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ABSTRACT

In this article, I have argued that persons are individual human beings capable of
mental activities. In this sense, persons have not only physical properties, but also
various forms of consciousness, I have mentioned that the relation between a person
and his/her physical properties is conlingent; not logical, but factual. I have also
menitioned Descartes” view that a person is a combination of two separaie entities—
& body and a mind. Only the mind is conscious; the physical properties that the
person possesses are frroperties of his/her body. It is conceivable that either should exist
without the other. That is to say that the mind can exist without the aid of the body.
I have provided a delailed summary of Strawson’s theory because it goes against
Williams’s concept of person and gives an account of ‘person’, which in turn, removes
many of the difficulties of the mind-body relation. Strawson concludes that a person
is mot identical with his/her body. Like Descartes, he gives primacy lo the mental
attributes of a person. Thus, the concept of a person is fundamental and metaphysi-
cal. ‘This is the main theme of this article.

The concept of person is one of the most important concepts in
the philosophy of mind. The present thesis’ aim is to outline and
explain the non-materialist theory of the mind and person. The
fundamental question here is: what is a person? And what is its
nature? It was Descartes who proposed a theory of mind and per-
son according to which a person is not just a material body, but also
a thinking self in total exclusion of the material body. According to
Descartes, a person is a self, a self-conscious mind which thinks,
feels, desires and so on. The materialists have, however, rejected
the Cartesian theory of persons, and have argued that persons are
just material bodies, though they are complex material systems
with some sort of mental properties. '

However, it is erroneous to say that mind is the brain or mind
has only physical properties. Our brain has a particular size, shape
and spatial location. In virtue of these qualities, our brain has a



brain can be var_lo_usljfj'_éxpér'ién"céd.' The quali-
lies of such experiences are related in some ‘way to the material
object. But if this is so, where do we' Giuate the qualities of expe-
rience? A neuroscientist says that all these are neural activities. Now
the question is: where are they? The answer is that they are located
in our mind. This implies that the mind is distinct from the body.
The problem of this essay is the question: are persons material
bodies? Materialists have argued that persons are material bodies,
albeit very complex material bodies. My aim is to refute person as
a material entity and establish that person is a non-material entity.

particular look. Our

1. WHAT IS A PERSON?

ntion is to argue for a non-materialistic view

In this article, my inte
examine the nature of person

of person, That is to say, 1 intend to
from a non-materialist point of view. Before analysing this concept
of person, we have to raise a few questions like what is a person,
what is the nature of person, and so on. These questions are fun-
damental in the philosophy of mind. In fact, the English word
‘person’ is alleged to have been derived from the Latin ‘persona’,

k worn by actors in dramatic performances. Neither

which was the mas
in common usage nor in philosophy has there been a univocal

concept of ‘person’. In common usage, ‘person’ refers to any human

being in a general way. The person is distinct from a thing or
material object. It generally stands for a living conscious human

being.
Moreov
of Williams. Strawson defines ‘person’ as ‘a
both predicates ascribing states of consciousness a
ascribing corporeal characteristics, 2 physical situation, etc., are
equally applicable to 2 single individual of that single type.’? Thus,
for Strawson, persons arc unique individuals who have both mental
and physical attributes. Thus, persons arc neither purely physical
body, nor are they pure spiritual substances. However, while
Sirawsonian view of persons is purely non-material, whereas Will-
jams’ view of person I8 purely material, which opposes Strawson’s
view. This is because Williams' claim is that bodily continuity is 2
necessary condition for personal identity, because according 1o
Williams, it is the body which identifies the persons, but not the

er, Strawson’s definition of person is different from that
type of entity such that
nd predicates
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tify the persons.’ .
Thus, it is ¢ SR S, A IR
don th;} t eri]lfalr tha% Strawson would _ce_rtainly r'eject the conten-
pon that me a Z%ttnbutes are reducible to physical atiributes
pecause e a tr.mts L]’.lat the concept of persons is non-material. But
question arises: does Strawson wish to say that persons are

bodies of a certal
n sort, namel i ; .
only? y, bodies which have mental attributes

