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scientific principles.™’
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PREFACE

Briefly stated the aim of this paper is to examine
the relationship between the theory of personal identity

which Hume evolves in Book I of his Treatise of Human Nature

and the concept of the self which is utilised in the devel-
opment of the doctrines of sympathy and the passions in Book
IT of the Treatise. Several leading commentators, notably
Norman Kemp-Smith, have claimed that Hume's doctrines of
Book II require a concept of personality which is contrary
to that presented in Book I. We hope to dembnstrate here
that this claim is unfounded.

Hume arrives at his theory of personal identity via
a two-fold approach which characterises the whole of Book I.
In the first place he carries out a programme of logical
analysis whereby he seeks to invalidate rationalistic conce=~
pts traditionally advanced to justify common-sense beliefs
- and assumptions, Secondly, he gives his own psychological
explanation for these common-sense beliefs and assumptions,

Among the concepts eliminated in his logical enguir-
ies are those of 'substance' and of a 'simple, identical
self!' which are often utilised to explain the origin of the
awareness of personal identity. ..In place of these, Hume

substitutes a complex psychological mechanism with which

iv
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he explains the origin of the awareness of identity of perss

onality in terms of discrete perceptions which are united by

the brute force of the imagination.

In short, Hume asserts that the identity of self is a
mere fiction. The concept has no application to reality, bes
cause Teéality, as he defines it, nowhere manifests a simple,

identical self. His whole awareness is permeated exclusively

with perceptions "which succeed each other with an incon-
ceivable rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux and movement.¥

(T.252) The fiction of personal identity arises solely as -

the result of the operations of the imagination upon percep:h
tions, and has no other basis or justification,

 In Book II of the Treatise this concept of the perss=
onality &ppears to be forsaken. There Hume speaks as though
the self, immutable and enduriné; wereidirecﬁly apprehended

in some way, and as though it were not merely a fabrication

of the imaginations "!'Tis evident, that the idéa, or rather

impression of purselveé is always intimately present with us,
and that our consciousness gives us so lively a conception of
our own person, that 'tis not possible to imagine, that any
thing can in this parﬁicular go beyond it.¥® (T.317)

|  Kemp~Smith contends that Hume has not slippea into a

careless way of speaking here. -Instead he believes that Hume

was aware that the doctrines of Book II actually require the

latter sort of concept of the self, In opposition to Kemp~

Smith, we will argue here that Hume's original theory of the

v
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personality is both adequate for, and consistent:.with the
doctrine of Book II.

It is a matter of some debate as to how far Hume
himself was afflicted with a sense of the inadequacy of his

early theory of personal identity. Xemp=-Smith and Charles

" Hendel both believe that Hume was forced into his later

manner of speaking because he realised that his original

- theory of personal identity simply would not do.

This claim islworthy of examination as a postscript
to this paper. For this reason Chapter V is devoted to an
evaluation of the evidence advanced for it. We shall argue;
that while there‘is some'justification-for the belief that
Hume did reject his doctrine of personal identity as express-
ed in Book I, conclusive proof for the view is not forth-
coming. It will be seen, perhaps, that it is equally poss-
ible to hold that Hume omitted his theory from his lafer
works in obedience to the dictates of literary expediency.

The present paper is déVeloped in the following way:
Chapter I deals with Hume's definition and classification of
the elements of ekperience, together with the evolution of
his theory of meaning; Chapter II is concerned with his
semantic and logical attacks on the concepts of 'self! and
'substance'; his denial that the external world is knowable,
and the development of his doctrine of natural belief as an

explanation of the origin of these concepts; Chapter III

vi



contains a critical examination of his analysis of the cond-
itions for numerical identity and its alleged inapplicability
to the world of experience, together with a detailed account
of the conditions necessary for the awareness of personal
identity; in Chapter IV an analysis is made of the relatioﬁ-
ship between the concept of personal identity advanced in
Book I, and presented in Chapter III of this paper, and the
concept of the self which Hume appears to require in Book II;
finally, in Chapter V an attempt is made to reveal the
impossibility of attributing with any certainty a specific
motive to Hume for his later omission of his theory of pers-
onal identitye. |

I should like to express my thanks to my thesis
supervisor Dr. J. Noxon for his helpful criticism and encours
aging advice, and to the second reader lr, J. Bristol.

My thanks are also due to the other members of the
Department, both for their comments and for the loan of many
useful texts, and finally to the Province of Ontario for the

Fellowship which made my studies possible,
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CHAPTER T

HUME'S THECRY OF MEANING

- Hume has two main aims in Book I of the Treatises, Ths
first is to offer a critical appraisal of rationalistic exp-
lanations of the problems which arise when common-sense assumne
ptions, beliefs and habits are made the subjects of philosoph=
ical reflection, His second aim is to provide a naturalistic
explanation of these problems. The critical and explanatory
aims will be the subjects of Chapters II and III respectively.
The present Chapter will be devdted to an outline of the
basis of Hume's philosophy as it appears in the opening pass—

ages of Book I,

In the opening passages Hume outlines the scope of his
investigations. He is to be concerned entirely with percept-
ions and with the operations of the mind upon perceptions,

His approach is fundamentally psychological, and the psychol-
ical prihciples which he evolves here will provide the bases
of his explanatory work later in Book I.

At the same time, however, he evolves a theory of
meaning which is best described as logical. It springs from
what passes as a piece of psychological reasoning, but is
itself essentially a general criterion of meaningfulness, %his

criterion plays an important part in Hume's critical passages

: A
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and the course of its evolution will be examined in some
detail in this Chapter.

