes to
the man, be enough to make the same man. For should :::king of
the soul of a prince, carrying with it the consciousness of the a Man.

prince’s past life, enter and inform the body of a cobbler, as
soon as deserted by his own soul, every one sees he would be
the same person with the prince, accountable only for the
prince’s actions: but who would say it was the same man?
The body too goes to the making the man, and would, I
guess, to everybody determine the man in this case, wherein
the soul, with all its princely thoughts about it, would not
make another man: but he would be the same cobbler to
every one besides himself!. I know that, in the ordinary
way of speaking, the same person, and the same man, stand
for one and the same thing. And indeed every one will
always have a liberty to speak as he pleases, and to apply
what articulate sounds to what ideas he thinks fit, and change
them as often as he pleases. But yet, when we will inquire
what makes the same spirit, man, or person, we must fix
the ideas of spirit, man, or person in our minds; and having
resolved with ourselves what we mean by them, it will not
be hard to determine, in either of them, or the like, when
it is the same, and when not 2.

personal identity, is indifferent to it our duty to keep close to the words

! That is, he cannot have the ider
of himself now, as one. and the same
with either of them ; being unable, by
memory, to connect his present con-
scioushess with theirs. The supposed
identity of ¢ spiritual substance’ does
not carry with it the idea of personal
responsibility for the actions of Nestor,
or of Thersites, unless he also finds
himself conscious of their actions as

having been once his own. But is
menory the only means for testing or
discovering‘one’s personal identity 1

* One of Stillingfleet’s charges
against the Essay was, that its doctrine
regarding personality and personal
identity was inconsistent with the
Christian doctrine of the resurrection
of the body. For sameness of person,
in Locke’s account of our idea of

sameness of body. ‘My idea of
personal identity,’ Locke replies,
‘makes the same body not to be neces-
sary to making the same person, either
here or after death ; and even in this
life the particles of the bodies of the
same persons change every moment,
and there is thus no such identity in
the body as in the person.’ Moreover,
while the resurrection of the dead is
revealed in scripture, we find ‘no such
express words there as that the body
shall rise, or the resurrection of the
body; and though I do not question
that the dead shall be raised with
badies, as matter of revelation, I think

of the scripture.’ (Cf. Bk. IV, ch. xviii.
§ 7.) The question of the identity
of the risen body, ‘with any or all
the ever fluctuating bodies with which
the person has been connected in this
life, is irrelevant to Christianity.

! Because sameness of person is
directly revealed only to the person,
or spiritual substance, whose identity
is in question; but to all others
only indirectly, by those visible
signs from which we infer the exist-
ence and continued identity of other
men.

3 «No identity (other than perfect
likeness) in any individuals besides



BOOK 1. 16. But though the same

c““: not alone, wherever it be, and in whatsoever state, make the
HA

XXVl Same man; yet it is plain, cons ousness, as far as ever it can
Con- be extended—should it be to ages past—unites existences and
Z?iifness actions very remote in time into the same person, as well as it
unites  does the existences and actions of the immediately preceding

f::c‘f;‘:e moment : so that whatever ! has the consciousness of present

same and past actions, is the same person to whom they both

Person. belong. Had I the same consciousness that I saw the ark
and Noah’s flood, as that I saw an overflowing of the Thames
last winter, or as that I write now, I could no more doubt
that I who write this now, that saw the Thames overflowed
last winter, and that viewed the flood at the general deluge,
was the same se/fi—place that self in what substance you
please—than that I who write this am the same myself now
whilst I write (whether I consist of all the same substance,
material or immaterial, or no) that I was yesterday. For as
to this point of being the same self, it matters not whether
this present self be made up of the same or other substances—
I being as much concerned, and as justly accountable ? for any
action that was done a thousand years since, appropriated to
me now by this self-consciousness, as I am for what I did the
last moment.