. ere is no mind at ail; therefore, bodily criterion iden-

Stra
e Orgis;):ryht());i?ethat persons ha?fe bodily attributes too. But un-
e orditary bod Ts£ peSrsons aregt}.m‘lgs, which have mental attributes
s wolk Secordit 5;1 eo. trajwsqn, it is essential to persons that they
be enities which ne ;;:Séarﬂy have b(?th mental and bodily attributes.
el thirigsp - se me.ntal things essentially different from
P reatly differént €y ar.e dlffel."ent types of substance. Persons are
T eliing that érl::tzi;altxodcifes. Strawson’s theory looks dualistic
ol o ad bevsn o different types of subjects, the physi-
phj;gi,z;?,dli)gjéicgl bodies necessarily have only one dimension, i.e
physica mentalsx;n. Persons necessarily have two dimensions, _physi;
cal and e rela.ti ers];)ns, thus, have a dual nature. Now we have to
o the knovledge. thar others have of bom. Moreorer, 1f the wnity
v ; ' e of him. Moreover, if the uni
o (';LY I;f]::z?:; hlstilr;eece;slarll}'f c?opnecte(fl with the continuance olfl }11?;
body through tir ,S en 1(;13 l-mpOSS.lble for a person to survive the
ceath © personalyid ec9n ly, if l?odlly identity is a necessary crite-
ooy < entfltg, then it could not be shown that some
pon-physteal ¢ ;"fhcterlztlcs of a pe.rson continue after his bodily
Ctetion of person ae}r_dan(.i, if bodily identity is not a necessary
o ot in e i ,ent}ty, perhaps bodily death is merely one
major fundamen}: Irsonl s hlstow apd not the end of his life. Finally
o ihe thnda era crlt.erlon of identity were memory, it woulci
fotlow Comlianuse%n.mlght be knovrrn to have survived death be-
oe he conunued to fhave memories in his disembodied state.
e IO usedpt ’ nint act about the .person is the self. The self is
sometimes used (0 ea}rll the.“fhole series of a person’s inner mental
pates anc someut e; the spiritual substance to which they belong.
A refer to tbe body but to the mental history of the
. is made the unity problem seem intractable, when the
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mental images, feeling and the like are cbntf;éist'e:d"'Wi“th the tempo-
ral persistence. In Strawson’s theory, a pé'f'soh is a thing which
necessarily has both mental ‘and physical"asp'ects. The person 1s
primarily the subject of mental experience. Considering the
Strawsonian theory of person, we cannot say that a person is a body,
Hut we can say thata person is, in part, a body. If a person is a body,
then it cannot be 2 conscious mind. One of the important Gues”
fions is; can we even say that a person has 2 body? Shatfer supposes
that Strawson would want to be able to say SO But what would it
mean about the theory of the person? It means that persons have
bodily attributes. Another question is: does it say anything about the
relation between a person and a body? The body necessarily has
bodily attributes and has nothing to do with a persci’s attributes.
put Strawson’s view is that persons have both bodily and mental
attributes. '
We recognize all human beings as persons. This is because We
make distinction between persons and human
hardly contemplate the existence of biologically
ts; who are not human

generally do not
beings. But we can
very different persons inhabiting other plane

beings like us. Flowever, the concept of person is in some way an

ineliminable part of our conceptual scheme. In our conceptual

scheme, person and human beings coincide.

Joseph Margolis* in his book Persons and Minds mentioned that
persons are the particulars that have minds and nervous systems,
sensation and brain processes. But this is not quite enough. A
nervous system is not a person, nor is a psyche one. It is at once the
subject of both neurological and psychological predicates. In other
words, it is both a nervous system and 2 psychic entity. Persons are
not meriologically complex entities nor any kind,? each of which

contains parts, a non-physical basic subject and 2 purely corporeal
object to which this subject is in some way attached. Such a claim
would not allow us 10 ascribe psychological attribuies Or corporeal
attributes to the person as a whole. It is because persons are 1more
than their bodies and that they are not reducible to any kind of
body, gross of subtle. The person—substance, as described above, 18
not taken to exclude the material properties as such. They only
exclude the fact that persons are material bodies and nothing else.