QUme's procedure throughout Book I is a curious mix~
ture of the psychological and the logical. The conflicting
aims of these.two‘modes of investigation give rise‘to a- great
deal of discord, at least on the verbal surface, and a care-
ful examination of the opening passages of Book I is essen-
tial to a fuller understanding of the construction which
Hume places upon personal'identityo

Hume begins the Treatise with a definition of the

limits of human experience: PAll the pefceptions of the

. human mind resolve themselves into two distinct kinds which

1

I shall call IMPRESSIONS and IDEAS." (T.l) The implication

here is that human experience is limited to what is perceived.
This initial assumption will have important repercussions in
Hume's discussion of personal identity.

Subsumed under the genus 'perception! are the two
species 'impressions'! and 'ideas'. Their differentia are
'force! and 'liveliness':

The difference between these consists in the degrees

of force and liveliness with which they strike upon

the mind, and make their way into our thought and
consciousnesss Those perceptions, which enter with
most force and violence, we may name impressions;

and under this name I comprehend all our sensations,
passions and emotions,.as they make their first

i .

David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed. Lo.A.

Selby-Bigge (@xford: Clarendon Press, 1888}. All
references in this paper to the Treatise are to this edition,
and are acknowledged by the use of the letter 'T'" and the
appropriate page numbers placed in brackets .




y appearance., in the soul, By ideas I mean the faint
g images of these in thinking and reasoning; such as,
for instance, are all the perceptions excited by the
present discourse, excepting only, those which arise
from the sight and touch, and excepting the immed-
iate pleasure or uneasiness it may occasion. (T.l)

These differentia have a distinctly psychological ;

flavour and are eloéuent testimonials to the empirigal asp-
ect of Book I, for'its first majdr distinction rests upon
the description of mental phenomena. The use of such term-
inology need not, of course, detract from the philosophical
value of the work. Descartes, after all,‘séw fit to allow
the description of mental images to play'a crucial part in
his philosophy, as witness his use of the terms fclear!

and ‘'distinct! as applied to ideas. -Indeéd,'Hume's diffef—

entia highlight a feature of great philosophical importance

in his work, namely its sdlipsistic orientation.

- It seems to be understood in the opening passages of
Book I that perceptions are privy to the individuél perceiver.
Hume acknowledges from the outset that he is hedged about, as
it were, by his own sense data which he chooses to cali '
perceptions. It follqws that reality can be éataloguedhonly &
in terms of impressions and ideas which are the species of
perceptions, Hume's position is one of isolation from what
we normally call the external world and from what we coﬁm—
only regard as being other minds. In this position he is
faced with accounting for the differences we draw between

'actual'! objects and the representations of these provided
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by the memory and by the imagination. Since the sum total
of Humean experience is perceptions, the difference must lie
between the perceptions themselves, for they are the only
possible source of such differentiation. This difference
Hume attributes to the varying degrees of force and live-
liness manifested by perceptions. Impressions correspond
to what we normally call perceptions of the senses, and ideas
correspond to the products of the memory or of the imagin-
ation, and the latter differ from the former in being less
vivid or forceful,
There is, too, yet another class of impressions.
Its members are those perceptions which we normally describe
as internal sensations, such as fear, anger or love, and
these are produced only on the prior appearance of impressions
of the senses or on the prior appearance of ideas. Even
so they are differentiated from ideas by their superior
force or liveliness.
rfdlume is well aware that the differentia 'force'! and
'liveliness' do not always enable us to distinguish between
our impressions and our ideas. On some occasions our imag-
ination can produce perceptions whose intensity approaches
that of impressions:
Every one of himself will readily perceive the diff-
erence betwixt feeling and thinking. The common
degrees of these are easily distinguished; tho!' it
is not impossible but in particular instances they
may very nearly approach to each other. Thus in
sleep, in a fever, in madness, or in any very viol-

ent emotions of soul, our ideas may approach to our
impressions: As on the other hand it sometimes hapo-



ens, that our impressions are so faint and low, that.
we cannot distinguish them from our ideas. (To.l=2)-

There would be a problem here in any philosophy,

solipsist or otherwise. It is always difficult to differen-

tiate between the products of sensation and vivid dreams or
persistent hailucinations when the latter are actually being
experienced, The most we can say 1is that we generaily know
when we are not dreaming or when we are not the victims of
hallucinations. However, the fact that we do differentiate
between 'feeling? and 'thinking',~6rAbétween sensing and.
imagining, showsiﬁhat the problem is not.insuperable,'and

that there are criteria which can be appliéd with great

expectation of success., Hume chooses 'force! and fliveliness',

but is prepared to concede that they have only a general

application:

But notwithstanding this near resemblance in a few
instances, they are in general so very different,
that no-one can scruple to rank them under distinct
heads, and assign to each a peculiar name to mark
the difference. (T.2) '

.

O L

The investigation proceeds on a psychological level,

e M

and Hume further subdivides perceptions into'simple and
complex: %®3imple perceptions or impressions and ideas are
such as admit of no distinction nor separation. The com-
plex are the contrary of these, and may be distinguished
into parts.” (T.2)

Hume is not saying here that we perceive only'simples

and later combine them into complexes. He 1s merely saying
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that all complex perceptions can-be analysed into discrete, -
simple perceptions: #Tho'! a particular colour, taste, and
smell are qualities all unlted together in this apple, 'tis
easy to perceive they are not the.same,vbut are at least
distinguishable from each other.® (T.2) .

At first sight this passage looks very much like a
piece of psychological analysis, By !'psychological? we mean
here the deScription of mental phenomena, the classification
of mental phenomena into various groups, and the derivation
of general laws from the observed behaviour of such phenomena,
Hume appears to be saying that the perception ‘'apple? is | |

composed of several constituent'simple perceptions, If

' complex perceptiohs are so constructed then the constituent

Vsimples can be perceived apart from the complex as percep-
tions in their own right. This form of distinguishing would -
be merely a matter of observation, on the same level as the

observation of the varying forcefulness or vivacity of

perceptions,

However, in the section on-abstract ideas Hume appears

to indicate that this interpretation is not strictly correct.