S:Hd 26;n 17. Self is that conscious thinking thing,—whatever sub-
pen

persons,” says Berkeley (C. P.B.  which the presuppositions of reason
P. 486); but by ‘person’ he means  are primarily embodied are,throughout
spiritual substance, and not merely (as  the Essay, always apt to throw in the
Locke) a consciousness that is (ac- background the metaphysical presup-
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stance made up of, (whether spiritual or m'fltcrial, simple.: or BCi(—)i{— I
co}npounded, it matters not)—-—which. is sensxblf: or COIl;ClOl{S -
of pleasure and pain, capable of happiness or misery, and so 115 RXVIL
concerned for itself, as far as that consciousness extends’. . o
Thus every one finds that, whilst comprehended undef thal; fx(;ss, -
consciousness, the little finger is as much a ;?art. of himse on :?cléb
as what is most so. Upon separation of t}.us little finger,

should this consciousness gc along with the. little finger, and

leave the rest of the body, it is evident the little finger would

be the person, the same person; and self thet? WOl.lld hav_i
nothing to do with the rest of the bc?dy. As in this case i

is the consciousness that goes along thh‘the substance, when

one part is separate? from another, which mak.es.tl}e sa:_me
person, and constitutes this inseparable self so it is in re e;-

ence to substances remote in time. Thftt with whxch t1?
consciousness of this present thinking thmg can join 1ts§.3};

makes the same person, and is one self with it, and 1w1}‘c1
nothing else; and so attributes to itself, and owns.al the
actions of that thing3, as its own, as far as that conscmusne‘si
reaches, and no further; as every one who reflects wil

H 4
perceive 4, L : d Persons,
18. In this personal identity is founded all the right and Persons,
justice of reward and punishment; happiness and misery gnces

. ; the
being that for which every one is concerned for Aimself, and Objocts of

not mattering what becomes of any substance, not 101.ned tf)’ 5:?,35‘1
or affected with that consciousness. For, as it is evident in Boishe
the instance I gave but now, if the consciousness went along ment.

with the little finger when it was cut off, that ® would be the

tually or potentially) aware of its own
past, and can more or less anticipate
its future,

! ‘whatever’ Does this mean,
whatever befng or substance—as that
on which the ‘consciousness’ de-

pends? ¢One should really think it

self-evident,’ says Bishop Butler, ¢ that
consciotisness of personal identity pre-
supposes, and therefore cannot consti-
tute, personal identity, any more than
knowledge in any other case can con-
stitute the reality which it presup-
poses” But the presented facts in

positions which they imply. Concrete
examples supersede their principles,
Locke prefers the practical considera-
tion of particular facts given in con.
sciousness to elaboration of abstract
theories about their ¢ substance.’

* ¢ Accountability* is with Locke a
criterion of personality. ' We are ¢ per-
sons’ only in respect to what is neces-
sary for this. Person is a ‘ forensic
term.” (Cf. § 26,) It does not mean
2 man, or any other living agent,
merely as such, but only an ego that
actually (or potentially ?) appropriates

past actions. No being that is not
capable of recognising his own past
answers this description. So that a
madman, though he is living and a
man, is not, in Locke’s forensic sense,
a person. For he cannot be Just.ly
punished for what the sane man .dxd.
Therefore more is necessary to the idea
of a person than to the idea of a man ;
and that, Locke argues, is intelligent
recognition of a past as his own past.

! 'What is this but a definition of a
sprritual subslance?

? tseparate,’ i. e. in place.

? “that thing,’ i.e. that substance,
whether material or spiritual.

* Facts alleged by physiologists in
evidence of inherited memory, through
which, under abnormal conditions, a
person becomes conscious of s%cts and
thoughts of an ancestor, as his own,
are, so far, in analogy with the sug-
gestion that, in a sense, all men may
constitute one person. )

5 ¢that, i.e. that ﬁnger-conscxot.xs-
ness, Appropriation of organ is with
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BOOK 1I. same self which was concerned for the whole body'yesterday,

Conp, 25 mMaking' part of itself, whose actions then it cannot but
xxvy, 2dmit as its own now. Though, if the same body should still
live, and immediately from the separation of the little finger
have its own peculiar consciousn S, whereof the little finger
knew nothing, it would not at all:be concerned for it,as a part
of itself, or could own any of its actions, or have any of them
imputed to him.
g:‘;c: 19. This may show us wherein personal identity consists :
wherein 1Ot in the identity of substance, but, as I have said, in the
iljieel:gt!’yal identity of consciousness, wherein if Socrates and the pre-
consists, ~Sent mayor of Queinborough agree, they are the same person :
if the same Socrates!? waking and sleeping do not partake of
the same consciousness, Socrates waking and sleeping is not
the same person. And to punish Socrates waking for what
sleeping Socrates thought, and waking Socrates was never
conscious of, would be no more of right 2, than to punish one
twin for what his brother-twin did, whereof he knew nothing,
because their outsides were so like, that they could not be
distinguished ; for such twins have been seen.

