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t c
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 d
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t o
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rn
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 c
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lso
 c
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es
sio

ns
up

on
 it

; w
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 b
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 re
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 b
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 c
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w
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, b
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m
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m
ea

ns
, d
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, c
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 c
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a 

bo
dy

 to
m

ov
e 
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di
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 m
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 p
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s c
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w
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em

 st
ra

ng
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ho
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w
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 m
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 d
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 p
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 c
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pa
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e
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t m
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ud

e 
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, m
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cl
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, n

er
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rte
rie

s,
 v

ei
ns

, o
r 

ot
he

r 
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rts
th
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 a
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un
d 
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 th
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bo
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f e
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h 
an
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al
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ro

m
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 a
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 b
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m
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ne
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g 
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 m
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e 
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m
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tte
r 
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ra
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ed
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nd

 p
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lf 
m
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m
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h 

m
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m
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 th
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w
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and by this every one is to him
self that w

hich he calls self: it not being
considered in this case w

hether the sam
e self be continued in the sam

e or
divers substances. For since consciousness alw

ays accom
panies thinking,

and it is that that m
akes every one to be w

hat he calls self, and thereby
distinguishes him

self from
 all other thinking things: in this alone consists

personal identity, i.e. the sam
eness of a rational being. A

nd as far as this
consciousness can be extended backw

ards to any past action or thought,
so far reaches the identity of that person: it is the sam

e self now
 it w

as
then, and it is by the sam

e self w
ith this present one that now

 reflects on
it, that that action w

as done.

…

26. Person, as I take it, is the nam
e for this self.[*] W

herever a m
an

finds w
hat he calls him

self, there, I think, another m
ay say is the sam

e
person. It is a forensic term

, appropriating actions and their m
erit; and so

belongs only to intelligent agents, capable of a law, and happiness, and
m

isery. This personality extends itself beyond present existence to w
hat

is past, only by consciousness, w
hereby it becom

es concerned and ac-
countable; ow

ns and im
putes to itself past actions, just upon the sam

e
ground and for the sam

e reason as it does the present. A
ll w

hich is
founded in a concern for happiness, the unavoidable concom

itant of con-
sciousness; that w

hich is conscious of pleasure and pain, desiring that
that self that is conscious should be happy. A

nd therefore w
hatever past

actions it cannot reconcile or appropriate to that present self by con-
sciousness, it can be no m

ore concerned in than if they had never been
done: and to receive pleasure or pain, i.e. rew

ard or punishm
ent, on the

account of any such action, is all one as to be m
ade happy or m

iserable in
its first being, w

ithout any dem
erit at all. For, supposing a m

an punished
now

 for w
hat he had done in another life, w

hereof he could be m
ade to

have no consciousness at all, w
hat difference is there betw

een that pun-
ishm

ent and being created m
iserable? A

nd therefore, conform
able to this,

the apostle tells us, that, at the great day, w
hen every one shall “receive

according to his doings, the secrets of all hearts shall be laid open.” The
sentence shall be justified by the consciousness all persons shall have,
that they them

selves, in w
hat bodies soever they appear, or w

hat sub-
stances soever that consciousness adheres to, are the sam

e that com
m

it-
ted those actions, and deserve that punishm

ent for them
.

[* Locke has just said, “A
ny substance vitally united to the present thinking being is a

part of that very sam
e self w

hich now
 is; anything united to it by a consciousness of form

er
actions, m

akes also a part of the sam
e self, w

hich is the sam
e both then and now.” (Essay,

bk. 2, ch. 27, §25.)]