There is the suggestion that simples are the products of
logical as opposed to psychological analysis:

‘A person who desires us to consider the figure of
a globe of white marble without thinking on its
colour, desires an impossibility; but his meaning
- 1is, that we shou'd consider the colour and figure
together but still keep in our eye the resemb-
lance to the globe of black marble, or that to
any other globe of whatever colour or substance@ (Te 25)
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The term 'logical analysis! wduld be a more apﬁ description -
of this process than 'psychologicai analysis', for it is
clear that the complek percéption has not actually been
broken up into discrete perceptions. The complex perception
remains as a whole; but one aspect of it is'compaféd with a
resembling aspect of yet another complex. For this~pfocess
Hume adopts the title 'distinection of réason': "We consider
the figure and‘CQiourltqgethgr;usince they are in effect the
same and uﬁdistinguishable; but still view them‘in different
aspects, according to the reéémblances, of which they are
susceptible.® (T.25) | |

Now the account he hasfgiven of this'procedure‘con-

- flicts with an earlier account he has given of the role

played by the imagination: ¥All simple idéas may be separated
by the imagination,; and may be uniﬁed again in what form it
pleases.”™ (T.10) In this passage Huﬁe explicitly states that
simples are perceptually discrete. 'That is, simple percep-
tions can be separated off from complex percéptions aﬁd can
become individﬁalvperceptions. The two acéounts he gives of
the power of the imagination and of abstract ideas are
obviously in conflict. This makes for a great deal of diff-
iculty in the interpretation of Hume's doctrine of éimple
ideas. Laird asks somewhere, "Is the simple supposed to be
analytically simple or wvisibly simple?", and Maund laments

the fact that Hume "never realised that what is logically



1
simple is not necessarily psychologically simple."

Whether Hume realised that the problem existed or
not, he never offers any solution for it. In the absence of
a solution of his own making it would not, perhaps, be amiss

to construct one using the following passage as a guide:

Since all ideas are deriv'd from impressions, and
are nothing but copies and representations of them,
whatever is true of the one must be acknowledg'd
concerning the other. Impressions and ideas differ
only in their strength and vivacity. It cannot
therefore be affected by any variation in that
particular. An idea is a weaker impression; and as
a strong impression must necessarily have a deter-
minate quantity and quality, the case must be the
same with its copy or representative. (T.19)

AR

lume holds that all ideas are merely copies of imp-

ressions, and that there exist no ideas in the mind which have

not been preceded by impressions which they resemble in every

respect except their vivacity. The origins of this principle
will be examined in the following pages of this Chapter. For
the present it is sufficient to note that since every idea is
preceded by a resembling impression, the sine qua non of
every simple, unanalysable idea must be the prior occurrence
of a simple, unanalysable impression. If this interpretation
is adopted it must follow that the imagination does not have
the power to separate out the simple components of a complex

perception. However, the imagination would still have the

1 :
Constance iaund, "“Home's Treatment of Simples”,
Froceedings of the Aristotelian Society, N.3. 35, (1934-35).
The quotation from Laird appears in iaund's articles
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ability to separate complexes one from another and to unite-

simples which were originally presented as simple impressionse.

Kemp-Smith is in sympatay with this interpretation.
His comment on the above'passage is: ‘"Negatively staped, this
means that no abstraction is capable of real existence, tﬁat
none therefore can be sensibly perceived, and ﬁhét'there
being no sense-impression of the abstract, there can be no
image of it." That is, unless simples are given in exper-
ience, they can have no real existence but are distinguishable,

only by means of the distinction of reason. Hume's analysis

.of the apple must therefore be a logical\one, and the fruits

of such an'analysis‘must be logical and not psychological

.. entities. --

Having attempted,‘not:altogether successfully, to
divide perceptions into.simple and complex, Hume sets about
constructing a general theory of meaniﬁg, Hume 's theory Qf
meaning is a typical child of the Treatise, manifesting as it
does both psychological and logidal aspects. It.appeérs to
be born of psychological analyéis, but it more likely that it
is the logical outcome of the initial postulates of Book I.
Its function appears to be that of a psychological yardstick,
but it can and does function as a most potent logical weapon

when wielded against the concepts of rationalism. Certainly

1
Norman Kemp-Smith, The Philosophy of David Hume,

(Macmillan: London, 1964), p. 258,
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it has profound consequences for the doctrine of personal
identity.

The genesis of Humz's theory of meaning comes about in
the following way. He observes that his impressions and ideas
bear a strong resemblance to one another., When he shuts his
eyes after surveying his chamber, he finds that the images of
his chamber and of its contents are still present. These
differ from the images previously eiperienced only in their
force and vivacity. It would not be true, however, to say
that all ideas resemble impressions. Although it is poss-i-~
ible to imagine a city such as the hNew Jerusalem, no one can
claim that he has seen it.

While it is not always true that ideas have resembling
impressions, in the case of simple impressions and ideas "the
rule here holds without any exception, and . . . every simple
idea has a simple impression which resembles it; and every
simple impression a correspondent idea." (T.3) Simple ideas
and impressions attend one another constantly, and ®Such a
constant conjunction, in such an infinite number of instances,
can never arise from chance; but clearly proves a dependence
of the impressions on the ideas, or of the ideas on the
impressions." (To.4-~5) Not only is there a simple impression
corresponding to every simple idea, but their constant
conjunction proves that one is depenuent on on the other.