Absolute 20. But yet possibly it will still be objected,— Suppose
;’:h"m“ I wholly lose the memory of some parts of my life, beyond
parates el en : y ile, beyon
Xh:tfi a possibility of retrieving them, so that perhaps I shall never
gotten  be conscious of them again; yet am I not the same person
from the  that did those actions, had those thoughts that I once was

person,

but not  conscious of, though I have now forgot them? To which
gg;“ the 1 answer, that we must here take notice what the word 7 is

applied to ; which, in this case, is the man only. And the
same man being presumed to be the same person, I is easily
here supposed to stand also for the same person. But if it

Locke determined by consciousness, ! ‘same Socrates,’ i.e. the same
But consciousness, Leibniz remarks, bodily appearance which signifies the
is not the only mesans of determining. ' sman Socrates.

the identity of a pefson.” It can be * Because, although outwardly So-
proved, sufficiently for practical pur-  crates, he is not really Socrates, either
poses; by certain external appearances,  man or person, if the apparent Socrates
which sufficiently signify that the per- has ceased to partake of the same
son continues to be the same, as in  ‘consciousness.’ Disease sometimes
questions of personal identity in courts deprives persons of consciousness of
of justice. their identity,
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be possible for the same man to have distinct incommunicable BOOK 11.
consciousness at different times?, it is past doubt the same N

man would at different times make different persons ; wthh, XXVIL
we see, is the sense of mankind in the solemnest declaration

.of their opinions, human laws not punishing the mad man

for the sober man’s actions, nor the sober man for what th.e
mad man did,—thereby making them two persons: which is
somewhat explained by our way of speaking in English v,vhe-n
we say such an one is ‘not himself,” or is ‘ beside himself’; in
which phrases it is insinuated, as if those who now, or at
least first used them, thought that self was changed ; the self-

same person was no longer in that man.

it i i Difference
21. But yet it is hard to conceive that Socrates, the same Differen

individual man, should be two persons. To help us a little in I?tﬁﬁty
this, we must consider what is meant by Socrates, or the same of Man
individual man. o ) . Person,
First, it must be either the same individual, immaterial,
thinking substance; in short, the same numerical soul, and
nothing else. .
Secondly, or the same animal, without any regard to an

immaterial soul.

Thirdly, or the same immaterial spirit united to the same
animal. o

Now, take which of these suppositions yc?u I?Iease, 1t. is
impossible to make personal identity to consist in anything
but consciousness ; or reach any further than that doc?s.

For, by the first of them, it must be allowed possible that
a man born of different women, and in distant times, may be
the same man? A way of speaking which, whoever ad@its,
must allow it possible for the same man to be two d%stlnct
persons, as any two that have lived in different ages without
the knowledge of one another’s thoughts. o .

By the second and third, Socrates, in this life and aftér it,
cannot be the same man any way, but by the same conscious-
ness®; and so making human identity to consist in the same

' Forscurious cases of double, and  sfance might conceivably be joined to
of alternate personality, see James's the different organisms. . )
Psychology, vl:ﬂ. i. pp. 37,9-92. 2 Because the animal organism is

3 Because the same thinking sub- changed.
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thing wherein we place petson identity, there will be no
difficulty to allow the same man te be the same person. But
then they who place human identity in consciousness only,
and not in something else, must consider how they will make
the infant Socrates the same ‘man with Socrates after the
resurrection !, But whatsoever itq*some men makes a man,
and consequently the same individual man, wherein perhaps
few are agreed, personal identity can by us be placed in
nothing but consciousness, (which is that alone which makes
what we call se/f;) without involving us in great absurdities 2.
22. But is not a man drunk and sober the same person?
why else is he punished for the fact he commits when