Persons arc autonomous in so far as their description in terms of
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SR e e
body and. m?:llc;lllf_ _cgncerned, But it is not as if no reference to
I mind is to be retained at all Thus, pe '
oy . ; ; us, pe » oyt
ha;:e the Ettrlbutlc reference to body and mif drson s description
rom the above discussi ’ '
— ion, we can reit :
tinction . erate the Cartesiz i5-
o Oth::tvt\)reen the mind and the body. They are o ozgddls
N bOdec_ause the. essence of mind is thinking cusg éhe -t(*)
il whi h}f is e):;tensmn. That is to say, the bodyais 5010 th'%m
e o c 1? perishable. Moreover, the mind or person i e
n- ' is s .
of the bo ;Pagljlb. After death, only the body remains. This cox?crgct
‘the Temaigs’ A (ﬁ)mes gruesomely explicit when we refer to it I:
. owever, it is this concepti 19
comes closc . eption of the bod ich
fnd that :’ﬁ&: lt)o cT;ha.it found in the person theory. Tn this t’hgo‘:yhl‘il;
: ody is not a person, nor is i W
is the person, i g A , nor is it a part of a perso
attribufes Br;,t 1.nsofar as he is thought of as the subjectpof b(?(li'lEL
Thercf;,r it becomes a reality at death. We call it a cor .
ctore . . se.
theory is that one of the paradoxical Jmplicaions of the person
y which a person ha
as a physic . ) s, cannot be conceive
fromp t}}iis ?:1 object subject to the law of physical world. As we kio()f
! eory, persons are conscious. Finally, from the abow
’ - ve

OlI11, W € lO kn w . i

II. PERSON, MIND AND CONSCIOUSNESS

As we have ar
and physical ag;:;db S? fal;Ia person is an entity that has both mental
utes. Hence, we could

five feet i ’ ould say of a person th: -
iy, etall, m;zlgh one hundred kilograms, ctc IE)iut morcditn?ﬁ is
3 CO H s . ’ .’ - =

pang of ha li say that he is thinking about his friends feci)so 1
person ha PP ﬂt'fSS or is sad, or so on. We may, therefore ,sa t! )

g . . . H B

P hiect of COanm‘lnd, which is different from his body becaus); t]lat
L ol might tsc10usness does not mean a body of a ce;t'lin sor; qu
1irn oul that whatever i i . ‘ - but

: : . s a sub : .
1deIf11t1Ca1 with a body of a certain sort ject of consciousness s

owever, St ‘ . :
conei u.”awson re_!ects the view that the subject of a state of
nothing but Nstift Whof1 ly immaterial, non-physical, a thing to wlfi:h
. t states of consciousnes -’

him, consciou . _ s can be ascribed. According t
s mmaterial sui)nfss 15 not‘appl.lcable to physical things, nor to ug;" 110
mental questio rS1 ?ITCG wh1_ch is applicable to person. But a Eln?y
is: what is consciousness? Generally, consciou -

> ISTLCSS
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Gishes man from a good

omething which disting
conscious-

d. Only a person
r material objects.
which a perso
beings do no
ur attention upon
t seems 10 vanish:
finess when
s the blue;
know perfe
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is described as s
deal of the world aroun
ness, which is not by othe
what is this consci
and other animate
moment we try 1o fix o
see what distinctly i
pefore us as mere cmp
f blue, all we can see i
it were diaphanous.
conscious of thin
p CONSCIOUSTESS

However, it 18 this ¢
said to be the ceniral
that if we were a3
of the branch of P
might say that it is
aature of con
which only beings ¢ap
phenomena include
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mental activities.
understanding, Spe
bering the past. Me
fact that there is a
thinker is here a subj
sciousness. Wherever
find the existence 0
stands for the concep

One of the mo
is concerned wit
are cOncer

possesses this
Another question arises,
ty has, but rocks
Moore writes, “The
ousness and 1O
if we had
pect the sensa-
ment is as if
ctly well that we are
but we do

¢ As G.E.