From
: John Locke, An Essay Concerning H

um
an U

nderstanding, book 2, ch. 27,
§§6-9, 26.
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m
an. H

ere I specially stopped to show
 that if there had been such m

a-
chines, possessing the organs and outw

ard form
 of a m

onkey or som
e

other anim
al w

ithout reason, w
e should not have had any m

eans of ascer-
taining that they w

ere not of the sam
e nature as those anim

als. O
n the

other hand, if there w
ere m

achines w
hich bore a resem

blance to our body
and im

itated our actions as far as it w
as m

orally possible to do so, w
e

should alw
ays have tw

o very certain tests by w
hich to recognise that, for

all that, they w
ere not real m

en. The first is, that they could never use
speech or other signs as w

e do w
hen placing our thoughts on record for

the benefit of others. For w
e can easily understand a m

achine’s being
constituted so that it can utter w

ords, and even em
it som

e responses to
action on it of a corporeal kind, w

hich brings about a change in its or-
gans; for instance, if it is touched in a particular part it m

ay ask w
hat w

e
w

ish to say to it; if in another part it m
ay exclaim

 that it is being hurt,
and so on. But it never happens that it arranges its speech in various
w

ays, in order to reply appropriately to everything that m
ay be said in its

presence, as even the low
est type of m

an can do. A
nd the second differ-

ence is, that although m
achines can perform

 certain things as w
ell as or

perhaps better than any of us can do, they infallibly fall short in others,
by the w

hich m
eans w

e m
ay discover that they did not act from

 know
l-

edge, but only from
 the disposition of their organs. For w

hile reason is a
universal instrum

ent w
hich call serve for all contingencies, these organs

have need of som
e special adaptation for every particular action. From

this it follow
s that it is m

orally im
possible that there should be sufficient

diversity in any m
achine to allow

 it to act in all the events of life in the
sam

e w
ay as our reason causes us to act.

By these tw
o m

ethods w
e m

ay also recognise the difference that exists
betw

een m
en and brutes. For it is a very rem

arkable fact that there are
none so depraved and stupid, w

ithout even excepting idiots, that they
cannot arrange different w

ords together, form
ing of them

 a statem
ent by

w
hich they m

ake know
n their thoughts; w

hile, on the other hand, there is
no other anim

al, how
ever perfect and fortunately circum

stanced it m
ay

be, w
hich can do the sam

e. It is not the w
ant of organs that brings this to

pass, for it is evident that m
agpies and parrots are able to utter w

ords just
like ourselves, and yet they cannot speak as w

e do, that is, so as to give
evidence that they think of w

hat they say. O
n the other hand, m

en w
ho,

being born deaf and dum
b, are in the sam

e degree, or even m
ore than the

brutes, destitute of the organs w
hich serve the others for talking, are in

the habit of them
selves inventing certain signs by w

hich they m
ake them

-
selves understood by those w

ho, being usually in their com
pany, have

leisure to learn their language. A
nd this does not m

erely show
 that the

brutes have less reason than m
en, but that they have none at all, since it is

clear that very little is required in order to be able to talk. A
nd w

hen w
e

notice the inequality that exists betw
een anim

als of the sam
e species, as

w
ell as betw

een m
en, and observe that som

e are m
ore capable of receiv-
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t b
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ch
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f i
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lit
tle
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or
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ed
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 p

os
sib
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 h
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e 

pr
ev

en
te

d 
a 
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ea

t
de

al
 o

f t
ha

t c
on

fu
sio

n 
w

hi
ch
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fte

n 
oc

cu
rs

 a
bo

ut
 th

is 
m

at
te

r, 
w

ith
 n

o 
sm

al
l

se
em

in
g

 d
iffi

cu
lti

es
, 

es
pe

ci
al

ly
 c

on
ce

rn
in

g
 p

er
so

na
l 

id
en

tit
y,

 w
hi

ch
th

er
ef

or
e 

w
e 

sh
al

l i
n 

th
e 

ne
xt

 p
la

ce
 a

 li
ttl

e 
co

ns
id

er
.

8.
 S

am
e 

m
an

. A
n 

an
im

al
 is

 a
 li

vi
ng

 o
rg

an
iz

ed
 b

od
y;

 a
nd

 c
on

se
qu

en
tly

th
e 

sa
m

e 
an

im
al

, a
s 

w
e 

ha
ve

 o
bs

er
ve

d,
 is

 th
e 

sa
m

e 
co

nt
in

ue
d 

lif
e 

co
m

-
m

un
ic

at
ed

 to
 d

iff
er

en
t p

ar
tic

le
s 

of
 m

at
te

r a
s 

th
ey

 h
ap

pe
n 

su
cc

es
siv

el
y 

to
be

 u
ni

te
d 

to
 th

at
 o

rg
an

iz
ed

 li
vi

ng
 b

od
y.