! This sentence may have suggested
the following by Sir James Mackin-
tosh :—¢ When the mind is purified
from gross notions, it is evident that
belief in a future state can no longer
rest on the merely selfish idea of pre-
serving its own individuality. When
we make a further progress, it becomes
indifferent whether the same indi-
viduals who now inhabit the universe,
or others who do not yet exist, are to
reach that superior degree of virtue
and happiness of which human nature
seems to be capable. The object of
desire is, the quantity of virtue and
happiness, not the identical beings
who are to act and enjoy. Even those
who distinctly believe in the continued
existence (after death) of their fellow
men are unable to pursue their opinion
through its consequences. The dis-
similari‘ty between Socrates at his
death, and Socrates in a future state,
ten thousand years after death, is so
very great, that to call these two
beings by the same name is rather
consequence of the imperfection of
language than of exact views in philo:
sophy. There is no practical identity.
The Socrates of Elysium can feel no
interest in recollecting what befel the
Socrates at Athens. He is infinitely
more removed from his former state
than Newton was in this world from
hisinfancy.’ (ZL#f, vol. ii. p. 120.) But

ig this so, if the thread of self-con-
sciousness is still maintained, and
perhaps with the potential memory
transformed into an actual conscious-
ness in which all past experience is
revived ?

*“According to Locke, our idea of
the identity of a man includes partici-
pation in the same life by constantly
changing particles of matter. OQur
idea of the identity of a person, on the
other hand, is sndependent of particles
of matter,organised or unorganised; and
involves only a conception of the self.
conscious being or person as the same,
as far back as wmemory extends, and
without implying that connection
with the same material or other
substance is also continued. The
same person might thus be incarnated
in succession in a series of bodies.
Locke’s curious speculations on iden-
tity of person may have suggested to
Jonathan Edwards his paradoxical
vindication of the responsibility of all
men for Adam’s sin, on the ground
that personality is a consciousness
arbitrarily sustained, by divine will, in
& constant creation, so that all men, by
divine appointment might make one
person, all thus, in a revived con-
sciousness, participating in the act by
which mankind rebelled against God.

- (See Edwards on Original Sin.) (CHf.

P 415, note 2,
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drunk, though he be never afterwards conscious of it? Just BOOK Il

as much the same person as a man that walks, and does
other things in his sleep, is the same person, and is answer-
able for any mischief he shall do in it. Human laws punish
both, with a justice suitable to t4ei» way of knowledge ;—be-
cause, in these cases, they cannot distinguish certainly what
is real, what counterfeit : and so the ignorance in drunken-
ness or sleep is not admitted as a plea. [!For, though punish-
ment be annexed to personality, and personality to conscious-
ness, and the drunkard perhaps be not conscious of what he
did, yet human judicatures justly punish him; because the
fact is proved against him, but want of consciousness cannot
be proved for him2] But in the Great Day, wherein the
secrets of all hearts shall be laid open, it may be reasonable

! Added in fourth edition.

2 ¢ A man may be punished for any
crime which he committed when
drunk, whereof he is not conscious.!
Locke allows, in reply to an objection
of Molyneux to the statement in the
text, that if a man may be justly
punished for a crime committed when
he was drunk, his theory of personal
identity fails. ‘You doubt whether
my answer be full in the case of the
drunkard. To try whether it be or
no, we must consider what I am there
doing. As I remember (for I have
not that chapter here by me) I am
there showing that punishment is an-
nexed to personality, and personality to
consciousness : how then can a drunk-
ard be punished for what he did
whereof he is not conscious? To this
I answer: human judicatures justly
punish him, because the fact is proved
against him ; but wanf of consciousness
cannot be proved for him. This you
think not sufficient, but would have
me add the common reason,—that
drunkenness being a crime, one crime
cannot be alleged in excuse for
another.  This reason, how good
soever, cannot I think be used by me,
as not reaching my case; for what
has this to do with consciousness?

Nay, it i= an argument against me;
for if a man may be punished for
any crime which he committed when
drunk, whereof he is allowed not to
be conscious, it overturns my hypo-
thesis’ (1g9th Jan. 1694). In reply to
this, Molyneux asks (Feb. 17, 16094),
‘How it comes to pass that want of
consciousness cannot be proved for a
drunkard, as well as for a frantic?
One methinks is as manifest as the
other: if drunkenness may be counter-
feit, so may a frenzy. Wherefore to
me it seems that the law has made a
difference in these two cases, on this
account, viz, that drunkenness is com-
monly incurred voluntarily and pre-
meditately ; whereas a fremzy is
commonly without our consent, or
impossible to be prevented.” In the
end, Locke replies (May 26, 1694) :—
‘I agree with you that drunkenness,
being a voluntary defect, want of con-
sciousness ought not to be presumed
in favour of the drunkard. But frenzy,
being involuntary and a misfortune,
not a fault, has a right to that excuse,
which certainly is a just one, where it
is truly a frenzy. And all that lies
upon human justice is, to distinguish
carefully between what is real, and
what counterfeit in the case.