it seems as
we try to intros
the other ele

7 Of course, We
und us, includin

ness, which may be
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characterization
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1y concerned wi
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mon feature, conscious
clement in the concep
ked to give 2 general
y called philos
that branch parti
ess. We will call th
able of consciousness
f being conscious, 1.
has the capacl
ude thinking, willing,
above all, remem-
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these activities. The
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enomena’, o
ject. Mental
e. hearing, imaging,
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communicating,
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f consciousness b
tof ‘T, h
al views is that
I, all mental pheno
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ey themselves
m Descartes o
tal metaphysical
conscious of being so,
ecome dimin-
that I should
gether disembodied.
ties. It is because
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a which th
losophers fro

ped with cOnsciousnes
as a fundamen
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body should
tation. Logically, it is p
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even though my
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Persons are indivisible, non-
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- i:;‘;ohf;l;iaclilsfg?élt ?ere. to dlstmngh "pérs'dris_é'o construed from
bt of person docs ]1n 31; flirilri?i(t)eg?l subst"fir‘lces. However, the con-
. © '
if hanything, concrete beings in thesewiﬁlcfei)z?iz{f Es’scl;si%r(is (:jl(:fx,
sclousn i i ;
expersieflii t;)nil;;ls;tsioﬁnlgnlef ;:;r;e Cta%ld 1degtify other subjects of
! . , not identify other subjects if
can identify them only as subjects of experi ) s of
e . : perience, possessors of
thee “?Ofr]c((;nsaousness. 0 The latter must have concrete existence in
If we are too obsessed with the ‘inner’ criteria, we shall 5]
tempted. to treat persons cssentially as minds. Howe;’er 1;im'tt' :
ozter V;rlteria does .not mean thai there are no states of, cconséicjgi
x;f ssst.atee ;1:1(22:15 ;ljlm that fome P-predicates refer to the occurrence
of stace o ousness, .[' he persons are uncertainly identifiable
gs having a life of their own. They are not definitely Cartesia
egos; rather they possess a mixed bag of M-predicates and P- rec‘zrit
ecla:;ei.) Ic’lersons are in any case conscious individuals who c;)n be
; V\;li?n e da l'zslltge number of P-prec}icates such as thinking, feeling,
g, eciding, etc, These conscious states, according to Searle 1
are intentional, i.e. are of some thing. In other words, th ’
dlrect.ed at something outside them. Thus, persons who ;1av e}t’ham
cogsa?us states are intentional and mental beings. o
Coulialﬁ;vinlizl tz; fgg;i lii:}t;atatcoali}ld ha‘\;e conscious intentional states
. . , and so eve i i
tional state is at least potentially conscious. ThIiZ tﬁgsi:is:: Z?li);;tsz
zggieeqcltli(::lcebi(t);et:e study_of the mind.'But_ there is a conceptual
O sconce. : ;:(?r?li)c;eotlésixgss andfu'ltentionality that has the
x eory of intentionality requires
account of consciousness. And our conscion: i i . o
something. Thus, persons have the essegzsarllefsj;tsuszn;?zusne'ss o
ness. .There is an interconnection between person m'oncgmous-
:onsaou;ness. Empirically, there is distinction amon,g t}ilgm _Egluct
t;zlzs;ege :Sr;tslli);, ;h;y pollnt in the same direction. It is right to say
B B e ental being, and the essence of mind is con-
. Therefore, the concept of the mind, the person, and



{f, THE DUAL NATURE OF PERSON
The problem of a person has t'r_z'idi't'j'ori'ally'be’eii"'rais'eri in'a dualist

ly influenced those who have discussed the

context. 1t has great
picture of a person as composed of two entities—body and mind—

which are contingently related to each other. However, the
person-substances arc not merely a set of ‘properties, physical or
mental, because they are not fully exhausted in their descriptions.’?
The descriptions of the persons as having such and such properties
are complete, still presuppose the fact that there are persons as