To prove that impressions always precede therideas

which they resemble Hune offers two demonstrations. The
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first of these is as follows: *To give a child an idea of
scarlet or ofange, of sweet or bitter, I present the objects,
or in other words, donvey to him these impressions; but proc-—
eed not so absurdly, as to endeavour to produce the impresss -
ions by exciting'the ideas." (T.5} We do not proéeed'so .
absurdly simply bécausé no impression ié éver seen to follow
an idea in these circumstances, while on the other hand,

*any impressions either of the mind or body‘is constantly

followed by an idea, which resembles it, ahd.is only diff-

‘erent in the degrees of force and liveliness.® (T.5)

The second demonstration makes the_point that those

who have been blind from birth pannbﬁkhaﬁeéanyvidéaeéf:nplour,

. Whilecthese W@o have been deaf from birth are likewise devoid

~

of any idea of sound. YNor is this only true, where_the

organs of sensation are éntirely destroy'd, but likewise wheré

they have never been put in action to produce a particuiar

impression. We cannot form to oursélves a Jjust idea of the

taste of a pine-apple, without having actually tasted it.¥ (T.5)
From both prodfs it follows: "That all our simple

ideas in their first appearance are deriv'd from simple imp~

ressions, which are correspondent to them, and which they
1

exactly represent.®™ (Tok)

Hume uncovers a contrary instance Pwhich may prove,

1
Italicised in the text.
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that 'tis not absolutely impossible for ideas to go before
vtheir correspondent impressions." (T.5) The contrary inst-
ance can arise when a man is confronted with a chart cont-
aining all the shades of blue except one in order of intens-
ity. Hume contends that, although the man may never have
seen the missing shade of blue, he can tell, from the gap in

the gradations of intensity of the colours, the intensity of

the missing shade and the place from which it is missing,

This experiment does not shake Hume's faith in his newly

discovered principle, that all ideas are copiés of preceding

impressions which they exactly resemble in all respects but

their vivacity. The contrary instance "is so particular and
singular, that 'tis scarce worth ouf observing, and does not
merit that for it alone we should alter our general maxim.®
(T.6)

Eendel takes the view that Hume's experiment with the
shade of blue is a sure indication that he has no intention
of universalising his maxim. In other words he believes that
Hume has developed a purely psychological thedry by a process

of inductive generalisation:

It is a "general maxim® that holds for the phenomena
or the conjunctions of experience so far observed,
but then the possibility always remains open for the
appearance of something new and different which as a
contrary instance may serve as a proof that. the prin-
ciple nmust not be treated as a universal one., It is
not a principle of reason; nor does it express a
Yrelation of ideas"™ where there can be "insight into




the necessity of the relaiion. It is, in sum, an
"experimental principle".

In the Introduction to the Treatise Hume does speak
as though it is his intention to become a practical psycho-=
logist. He says that his aim is to %Yexplain the principles
of human nature®" (T.xx), and he proposes to do this by means
of.“careful and exact experiments®. (To.xxi) By experimentat-
ion he appears to mean the observation of the human mind in
tdifferent circumstances and situationsY. (T.xxi) From these
experiments he hopes to derive principles, or laws of human
conduct. He emphasises that his principles will be derived
solely from experience, and that, "although we must endeav-
our to render all our principles as universal as possible"
(Toxxi), w2 cannot go beyond experience. Among other things,
this obviously means that Hume cannot claim universality for
any of his principles because he would be unable to carry out
sufficient experiments. There is alWays the possibility that
a contrary instance will present itself in the very next
experiment:

The sum of what has been said about this experiment

with the shade of blue as it bears on the principle

is simply that the principle is the first result of

Hume's experimental method of reasoning. The

"limitation" upon the principle required by the
fact that there is a real objection to it is that

el
C.W. Hendel, Studies in the Philosophy of David

Hume, (Bobbs-itierrill: liew York, 1963), p. 43U.
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it has the_value only of -probability and not that of:
knowledge.l v

H.H. Price, while endorsing Hendel's interpretation,
claims that its psychologism is not the most important feat-
ure of Hume's first principle. As far as Price is concerned

"the doctrine that all mental images are derived from imp-

ressions, whether it is true or false, is not of the faintest

philosophical interest. It is a psychological doctrine, not
5 p
a philosophical one%, Of real significance for philosophy

is Hume's insistence that Pall our understanding af géneral
symbols rests ultimately on ostensive definition™,

In clarification of this comment Price divides symb-

ols into two classes, namely primary and secondary:

A secondary symbol is one which is definable in R
terms of other general symbols; for example,

murder is defined in terms of malice, killing,

and human being, and dragon is defined in terms’

of winged, fire-breathing, and reptile. Zvent-
ually, perhaps, after a number of stages, we

shall come down to certain primary symbols which 4
cannot be defined in terms of other symbols at all.

Using this new distinction, Price reformulates Hume's

first principle in the following way: .  ¥The meaning of a.

- primary general symbol is given, and can only be given, by

pointing to a particular whicii we are acquainted with in

1
Ibido, po 14—32.

2H.H, Price, "The Permanent Significance of Hume's
Philosophy"”, Philosophy, (1940), p. 10. :

3Ibid.
kibid., p. 11.
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sense or introspection, and saying 'That is an instance of
what I mean by the term "so-—and—so“.”’l

Price offers two reasons for his preference for this
reformulation. The first is that it avoids Hume's "idea-
terminology". By this Price refers to Eume's preoccupatioﬁ
with perceptions and his attempts to classify them into
impressions and ideas and into simple and complex. It is
Price's belief that "The word 'idea' is one of the most
pernicious sources of confusion in the whole history of phil-
osophy®, and that even Hume, Yperhaps the cleverest man who
ever used it", falls foul of its "baneful influence®.