——
Cuarp.
XXVIL
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to think, no one shall be made to answer for what he knows
nothing of ; but shall receive his doom, his conscience accusing
or excusing him 1.

23. Nothing but consciousness.can unite remote existences
into the same person: the identity of substance will not do
it ; for whatever substance there is, however framed, without
consciousness there is no person: and a carcass may be a
person, as well as any sort of substance be so, without
consciousness.

Could we suppose two distinct incommunicable conscious-

‘nesses acting the same body, the one constantly by day, the

other by night ; and, on the other side, the same conscious-
ness, acting by intervals, two distinct bodies: I ask, in the
first case, whether the day and the night—man would not be
two as distinct persons as Socrates and Plato? And whether,
in the second case, there would not be one person in two dis-
tinct bodies, as much as one man is the same in two dis-
tinct clothings? Nor is it at all material to say, that this
same, and this distinct consciousness, in the cases above
mentioned, is owing to the same and distinct immaterial
substances, bringing it with them to those bodies; which,
whether true or no, alters not the case: since it is evident
the personal identity would equally be determined by the
consciousness, whether that consciousness were annexed to
some individual immaterial substance or no. For, granting
that the thinking substance in man must be necessarily sup-
posed immaterial, it is evident that immaterial thinking thing
may sometimes part with its past consciousness, and be re-
stored to it again: as appears in the forgetfulness men often
have of their past actions; and the mind many times recovers
the memory of a past consciousness, which it had lost for
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as much as in the former instance two persons with the same BOOK 1.
body. So that self is not determined by identity or diversity
of substance, which it cannot be sure of?, but only by iden- X}};\A,';I
tity of consciousness.

24. Indeed it may conceive the substance whereof it is Not the
now made up to have existed formerly, united in the same Sih5rance
conscious being: but, consciousness removed, that substance which the

is no more itself, or makes no more a part of it, than any §Z§§°‘°“S'
other substance ; as is evident in the instance we have already 3";{636
given of a limb cut off, of whose heat, or cold, or other affec- )
tions, having no longer any consciousness, it is no more of

a man’s self than any other matter of the universe. In like
manner it will be in reference to any immaterial substance,
which is void of that consciousness whereby I am myself to
myself : [2if there be any part of its existence which] I cannot

upon recollection join with that present consciousness whereby

I am now myself, it is, in that part of its existence, no more
myself than any other immaterial being. For, whatsoever

any substance has thought or done, which I cannot recollect,

and by my consciousness make my own thought and action,

it will no more belong to me, whether a part of me3 thought

or did it, than if it had been thought or done by any other
immaterial being anywhere existing.

25. I agree, the more probable opinion is, that this con- Conscious-
sciousness is annexed to, and the affection of, one individual gfszt:;‘;f:
immaterial substance 4. material or

But let men, according to their diverse hypotheses, resolve SPiitaah
of that as they please. This every intelligent being, sensible of same per-
happiness or misery, must grant—that there is something that sonality.

twenty years together. Make these intervals of memory and
forgetfulness to take their turns regularly by day and night,
and you have two persons with the same immaterial spirit,

1His accountability depending upon
the possibility of awakening his latent
memory of all that he was ever
conscious of; which is thus capable
of being brought out of latency, so as

to become, as suggested by Coleridge,
the Book of Judgment, ‘in the mys-
terious hieroglyphics of which every
idle word is recorded.’

! Locke cannot mean, by this hu-
morous illustration, to suggest the
probability of a double personality in
the same body being ever exemplified
in fact, which would be a ¢ fatal error’
(§ 13), God thereby putting our reason
to confusion.

? ¢so that,’ in second edition.