 A
nd

 w
ha

te
ve

r i
s 

ta
lk

ed
 o

f o
th

er
de

fin
iti

on
s,

 in
ge

ni
ou

s 
ob

se
rv

at
io

n 
pu

ts
 it

 p
as

t d
ou

bt
 th

at
 th

e 
id

ea
 in

 o
ur

m
in

ds
 o

f w
hi

ch
 th

e 
so

un
d 

m
an

 in
 o

ur
 m

ou
th

s 
is

 th
e 

sig
n,

 is
 n

ot
hi

ng
 e

lse
bu

t o
f a

n 
an

im
al

 o
f s

uc
h 

a 
ce

rta
in

 fo
rm

: s
in

ce
 I 

th
in

k 
I m

ay
 b

e 
co

nfi
de

nt
th

at
 w

ho
ev

er
 s

ho
ul

d 
se

e 
a 

cr
ea

tu
re

 o
f h

is
 o

w
n 

sh
ap

e 
or

 m
ak

e,
 th

ou
gh

 it
ha

d 
no

 m
or

e 
re

as
on

 a
ll 

its
 li

fe
 th

an
 a

 c
at

 o
r a

 p
ar

ro
t, 

w
ou

ld
 c

al
l h

im
 st

ill
a 

m
an

; o
r 

w
ho

ev
er

 s
ho

ul
d 

he
ar

 a
 c

at
 o

r 
a 

pa
rr

ot
 d

isc
ou

rs
e,

 re
as

on
, a

nd
ph

ilo
so

ph
iz

e,
 w

ou
ld

 c
al

l o
r t

hi
nk

 it
 n

ot
hi

ng
 b

ut
 a

 c
at

 o
r a

 p
ar

ro
t a

nd
 sa

y
th

e 
on

e 
w

as
 a

 d
ul

l i
rra

tio
na

l m
an

, a
nd

 th
e 

ot
he

r a
 v

er
y 

in
te

lli
ge

nt
 ra

tio
na

l
pa

rr
ot

. 
A

 re
la

tio
n 

w
e 

ha
ve

 in
 a

n 
au

th
or

 o
f 

gr
ea

t 
no

te
, 

is
 s

uf
fic

ie
nt

 to
co

un
te

na
nc

e 
th

e 
su

pp
os

iti
on

 o
f a

 ra
tio

na
l p

ar
ro

t.…

[L
oc

ke
 h

er
e 

qu
ot

es
 a

 se
co

nd
-h

an
d 

ac
co

un
t o

f a
 p

ar
ro

t a
pp

ar
en

tly
 e

ng
ag

in
g 

in
 in

-
te

lli
ge

nt
 c

on
ve

rs
at

io
n.

 H
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no
te
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at
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pe
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on
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ng

 th
e 

sto
ry

 s
ee

m
s 
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 b

e-
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ve
 th
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 th

e 
co
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er

sa
tio

n 
ex
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te
d 

ge
nu

in
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in
te
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nc
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d 
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 o
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 f
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-
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w

s.]