We have already experienced the baneful influence of
Hume's terminology in our examination of his doctrine of
sinple ideas. There we saw that Hune's distinction between
simple and complex breaks down on the psychological level,
The solution then suggested was that we should regard the
analysis of complex ideas info simple ideas as an example of
logical analysisoe

According to Price the simple~complex distinction is
part of Hume's attempt to show in psychological terms how
concepts are constructed. The ﬁeaning of the word ‘'apple't,
for example, is provided by the sum total of the siuple

ideas which make up the complex idea 'apple'. hLowever, in

lTbid.
2Tbid.,
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view of the difficulties which arise from a doctrine of
psychological simples, Price would prefer to regard all
simples as merely logical simples. Hume's first principle
could then operate as a logical criterion of meaning unen-
_cumbered by the capriées of mental phenomena., This would
be a very useful extension of the interpretatioh élreaqy
advanced by us of the doctrine of simples.

Price's second reason for the reformulation of Hume's
first principle is that, as derived by Hume, it is nothing
more thar an inductive generalisation. Hendel, of course,
has amply expanded this comment. As an inductive general~'
isation only, says Price, it is of very little value to
" philosophy: . |

We are all familiar with the universal greeness,

but who of us can recall the particulars from which -

he originally abstracted it? But even if we could

recall them, it would not mend the matter. For if
this is the right way to test the principle -, it
follows that the Principle ~ whether it survives

the test or not - can be nothing but an inductive

generalisation . . . and it would be 3 psychological

proposition, not a philosophical one.™

Whether Hume thought of his fdirst principle.as a
psychological one or as a logical one, and all the evidence
tends to show that he held the former view, his commentators
tend to believe that its true worth liés in its utility as

an instrument for logical analysis. Only as a logical tool

can it have uniVersal application to philoscphical problems.

11pig,
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Whatever the opinions present day psychologists have of
Hume's theories, Kemp-Smith sums up the judgement of phil-
osophers in these words: "Hume's tendency to substitute
psychological for logical analysis is the more to be regretted
that it is in his logic that his genius shines most brightly."

We have several times in this Chapter referred to Hume
as a psychologist. ‘However, it is important to point out that
however much he may resemble one he is not a psychologist in
the modern sense of the term. In the first place he believes
that there are four sciences which are essential to the
investigation of human nature. These are logic, morals, crit-
icism and politics:

The sole end of logic is to explain the principles

and operations of our reasoning faculty, and the

nature of our ideas: morals and criticism regard our

tastes and sentiments: and politics consider men as

united in society, and dependent on each other. 1In

these four sciences of Logic, Morals, Criticism, and

Politics, is ccmprehended almogt every thing, which

it can in any way import us to be acquainted with,

or which can tend either to the improvement or orn-
ment of the human mind. (T.xix-xx)

As Basson points outzlthis passage shows that Hume is
not restricting himself to the science of psychology as we
understand it today. Hume is rather examining the foundations
of human knowledge. Hume, says Basson, wishes to do this in

order to limit the scope of the human understanding. The

lKemp-Smith, op. cit., p. 561

2A.H, Basson, David Hume, (London: Penguin, 1958),
Pp. 20-32,
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force of Hume's first'principle is that nothing can be con~
ceived which has not beenéxperienc_edn Consequently, since -
impressions are prior to all other experience on them must

rest the foundation of all human knowledge. Modern psycho-
logists do ﬁot maké statements like this.. Generally they e

confine themseives tc cataloguing human reactions to certain

" situations and to deriving laws of human behaviour from large

i

numbers of observations of human behaviour in controlled

situations.

In the second place Hume's experiments bear littile
resemblance to modern psychological experiments. Basson
is quite explicit on this point:

It looks as if Hume is bound to establish the limits
of the human understanding by a process of cautious
generalisation from a large number of individual
observations and experiments, One pictures the care-
ful examination of a large and fair sample of man-
kind, the noting of some features common to all the
‘men in the sample, and the extension of these feat~
ures to all men in general by induction. This is
our average picture of scientific procedure, and
perhaps Hume: really believed at times that he was
using some such procedure. -But the arguments heq
actually uses do not follow this simple pattern.

Hume does not prove his principles as a modern psych~
ologist would, He rather chooses to persuade his readers to

2
adopt then. The way he does this is by challenging them to

1Ibid., p. 25.
' ZQDVQ BaSSOD, ODe Cita, PPo 25”260
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experiment upon themselves:

The proof of universal correspondence between simple
impressions and simple ideas falls into three parts:
a report, a request, and a challenge.- Hume first -
reports that when he examines the ideas in his own -
mind, he finds that as a matter of fact in his case
every idea is a copy of an impression. He then
requests the reader to satisfy himself in allike
manner that all his ideas are copies of impressionss,
Then he challenges anyone who disagrees to produce
an idea which does not correspond to any possible
impression. Since no one answers his ihallenge, he
regards his conclusion as established. .

Furthef it is interesting to note that Hume's lexper-
iments"appear to provide hiﬁ wiﬁh‘immediate acéuaintance with
the principles of the human mind. ‘It almqst seémsfthat Huﬁé'
intuits hié principles in some way, but hé,himself believed
that they were direétly experieﬁced'together with.the
situatibﬁg uﬂder serutiny. Kemp~3mith briﬂgs out this latter
feature of Hume's method when he compares it With Newton's:

The term 'principle', as he :Newbton :already uses it
in his early work® (and as Hume also frequently
employs it), does not_mean what we are accustomed to
mean by 'principle'. [Newtoﬁ]usually means by it a
- character which happens to be for us an ultimate
. character, and which is learned -directly from sense-
experience. As instances of such "'principles' he
cites mass, gravity, and cohesion in bodies. They
are sensible qualities and have the manifest charac-
acter proper to all sensible qualities. The other

11pid., pp. 35-36.