having those properties. According to Strawson,!? the properties

like ‘being at such and such time and place’, having such and such
weight and colour, and so on are M-predicates. The other proper-
ties are psychological properties such as ‘being in the statc of
happiness’, or ‘being in the state of pain’, and so on are states of
P-predicaies. In this way, Strawson has rightly said, ‘the concept
of a person is o be understood as the concept of type of entity s0
that both predicates ascribe corporeal characteristics; 2 physical
situation and consciousness are equally applicable to an individual
entities of that type’1* What is significant about them, as Strawson
has pointed out, is their co-applicability to the same person sub-
stance. The M-predicates cannot be ascribable independently
because that prohibits them from being ascribable to the conscious
beings; like M-predicates, the P-predicates cannot be ascribed to
the material bodies. This is because of 2 combination of 2 distinct
xind of substance that has both physical and mental properties
without being reducible to each other. ‘

The above argument shows that Strawson,
dual without rejecting Cartesian dualism. This is

material and non-
because Descartcs held, that when we are on the concept of a
person, we are really referring to one or hoth of two distinct sub-

stances of different types, each of which has its own appropriate
types of states and properties, cach of which also has its own appro-
priate types of states and propertes, and none of the states belongs
to both. That is to say, that states of consciousness belong to one of
these substances or Lo the other. Descartes has given a sharp focus
to this dualistic conception of person. Ii is not easy to get away from
dualism because persons have both sorts of attributes such as men-

accepts pCI'SOlfl as non-
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Somet}?inp;ﬁégagt? CCZfd{ng to dﬁ?.lal.is'_tiﬁ_-‘-; C_Q_ﬁ"_"ieipﬁon, a person is
aentical with his bo Some: from the body. That Is, person is not
is a composite enti(t) y. Some dualists, however, believe that a person
S bich s someth 1j/n orle part of which is its body and another part
essentially adheres [g-lmmaterial, the spirit or soul. Thus, dualism
mental bei 0 ‘lhe_ mind-body distinction and persons a
Accord?mgs as distinguished from material bodies ’
gether disﬁiciofri);siatlrtgs,dthe self of a person is something alto-
lacking in all physi ls ho ¥- SO.ﬂ’.le self is altogether non-physical
ton, we can sap tiiafa;hc aracterrstlcs -whatever. On this interpreta:
or soul, hich stands in some specia immaterial substance-—a spirit
body which is its bod - Descar special relation to a certain physical
of a combination of Y. . escartes thinks that a person is some sort
e to one anothe ;m immaterial soul :fmd a physical body, which
union. However, Cartels[ilaz (1; ?:;?;‘mmg;t:riouts reiation of substantial
is imm o : s not maintain that a perso
combi 1?;;2:11 (;s;utf}fé 2n dthe contrary, it maintains that a perssn isl;i
atterly unlike one an Othy al_ld mind. In faci, our bodies and we are
we possess. Our bOd"D er in respect of the sorts of properties that
physical space, wh ies have spatial extension, and a location in
hand, we have JI:l*l()lbler}(:‘[as Wg ha‘ie no such qualities- On the other
o odis are kn fwns '.;;1 htzflerzhgﬁs,lssates 0; consciousness, whereas
But - : alities other than these.
it atil:r?alilffn%ns?nie:; should a pe.rson not simply be identified
answers the abol‘::ey cal body, as Williams has argued? Strawson!?
and feclings do no(?éuszstlon‘. He says, mental states, such as thoughts
like a body, but onl tzm o be properl.y attributable to something
‘T’ who thinks and fzel a person. One is inclined to urge that it is
o be able to think anii rflg(:lmé:::széfv;n if I need to have a body
a . ) i , if 'a person is com
bobci)ydr);lzlsltt S:l;ldzptncpl with it, then it seems that every palz‘?stffd t}?ef
can be part of thi bog tge person but not every part of the person
a person has parts hy.hO, one of the plausible assumptions is that
identical with the, }?)VO(;; ;Ifwzsélpa;ts of .his body, and so it is not
. . " saying thi ;
that a person is composed of body. Al)i tha}:i ig melasn?fs ?;Zt ii?ﬁg;

have both bodil
. y and mental exi
disembodied spirits. existence. Persons are nor purely
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_: éonsciousness and the

subject to which is atributed i's_’_a_-_c'_o:n'tiﬁge'nt relation: According o
him, a persoen is not a purely immaterial subject; rather it is an
e causally ascrib-

embodied person to which mental attributes ar

able. He accepts @ causal relation between the person and his body.
Therefore, according to him, there is no contradiction 1n holding
that a person’s hody would have been inhabited by another person.