3 I. e. my substance.

* Is it only ¢ probable’ that in ‘con-
sciousness’ the spiritual substance is

VOL. I.

manifesting itself to itself? Berkeley,
on the other hand, sees in ‘persons’ the
only substances—personality and sub-
stantiality being identified. ‘Nothing
properly but persons, i.e. conscious
things, do exist. All other things are
notso much (independent ?) existences
as modes of the existence of persons.’
(C.P.B. p. 469) In this philosophy
personality and its identity is the
ultimate basis of all actual existence,

Hh
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is Aimself, that he is concerned for, and would. have happy;
that this self has existed in a continued duration more than
one instant, and therefore it is possible may exist, as it has
done, months and years to come, without any certain bounds
to be set to its duration ; and may be the same self, by the
same consciousness continued on for the future. And thus,
by this consciousness he finds himself to be the same self
which did such and such an action some years since, by which
he comes to be happy or miserable now. In all which account
of self, the same numerical swbstance is not considered as
making the same self ; but the same continued consciousness,
in which several substances may have been united, and again
separated from it, which, whilst they continued in a vital
union with that wherein this consciousness then resided,
made a part of that same self. Thus any part of our bodies,
vitally united to that which is conscious in us, makes a part
of ourselves: but upon separation from the vital union by
which that consciousness is communicated, that which a
moment since was part of ourselves, is now no more so than
a part of another man’s self isa part of me: and it is not
impossible but in a little time may become a real part of
another person. And so we have the same numerical substance
become a part of two different persons; and the same person
preserved under the change of various substances. Could we
suppose any spirit! wholly stripped of all its memory or
consciousness of past actions? as we find our minds always
are of a great part of ours, and sometimes of them all®; the
union or separation of such a spiritual substance would make
no variation of personal identity, any more than that of any
particle of matter does. Any substance vitally united to
the present thinking being is a part of that very same self
which now is; anything united to it by a consciousness of
former actions, makes also-a part of thc same self, which xs
the same both then and now.

26. Person,;as I take it, is the name for this self,. Wherever
a man finds what he calls himself, there, I think, another

patent nor latent in memory,
3 For a time, e. g. in sleep.

! Spirit, i. e. spiritual substance.
3 So that its past actions were all
rncapable of being recollected-—neithep
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may say is the same personl.
priating actions and their merit; and so belongs only to
intelligent agents, capable of a law, and happiness, and misery.
This personality extends itself heyond present existence to
what is past, only by consciousness,—whereby it becomes
concerned and accountable ; owns and imputes to itself past
actions, just upon the same ground and for the same reason
as it does the present? All which is founded in a concern
for happiness, the unavoidable concomitant of consciousness ;
that which is conscious of pleasure and pain, desiring that
that self that is conscious should be happy. And therefore
whatever past actions it cannot reconcile or agpropriate to
that present self by consciousness, it can be no more con-
cerned in than if they had never been done: and to receive
pleasure or pain, i.e. reward or punishment, on the account
of any such action, is all one as to be made happy or miserable

! Throughout this discussion, what
Locke means by ‘person’ must be
kept in view. If person means the
living agent, or the man, then appro-
priation of past actions by present
consciousness is not necessary to
sameness of personality; since they
are the same living agents, whether
conscious or not of past and present
actions. But a ‘ person’ with Locke
means an agent who is accountable for
past actions. Although present ‘ap-
propriation ’ by consciousness of past
actions is not implied in a living
agent, it is necessary, according to
the Essay, to our being persons, i.e. the
proper objects of reward or punish.
ment on account of them. If a man is
not justly responsible for a past act, he
is not the person by whom it was done,
although he is the man or lving agent
through whom it was done; as no man
can justly be punished for an action
that cannot be brought home to his
consciousness and conscience, as in
a Book of Judgment., We are thus
responsible only for voluntary actions
which can by consciousness be appro-

priated to ourselves; consciousness
uniting the most distant actions in one
and the same personality. Conscious-
ness that I am the same person cannot,
Locke would say, be consciousness
that I am the same substance, to any
one who makes his body his sub-
stance. In short, we need not, he
implies, for determining personality,
embarrass ourselves with subtle ques-
tions about ‘substances’: they are
irrelevant to the practical certainty that
we are the same accountable agents, as
farback as our remembrance of actions
as ours can be made to reach, by a
just and good God. Cf. § 11.