2Kemp~Smith is réferring'to the Queries which Newtdn
appended to his Opticks.
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term which he favours, in addition to 'manifest!?!
quality, and which allows of more general use, is
'phaenomenon' ~ the Greek term being taken in its
- positive and complimentary (not in its denigratory,
- Kantian) sense as signifying what does, beyond all
question, actually present itself to us in experience.
. In contrast to phenomena he sets the occult, meanin%
thereby what is not manifest, the secret or hidden.
What, then, is Hume's relation to the modern logician?
~Modern logicians purport to be searching for a body of univer-
sal, necessary truths, Hume denies that there are any such
truths, or at least if there are théy are not evident to the-
human understanding., Human knowledge, he says, is limited .
to experieﬁce, and if experience does not furnish. universal-
ity, there can be no universal truths as far as mankind is
. concerned: "And tho' we must endeavour to render all our
principles as universal as possible, by tracing up our exper-
iments to the utmost, and explaining all effects from the
simplest and fewest causes, 'tis still certain we cannot go
beyond experience.” {(T.xxi) Similarly if necessity is not
experienced as belonging to things, then it must be construed
that it is imposed on the world by the mind. Hume, in fact,
later tries to show that necessity is not a part of the order
of things, but is merely a construction  placed upon the
world by the imagination (T. 165).

This is a direct challenge to Price's proposed ammernd-

ments. He would have Hume formulate logical laws, but Hume

lop. cit., p. 55.
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is actually telling us that no such laws can be formulatéd,
or at least no oﬁe would know whether or not any such lawé
were universal and necessary.

In‘effect, of cdurse, both men have(formulated meta-
physical propositions. Hume states categorically that ex;—
erience cannot fgrnish knowledge of universaliﬁy; and he
denies that there is'any experienﬁe of'necessity in‘things; -
Frice simply chqoses to believe that universal and necessary
principles can be formulated. Hume offers no HOrﬁaily
acceptable proof of his denial'that such truths can ever bé
known, for he arrives at it neither byAiﬁductiOn nor by a
process of deduction.. |

R .. Probably the strongest proof which either Prige or
Hume can offer is thé utility of their respective beliefs.-
Price recommends his on the grounds that it‘is more effic-
acious than Hume's, while Hume annquﬁces that, although his
theory is no more nor less certain than mahy others, it will
in the end prove to be more valuable: ¥Where experiménts of -
this kind are judiciously collected and compared, we may hope

to establish on them a science, which will not be inferior in

certainty, and will be_much superior in utility to any other
of human comprehension.m (Tuxxiii)

Basson argues that fhe only grounds for accepting or
rejecting Hume's theory lie in ‘an assessment of its value.
However, he believes, as Price appears to do, that Hume's

theory of impressions and ideas is only one of many poss-—
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ible frames of reference which can be used to talk about
human knowledge. First and foremost Basson,-like Price,
claims that Hume's first principle is-no more than a part of
a system which has been especially designed for the analysis
of human understanding. Whatever Hume thought of his theory,
this is how it appears to work. Basson points out that it 1is
‘the usefulness of Hume's theory, and not its psychological
overtones, that many other philosophers haﬁe been concerned
to deprecate: |

Hume *s theory of impressions and ideas, and . .

the connexion between them, is not so much a psycho-
logical theory to be verified by observation, as an -
attempt to provide a framework for analysis. It is
more like a system of measurement than a physical
theory. And there cannot be any question of the truth
of a system of measurement, but only a question of

its value or usefulness for some purpose. This 1is
independent of any opinion Hume himself may have had
about the absolute validity of his scheme. Cartesian
coordinates do not provide the only possible frame of
reference for events in physical space, although’
Descartes may have thought they did. 1In a like manner,
Hume's impressions and ideas do not provide the only
possible frame of reference for events in the mental
world; and, indeed, attacks on Hume, although they
have often had the outward appearance of questioning
the psychological validity of his scheme, have invar-
iably been directed at its alleged explanatory inad-
equacy.

- Hume himself is delighted with his first principle and
heralds it as a major discovery: "No discovery cou'd have.

been made more happily for deciding all controversies conc—

lBasson, Op. _cite, P. Lho
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erning.ideas, than thet above mention;d,—thetIimpressions
always take the precedency of them, and that every idea,
with which the imagination is furnish'd, first makes its
appearance in a correspondent 1mpre531on.“ (T. 33)

In the application of his principle in Book I of the
 Treatise to the concepts of rationalism Hume displays a ruth-
lessness which ill becomes his statement that the first
principle is an inductive generalisation. It does seem that
Basson is correct when he says: ®No matter how he purports:
to prove his principle, the use he mekes of it shows that

" for him an idea is by definition a copy of an impression.®

" The principle is applied with devestating effect to
contomporarv.notions of necessity, space and time, matter,
1mmaterlal substance, and the self., Reid. calls it the
'principle of Inqulsltlon' and illustrates in whimsical
language the auto-da-fé of the termlnolovy of the rational-
ists which takes place in Book I

" The articles of inquisition are few indeed but very
dreadful in their consequences; Is the prisoner an
impression or an idea? If an idea, from what imp-
ression copied? * And if it appears that the pris-
oner is neither an impression, nor an idea copied
.from some impression, immediately, without being
allowed to offer anything in arrest of judgement,
he is sentenced to pass.out of existence and to be,
in all time to come, an empty unmeaning sound or
the ghost of a departed entity. Before this dread-
ful tribunal, cause and effect, time and place,

1Tpid., p. 37.



matter and spirit, have been tried and cast.l

In this Chapter we have explored the opening sect-
ions of the first Book of the Ireatise and have observed the.
tangle of péychological and logical avenues of investigation
wnich Hume is pursuing. We:have:seen that Hume appears to
be attempting a'quasi—psyghologiéal description‘of human

‘behaviour. - The second is that he has evolved what is to all

outward appearandes a toal for pSychologicai enguiries, but
which with only a slight modification of interpretation can
be seen to be a tool for légical analysis. These develop-
ments are crucial to the evolution of his theory of personal
identitj° He uses'logical analysis to unseat.established
notions, and reverts to his role as an eighteenth century
psychologist to explain_how it is that we come to believe in
a simple;'identical self when no such entity is ever exper-
ienced, These cfitical and explanatory aspects of his work

will be the  subjects of the following Chapters.