Sirawson, however, rejects Ayer’s view, which takes a person apart
from the body. He rejects the idea of causal relation altogether.
than their mind and

According to him, persons are more primitive
body. That is, persons are primary than whereas mind and hody are

secondary.'”

IV. PERSONS AS INDIVIDUALS

1 has adopted the term ‘person’ for a philosophical
use which comces cather closer to common usage than did Locke’s
usage of the form, while it raiscs philosophical problems of its own.
Perhaps it is less disreputable 0 hold that the person is a primitive
concept. This 1 because the Lockean view of the concept of per-
son is a forensic concept, but the Strawsonian concept of person is
a metaphysical concept like that of the self and, therefore, it is not
merely a social or 2 forensic concept.'® Pradhan!? pointed out that
it is metaphysical precisely because it shows how it can be used to

describe the minded being as the unique substance which is not
identical with the body, though it 1s necessarily linked with the

body. That 1s to 53y persons have material bodies and yet are not
on the same levels as the physical bodies of Oorganisms. Persons,
therefore, are not physical things at all and this is because persons
transcend their physical existence.

The transcendental qualities, however, show that persons arc

explainable from the first-person perspective. The first-person per-
7' who experience, as

spective are unique individual or an
Wittgenstein20 points out, that even it is not ‘name’ which can
t the description of

substitute ‘L. Therefore, the first persott is no
because it refers 0 third-person perspective, but

it refers to the person himself or berself. This does not mean that
erson is distinct from this world, but the person is a part of this
world. A Strawsonian persor, to begin with, is to be understood as

P.F. Strawso

any human being,

: _ mere material body, which SR IR
B y; which retains the .
“tomarily observed between person’ and things. = € contrast cus-

Accordin : R -
2o the sta‘istz .[.Sit;z::sol?, eagh of s distingui'sh'es"bemeen himself
or a state of himself S:n 3;; TtigrneT};[and,-hand what is not himself

- ) ) ‘ en the guestion is: :
g}lzkceoﬁ‘,ilzggswo}f ogr making thi‘s c%istinction?q In what W?I;h;:) E‘:ffi
rucs that in ozr Co we make it in the way we do? Strawson?!
particulars. This meaODCCptual SChe'me, material bodies are basic
P hout reforence to ns that Tnat;eleal bodies could be identified
identification and aél Oth.er H.ldeual in particular, whereas the
s rest ultim;telyrz; 51:1;1{11522?{1}1 Of‘ partifculars of other catego-

Then ' . ification of material bodies.
OurselvesSga‘fS?e Hthlilre‘s whet?}er we could make intelligible io
b i, This leads hp ual scheme in w\t‘hich material bodies are not
o rich all the Seglsl to Fhe constructlf)n of a model no-space world
possible (o find a IC;TY 1;61118 are auditory, but in which it did seerr;
by exploiting Certa}; o dc‘)r the idea of a re-identifiable particulars
S Homever thn auditory analogues of the idea of spatial dis-
doiretion was I,nade ;equlrement was for a scheme in which a

Let us now thinke ofetween oneself and what is not one’s scif,
ourselvos. cortain thi some ways in which we ordinarily talk of
ascribed ’to ourselvesn%sfewzkllslccgb::vetodo’ amil which are oxdinarlly
tions . ' ourselves actions and inten-
How:g ::?Sa:;or:;,c;}.ll())ughts and feelings, perceptions and memortieer;

course, not onl dolwe to ourselyves the location and altitude. Of
tuations. but zlso : edasc‘rlbe 0urselve§ temporary conditions, states
aCteriStics’ like hei hrtl lﬁ“lng Chara(:tf.:rlstics', including physical char,-
things that we asc;gi b, shape and weight. That is to say, among the
e L bodies. But et hto ourselves are those that we also ascribe to
ascribe to Ours;e]ves ber: are certain things and attributes that we
bodies. , bui cannot dream of ascribing to material
Let us ta i : .