* The character of the self in former
times and places, as it appears in the
memory, is thereby appropriated, i. e.
personified. The name © person’ (per-
sona) was given originally to the
mask worn by actors, through the
mouthplace of which the voice sent
forth its sounds (persomui?); then to
the mask itself; to the wearer of it,
the actor ; to the character acted; and
at last to any assumed character,

Hh2
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BOOK II in its first being I, without any demerit at all. For, supposing
Cow> @ man punished now for what he bad done in another life,
xxvil. whereof he could be made to have no consciousness at all,

what difference is there between that punishment and being
' ¢reated miserable?? And therefore, conformable to this, the
apostle tells us, that, at the great day, when every one shall
‘receive according to his doings, the secrets of all hearts shall
be laid open.’ The sentence shall be justified by the con-
sciousness all persons shall have, that t4ey themselves,in what
bodies soever they appear, or what substances soever that
consciousness adheres to, are the same that committed those

Supposi-
tions that
look

are
strange
pardon-

able in our we are in of the nature of th
ignorance,

actions, and deserve that punishment for them &

27. I am apt enough to think I have, in treating of this
subject, made some suppositions that will look strange to
some readers, and possibly they are so in themselvest But
yet, I think they are such as are pardonable, in this ignorance

at thinking thing that is in us,

and which we look on as owrselves 8. Did we know what it

! ¢ first being,’ i. e. inasmuch as he
could not personify, or appropriate
them to himself, as_formerly his.

7 The past consciousness having
been finally or for ever obliterated.
This implies that his own conscious-
ness in memory is the only means by
which he could in reason be satisfied
that the action was his.

3 See § 18, in which it is implied
that a murderer for example is not
accountable for a murder of which his
organism was the instrument, if a
consciousness of it, as his own past
act, cannot be awakened in him! It
follows (unless conscious experience
is ultimately indelible) that any man
who has forgotten that he committed
a murder, did not personally commit it.
Who, in'that case, was the murderer ?

¢ They called forth a host of critics,
Sergeant, Stillingfleet, Lee, Clarke in
controversy with Collins, Butler, and
Reid, with Vincent Perronetand others
in defence. The main objection is thus

put by Butler :—¢ One should think it
self-evident that consciousness pre-
supposes, and cannot conststute personal
identity.’ But Locke, it must be re-
membered, defines personality from
the forensic point of view. He also
views its identity as manifested in
consciousness, and not in the mystery
of its ultimate constitution, the con-
scious manifestations concealing rather
than revealing the substance on which
they depend.

8 Cf. Bk. IV, ch. ix—On our cer-
tainty of ‘our own existence” We
are apt to take for granted that the
idea man can form of his own person-
ality, and that of God, is more adequate
to the réality than consists with the
necessary limitations of our know-
ledge. That the personality of men
somehow rests on the personality of
God is the language of religion, ac-
cording to which God is all, and man
can do nothing that is good without
God.
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was; or how it was tied to a certain system of fleeting animal BOOK 11.
spirits ; or whether it could or could not perform its opera- E““
tions of thinking and memory out of a body organized as X;\?;I.
ours is; and whether it has pleased God that no one such

spirit shall ever be united to any but one such body, upon

the right constitution of whose organs its memory should
depend ; we might see the absurdity of some of those suppo-

sitions I have made. But taking, as we ordinarily now do

(in the dark concerning these matters,) the soul of a man for

an immaterial substance, independent from matter, and in-
different alike to it all; there can, from the nature of things,

be no absurdity at all to suppose that the same sox/ may at
different tiines be united to different dodies, and with them

make up for that time one man: as well as we suppose a part

of a sheep’s body yesterday should be a part of a man’s body
to-morrow, and in that union make a vital part of Melibceus
himself, as well as it did of his ram 1,

28. To conclude: Whatever substance begins to exist, it The Diss.
must, during its existence, necessarily be the same : whatever i3, om
compositions of substances begin to exist, during the union of Names.
those substances, the concrete must be the same : whatsoever
mode begins to exist, during its existence it is the same: and
so if the composition be of distinct substances and different
modes? the same rule holds. Whereby it will appear, that
the difficulty or obscurity that has been about this matter
rather rises from the names ill-used, than from any obscurity
in things themselves. For whatever makes the specific idea
to which the name is applied, if that idea be steadily kept to,
the distinction of anything into the same and divers will easily
be conceived, and there can arise no doubt about it.