Th
e 

Pr
in

ce
, i

t i
s 

pl
ai

n,
 w

ho
 v

ou
ch

es
 th

is
 s

to
ry

, a
nd

 o
ur

 a
ut

ho
r, 

w
ho

 re
-

la
te

s i
t f

ro
m

 h
im

, b
ot

h 
of

 th
em

 c
al

l t
hi

s t
al

ke
r a

 p
ar

ro
t; 

an
d 

I a
sk

 a
ny

 o
ne

el
se

 w
ho

 th
in

ks
 su

ch
 a

 st
or

y 
fit

 to
 b

e 
to

ld
, w

he
th

er
, i

f t
hi

s 
pa

rr
ot

, a
nd

 a
ll

of
 it

s 
ki

nd
, h

ad
 a

lw
ay

s 
ta

lk
ed

, a
s 

w
e 

ha
ve

 a
 p

rin
ce

’s
 w

or
d 

fo
r i

t t
hi

s 
on

e
di

d,
 w

he
th

er
, I

 sa
y,

 th
ey

 w
ou

ld
 n

ot
 h

av
e 

pa
ss

ed
 fo

r a
 ra

ce
 o

f r
at

io
na

l a
ni

-
m

al
s;

 b
ut

 y
et

, w
he

th
er

, f
or

 a
ll 

th
at

, t
he

y 
w

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
be

en
 a

llo
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Locke on our identity as hum
ans and as persons

[The follow
ing selection is taken from

 a discussion of “identity and diversity” in
An Essay Concerning H

um
an U

nderstanding by John Locke (1632-1704). Locke
is less interested in w

hat m
akes us people as opposed to m

achines or anim
als

than in w
hat m

akes each of us the sam
e at different tim

es. A
lthough he is w

illing
to agree w

ith D
escartes that there is a substance underlying thought, he doesn’t

think this substance is very im
portant for questions of identity. In §7, he distin-

guishes sam
eness of thinking substance from

 our identities as hum
ans and also

from
 our identities as “selves” or “persons.” In the rest of the selection, he sug-

gests w
hat he takes these tw

o sorts of identity to consist in (§6 and §8 for hum
an

identity and §9 and §26 for personal identity).
Form

ulate in your ow
n w

ords the different accounts Locke gives for the iden-
tity of hum

ans (i.e., for saying “sam
e m

an”) and for the identity of persons (i.e.,
for saying “sam

e self”). Think w
hether you agree w

ith w
hat he says in each

case.]

6. Identity of m
an. This also show

s w
herein the identity of the sam

e
m

an consists; viz. in nothing but a participation of the sam
e continued

life, by constantly fleeting particles of m
atter, in succession vitally united

to the sam
e organized body. H

e that shall place the identity of m
an in

anything else but, like that of other anim
als, in one fitly organized body,

taken in any one instant and from
 thence continued under one organiza-

tion of life in several successively fleeting particles of m
atter, united to it,

w
ill find it hard to m

ake an em
bryo, one of years, m

ad, and sober, the
sam

e m
an, by any supposition, that w

ill not m
ake it possible for Seth, Is-

m
ael, Socrates, Pilate, St. Austin, and Caesar Borgia, to be the sam

e
m

an. For if the identity of soul alone m
akes the sam

e m
an, and there be

nothing in the nature of m
atter w

hy the sam
e individual spirit m

ay not be
united to different bodies, it w

ill be possible that those m
en, living in dis-

tant ages, and of different tem
pers, m

ay have been the sam
e m

an: w
hich

w
ay of speaking m

ust be, from
 a very strange use of the w

ord m
an, ap-

plied to an idea out of w
hich body and shape are excluded. A

nd that w
ay

of speaking w
ould agree yet w

orse w
ith the notions of those philosophers

w
ho allow

 of transm
igration and are of opinion that the souls of m

en
m

ay, for their m
iscarriages, be detruded into the bodies of beasts, as fit

habitations, w
ith organs suited to the satisfaction of their brutal inclina-

tions. But yet I think, nobody, could he be sure that the soul of H
elioga-

balus w
ere in one of his hogs, w

ould yet say that hog w
ere a m

an or H
e-

liogabalus.
7. Identity suited to the idea. It is not therefore unity of substance that

com
prehends all sorts of identity or w

ill determ
ine it in every case; but to

conceive and judge of it aright, w
e m

ust consider w
hat idea the w

ord it is
applied to stands for: it being one thing to be the sam

e substance, another
the sam

e m
an, and a third the sam

e person, if person, m
an, and substance

are three nam
es standing for three different ideas; for such as is the idea
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