el facts Ofli:?hzilc;rlls;lal experience. Fl}"Stl, there is a group of empiri-
o osed. the er e most famlhﬁar is that if the eyes of that bddy
facts know,n " tfy)l ° sonhéﬁes r}othmg. To this group belong all the
that what falls wiﬂ:_P thalmic s?rgeon. Secondly, there is the fact
depends in part on tllrll a person’s field of vision at any moment
head is turned i e orientation of his eyes, i.c. the direction his

ned in and on the orientation of his eyeballs in their



" ockets, Thirdly; there is the fact that where he sees from or what
his possible ficld of vision' at any moment is, depends on bis body.
Strawson divides these facts into three groups 10 emphasize the
following—the fact that visual experiences, in all three ways, de-
d on facts about some body or bodies. It is a contingent fact

Fach person’s body occupies 2 special
1 experience. Yor

tain causal po-

pen
that it is the same body.
position in relation to that person’s perceptua
each person, there is one body that occupies a cer
sition in relation to that person’s perceptual experience.

For Strawson, 2 person’s body occupies an important position in

the person’s experience so that he can answer the following ques-

tions satisfactorily:

(a) Why are one’s states of consclousness ascribed to any-

thing at all?

(b) Why are they ascrib
poreal characteristics?®

ed to the same thing as certain cor-

For the Cartesians this question does not arise; it is only
a linguistic illusion that both kinds of predicate are prop-

erly ascribed to on¢ and the same thing, and that there
bject. Descartes says that when
fer to two distinct substances.

The state of CONSCIOUSNESS belongs to one of these siib-
stances and not to the other. Strawson says that he escapes
one of our questions, but it does not escape the other—
why is one’s statc of consciousness ascribed at all, to

is a common owner or su
we speak of a person, we re

anything?

In order to overcome the above problems, Strawson used the

concept of the person as 2 ‘primitive concept?? Then, he said that
the concept of a person is the concept of a type of entity such that
both predicates ascribing states of consciousness and predicates
ascribing corporeal characteristics, a physical situation c. arc equally
applicable to 2 single type.2* Now we can gel answers to the above
two questions. Strawson said that answers to these WO guestions are
connected in this manner, ‘... that a necessary condition of states
of consciousness being ascri

bed at all is that they should be ascribed
to the very same things as certai

n corporeal characteristics, a eI~
tain physical situation and c. That is to say, states of consciousness

Non Matoralsic View of a Prson, iy

<ould ot be asribed at all, where as diey were asrbed t0 por

onn, in the sense I have chimed o s o The o

wsonian view says that a necessary condition of a state OE cove
nu

o ..g;l?sgs:{les'sr}tl)elng ascribed at all is that they should be ascribed t
x Ons' . - " ) e 0
- pe ¢ concept of a person is prior to that of an individual

consciousness. A pe j ,
be a disembodieg ;it;;loi;s'not an embodied ego, but an ego might
Again, Strawson poinis out that one can ascri
: i - ibe states of -
it onsl oy o o e o' e O
of expericnce, In ad;).tt.ers only if one can identity other subjects
vientify them -Onl aq i 1;)).n, pne cannolt identify others if one can
ness, Hle says thg; $ 5U _]t.zcts of experience, of states of conscious-
e 10 the l;odies \(f)V?y \flilll lead to Cartesianism. We cannot but
be sscribed at all. wnl OF er. So state? of consciousness could not
who has a body :So t]eqs6 they are a S.CﬂbEd to an individual person
in the sense of tl‘ie uree prte individual person or consciousness,
says it can exist 0n15 as aefgéolflg . th?t ":E'mnm exist. Strawson
beTanalyzed in terms of the coil;};przo:f- P;gf}sgge concept, and can
cept Z)I?t)ueri ;Eglidrhal consciousness cannot exist as a primary con-
it might have a logi ilexplanatlon of the concept of a person, but
ceptual scheme eil:::}? stecondary existence. From within our con-
survival of bod’il de (;1 us can conceive of his or her individual
thoughts and rrxe}I,'noriElt : One- has to think of oneself as having
ied state is only a sec es dm a disembodied state. But this disembod-
of persons as Cmbod(i)nd 21131" y concept, because one cannot but think
is not an embodied ed beings. According to Strawson, “A person
a person.’?® As we have seeri3 lihc;rlenglr‘:d;l;;uiiﬁc(l)m }t}a\dng been
roperl i ST ’ nds of predi
}C)atei aniiﬁ’llgg tt}(l)olsndl\;:duals of this type. The first ki'nc{) of p(;acl‘?is—
bodies to which we de that are also properly applied to material
calls Mopredicates Toh not ascribe states of consciousness, which he
such as ‘thinking- hardC’ Sfflizgjf ?EJ eGC(zlr,lSiSts of those predicates
redicates. ’ od’, etc., which he calls P-
fo e undeit}:g ;ffg;”et,h Stl(":::flscc:; tsa);s that the concept of persoi 1ijs
. . ol a type i
predicates ascribing states of conscim};ls)ne:sf Zit{:ltyt;;;i: ?sif‘i?i);h
: £