29. For, supposing a rational spirit be the idea of a man 3, Contin;x-
ance o

1 In all this the connection between
the soul, or the self-conscious person,
and the body is assumed to be acci-
dental or contingent; so that the
loss of the body by death or other-
wise, is irrelevant to the immortality
of the soul, or to that continued ap-
propriation by consciousness of past
experience on which responsibility or

personality depends.

7 As in man, supposed to compre-
hend spiritual and also material sub-
stance—soul and body.

3 That is, if we exclude the body,
as an accident and not of the essence
of man, and mean by ‘ man’ only the
soul or ¢ rational spirit.’
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BOOK IL it is easy to know what is the:same man, viz. the same spirit—
;‘;‘; whether separate or in a body-will be the same man. Sup-
xxvy. Posing a rational spirit vitallyunited to a body of a certain
that which conformation of parts to make a man!; whilst that rational
we d}::at":be spirit, with that vital conformation of parts, though continued
our com- in a fleeting successive body, remains, it will be the same man.
g}e;;gea But if to any one the idea.of a:man be but the vital union of
makes the parts in a certain shape; as long as that vital union and shape
Same M remain in a concrete, no otherwise the same but by a con-
tinued succession of fleeting particles, it will be the same man.
For, whatever be the composition whereof the complex idea
is made, whenever existence:makes it one particular thing
under any denomination ?, ke same existence continued pre-

serves it the seme individual under the same denomination 3,

! And this is what Locke means by
‘a man,

? The nominalism of Locke, who is
apt to make questions of this sort
questions about the meaning of words
only, appears in all this,

3 In the foregoing argument, Locke
emphatically distinguishes the person
from the man, and from the bodily sub-
stance. Should we not rather say that
it is in his personality and personal
agency that man finds what is deepest
and truest in himself; and, by analogy,
in the constitution of the universe?
Locke, working from sensation up-
ward, makes his Book of Ideas cul-
minate in the complex idea of our
concrete continuous personality, and
in the moral relations to which persons
ought to conform,—in this and the
following chapter. Transcendental
philosophy, from Descartes to Hegel,
working from thought downward,
ends by making  abstract self-con-

sciousness the key to the mysteries
of existence.

By implication Locke appears to
make the idea of our personal exist-
ence a simple idea of reflection,
which gives its meaning to the per-
sonal pronoun ‘I’ in the ¢ perception’
that I am. (Cf. Bk. IV. ch. ix) The
idea of our confinuous personality, or
personal identity, is a complex idea of
relation between myselfnowand myself
in the past, which ¢ terminates,’ and is
made concrete in actual conscious-
nesses, past and present. The identity
of myself now with myself in the past;
and my separateness from all that is
not myself, in a private consciousness
in which no other finite person can
mingle, afford the unique experience
of the spirit as distinguished from the
mere animal in man. This experience
of identical personal life and moral
agency is thus the occasion of the most
significant-ideas in the human mind.

CHAPTER XXVIIL

OF OTHER RELATIONS.

1. BESIDES the before-mentioned occasions of time!, place,
and causality of comparing or referring things one to another,
there are, as I have said, infinite others, some whereof I shall
mention,

First, The first I shall name is some one simple idea, which,
being capable of parts or degrees, affords an occasion of com-
paring the subjects wherein it is to one another, in respect of
that simple idea, v. g. whiter, sweeter, equal, more, &c. These
relations depending on the equality and excess of the same
simple idea, in several subjects, may be called, if one will,
proportional ; and that these are only conversant about those
simple ideas received from sensation or reflection? is so
evident that nothing need be said to evince it.

2. Secondly, Another occasion of comparing things together,
or considering one thing, so as to include in that consideration
some other thing 3, is the circumstances of their origin or
beginning ; which being not afterwards to be altered, make
the relations depending thereon as lasting as the subjects to
which they belong, v.g. father and son, brothers, cousin-
germans, &c., which have their relations by one community
of blood, wherein they partake in several degrees: country-
men, i e. those who were born in the same country or tract

1 Qur idea of ¢ personal identity’is become aware through sensation or

with Locke our idea of a relation
which arises under difference of time.

2 That is, the abstract relation
can be embodied or made concrete
only in phenomena of which we

reflection.

3 An ‘idea of relation’ thus means a
complex idea of one thing, regarded as
including some idea of another thing ;
or of itself at another time or place.
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