4 - 1Thomas Reid, The Works of Thomas Reid, ed. Hamilton,
: (Edinburgh, 1863), I. Quoted from J. Laird, ¥Impressions and
Ideas: A Note on Hume™, Mind, 52, 1943, p. 171.
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CHAFPTER IT

HUME'S CRITIGUE OF METAPHYSICS

“In the previous Chaptef it was observed‘thgt.Book I
of the Tréatise has two majdr aspects, namely the logicai
and the psychological. Throughout the Book.Hume;continues
to confuse the two modes of enquiry. At the same time, ‘
héwever, a different pattern of enquiry arises. Hume under-
takes an investigation of those major contemporary metapﬁys¥
ical concepts which had been evolved to solve problems
raised by the anélysis of commoh—sense éssumptions, beliefs
and habits. He exposes these concepts as‘fictipns and seeks
to give his own explanation of common-sense beliefs.

. His criticism of metaphysical concepts takes place on

a logical level. He applies his theory of meaning to them

and finds thaﬁ they are, in fact, meaningless, and he rein-
forces this conclusion by showing that they give rise to more
problems than they solve, | |

The explanétory'aim tékes place on a.psychblogical‘
level. ~Hume tries to sﬁow that common—sense.belief is a
result of the operations of'the human mind upon phenomenaon
Having demolished rationalistic modes of explanation, he
substitutes his own naturalistic explanation which 1is a

purely descriptive account of the workings of human psycho-

25
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logye.

The felevance to this’paper of an examination of
Hume!'s critical and explanatory aims stems from the fact that
these aims are very much concerned with contemporar& theories
of mind, the self aﬁd personal identity. Since the ancient
and honourable notion of substance is closely linkéd with'
these #heories and bears the brunt of much of Hume's critiCH
ism, it is fitting to begin this Chapter with an aécount of
his attack.on éubStanceo | |

To open the attack on substance Hume invokes his first

‘principle: "That all our simple jdeas in their first appear-

ance are deriv'd from simple impressions, which are corresp~

 ondent to them, and which they exactly represent.” (T.4) In

other words, if a.term is to be meaningful it must be applic- -
able to an idea which has been derived from an éctual im§~,
ression, Hume,discoversvthat he has had no experience of an
impressién of substance. He therefore declares that hé has

no idea of substance:

I wou'd fain ask those philosophers, who found so much
of their reasonlngs on the distinction of substance
and accident, and imagine we have a clear idea of
each, whether the idea of substance be deriv'd from
the lme@SB;OnS of sensation or reflexion? 1If it be
convey‘d to us by our senses, I ask, which of them;
and after what manner? If it be perceiv'd by the
eyes, it must be a colour; if by the ears, a sound;
if by the palate, a taste, and so of the other senses.’
But I believe that none will assert, that substance is
either a colour, or sound, or a taste. The idea of
substance must therefore be deriv'd from an iwmpress-—
ion of reflexion, if it really exist. But the imp-~
ressions of reflexion resolve themselves into our
passions and emotions; none of which can possibly
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represent a susbtance. We have therefore no idea of
substance, distinct from that of a collection of
particular qualities, nor have we any other meaning
when we either talk or reason concerning it. (T.15-16)

‘Hume appears to be carrying out a piece of psycholo-

gical investigation. . That is, he gives the impression that

he has'hunted around in his world of percéptiqns for an imp-
ression of substénce,‘but has been quite unable to find one.
Hoﬁever, this may not be a correct interpretation of What he
has done, The refutation of substance is, perhaps, a logic-
al one, and not a psychoiogical one, ‘

Hume himself points out that our having an impression
of substance is something which is Vvery'difficult, if not
impossible, to be conceiv'd®, (Tg233),-for Thow can an imp-—
ressioﬁ réprésent a substance, otherwise than by resembling
it? And how can an impression resemble a substance, sincs,

~according ﬁo this philosophy,l it is not a substance, and

has none of the peculiar qualities or characteristics of a

substance?ﬁ.(T.ZBB) These statements imply that the reject-
ion of substance is not so much a matter of empirical invest-
igation, but ié rather one of definition.

f‘ : o It i1s clear that Hume is attacking an entity which

Iis 'known"only by a definition. He himself refers to it in

the Treatise as ”sométhing which may exist by itselfr™ (T.233),

LiThis philosophy! refers to a doctrine whick Hume
has outlined on the previous page, T.232, :
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.as that in which qualitiés are supposed to inhere (T.222),

as that which is the principle of union among qualities such
that it gives the compoﬁnd iject thus united "a title to

be call'd one, thing, notwithstanding its diversity and comp-
osition®™ (T.221), that which remains the same under all
variations of its qualities (T.220), and as that which is
simple and perfectiy identical (T.219 & T.251). Now the most
common feature of a1l définitions,of substahce, including
those refefred to.here, is that it is something which ié
different from qualities, or from peréeptions, because it is
.that which is the support of, or the principle of union
between qualities or perceptions. But according to the