" corporeal characteristics (M-predicates) are equally applicable to
an individual entify. RN "
Then, he said, ... the concept of a person is to be understood

as the concept of a type of entitj# such that both predicates ascrib-

ing states of consciousness and predicates ascribing corporeal
characteristics, a physical situation and c. are equally applicable to
an individual entity of that type.’?’ Strawson is not taking the con-
cept of person as a secondary concept in relation to two primary
kinds, a particular consciousness and a particular body (human).

Then Strawson says that ‘... though not all P-predicates are what we

should call “predicates ascribing states of consciousness” (€.g. “oo-

ing for a walk” is not), they may be said to have this in common,

that they imply the possession of consciousness on the part of that
to which they are ascribed.’® :

From the above standpoint, what Strawson want to say 18 that
‘one ascribes P-predicates 10 others on the strength of observation
of their behaviour; and that behavioural-criteria one goes on are
not just signs of the presence of what is meant by the P-predicates,
but are criteria one goes on are not just signs of the presence of
what is meant by the p-predicates, but are criteria of a logically
adequate kind for the ascription of the ]E’—predicates.’29 This claim
shows that a person is immaterial because the states of conscious-
ness is applicable to a persof. This is because there are predicates
which could be both self-ascribable and other-ascribable to the same
individual. But there remain many cases in which one has an en-
tirely adequate basis for ascribing a P-predicate 10 oneself, and yet,
this basis is distinct from those on which one ascribes the predicates
to another. In other words, these predicates have the same mean-
ing and both ways of ascription is in one perfect individual. That
is why P-predicates have certain characteristics such as ‘I am in

ain’, ‘1 am depressed’, and etc., and one should not ascribe to
somebody from these observations because this leads to third-per-
son perspective of the concept of person.

Moreover, the above explanation leads to an important question:
‘How can one ascribe to oneself, not on the basis of observation,
the very same thing that others may have, on the basis of observa-
tion, reason of a logically adequate kind for ascribing one, which
might be phrased?’® Strawson says that the above question may be

o How 'ér:g.‘i:ga?r_le,-_whlch_ might be phrased. The questions
person b]agl cates pos&ble?’_-.d_r ‘how is the conce
_person. possibies = Strawson at these pt of a
. those two earlier questi says that these two questions replace
- sciousness ascribed to anyth that are: why arc one’s states of con-
;:'the."'same thing as c;)r;?r};tt;r;i;rtei}ll? ﬁnd why ace they ascribed to
these two auecti : . characteristics? The ans
cept ofpel"(io:els-utzfii rbe inhereted in the primitiveness of thge;oti
' because he or, she whecfiuse t}.le L-m.ique character of P-predicates
_ The attributes of P- Odl-s an individual possess the P-predicates.
g AurIoBiEs ¢ Pre 1ca_tes make a person as an individ '1.
'€ etaphysical beings claiming an ontological realit;1 Ciln.

the'sense that the
s y could not b .
‘cal essence. ¢ what they are without a metaphysi-
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