: opening péges of the Treatise, Hume claims that we only ever
experience perceﬁtions,:or the qualities of objects.- It
'follows that substance cannot possibly form ah element of
our experience because it is not the ‘sort of thing.which can
be experienced,

R;Wo Church comments that Hume has really begged the

question, for rwhat is ex hypothesi 'repreéented! cannot
itself be préseﬁt in its alleged repfesentatidn“;l. Lazer~
owitz points out that it is Hume the psychologist who has
begged the questioh; The psychological analysis, he says,

s really a sham for the matter has already been settled

1 : . _
RoWe. Church, Hume's Theory of the Understanding,
(London: Allen, 19353, p. 103.
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by definition. In other words it is logically iméossible
for substance to be a percebtion:‘ '

When it is claimed that none of our senses acquaints
us with substance, that they all fail to reveal to us
a support of such experienced quailities as shape,
‘colour, and taste, what this claim has to be constr-
ued as coming to is that it 1is logically impossible
to perceive in any way the subject of attributes.t

The fact that it is logically impossible for subst-

ance to be an impression does not necessarily mean, as’

Church seems to suggest, that Hume has not said something

important for philosophy. In the previous Chapter it was
agreed, with Price and Basson, that Hume's first principle
could be a useful logical tool. The function for which it is.

best suited is that of a criterion of meaningfuiness, and it

is in that capacity which Hume appears to employ it in the

present situation. As we noted in Chapter I, it is unfort-
unate that Hume should have chosen to clothe his philosoph-
ical principles in psychological gafb, for it does lay him

dpen to the sort of charge which Church makes against him.

' Had he used his first principle as a logical principle and
‘not attempted to claim that he was taking an inventory of

his perceptions, his case against substance would have

gained some ‘strengtho. However, it must be borne in mind

that, as was pointed out in the previous Chapter, Hume's

" brand of psychology is véry different from that

lmo Lazerowitz, The Structure of lMetaphysics,

(London: Routledge, 19327, pPpPe. 150-4.
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which is generally.practised today. He feels justified in
asking questioné about ‘the foundations of human knowledge,
whereas the modern psychologist usually shies away ffom
such .issues. Because his aims are different, Hume's approach,
too, is different from that of the present day pSychologistf
Hume is trying to forge'a useful theory of heanimg,-but at -
the same time he wants to show that as a matter of eﬁpiridal‘
fact human knowledge is limited‘in a certéin Qaye These
aims are intimately related in the Treatise and perhaps they
should not be, but'they indicate the sort of'feply which Hume
would give to both_Church and Lazerowitz. He woqld say that
if it is logically impossible to.expefience substance .or not
" the fact of the matter remains that such a thing cannot be |
done becéusé human beings are constituted in such a way that
they cannot experience substance, |
Hume, as Basson saysl, may have deluded himseif‘that
he was stating a matter of empirical fact when he said that
substance cannot be perceiVed. Perhaps all that Hume has
done is to set up a framework by definition. Ultimately,
however, as was pointed out in the previous Chapter, Hume
can justify his system by its utility. He may have beén
-mistaken as to what he was in fact doing, in so far as he

appears to have confused logic and psychology, but if his

lVide supra, p. 22.
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hybrid system works, its worth would be indisputable.
Meanwhile it is understandable that philosophers like
Church should accuse Hume of begging'thé guestion, and that
othérs, such as Price and Lazerowitsz, and even'Basson, should
try to force him into one‘camp or the other. In Hume's
time logic and psychology were subtl 1y 1ntertw1n°d. “Were he
writing today he could not fail to be either a logician or
a psychologist. The temper of the times would not permit a: .
liaison betwixt the two fields°
Hume uses the same ferm of attack against the concept
of substance as self. The crux of the matter, once’ again,
is that he cannot flnd an impression whlcn answers to trad-
1t10nal definitions of the self, namely one which is both
slmple and possessed of an unlnterrupted ex1stence.
For my part, when I enter-most 1nt1mately into what
I call mzself, I always stumble on some particular ;
perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade, ’
love or hatred, pain or pleasure. Imnever can catch
myself at-any time without a perception, and never
can observe any thing but the perceptions . .« o
[Someone else] may, perhaps, perceive something
simple and continu'd which he calls himself; tho' I
am certain there is no such principle in me. (T.252)
It really is of little importance whether Hume has
taken the trouble to search for a 'simple and continu'd?
- impression of himself. The important point is that he cannot
" have an impression which answers to this description. In
spite of Hume's claim that his first principle is derived

from empirical experience, it does seem that it is a matter

of definition that no perception can convey the idea of a
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simple entity which endures throughout the course of mental
life:

If any impression gives rise to the idea of self, .
that impression must continue invariably -the same,
thro?t.thernwholeicourse:of our lives; since self is
suppos'd to exist after that manner. But there is.
no impression constant and invariable. {(T.251)

Qur eyes . cannot turn in their sockets without vary-
ing our perceptions. Our thought is still more
variable than our sight; and all our other senses
‘and faculties contribute to this change; nor is there-
any single power of the soul, which remains unalt-
erably the same, perhaps for one moment. The mind
is a kind of theatre, wliere several perceptions
successively make their appearance; pass, re-pass,
glide away, and mingle in an infinite variety of
postures and situations. There is properly no
simplicity in it at one time, nor identity in diff-
erent; whatever natural propensity we may have to
imagine that simplicity and identity. (T.252-3)

:Having disposed of substance by means of his first.
prindiple, Hume seté out to show thai the concept is really
unnecessary. His érgument'fests on two premises. The first
of these is as follows: "Whatever is clearly conceiv'd may

exist; and whatever is clearly conceiv'd after any manner,

‘may exist after the same manner.® (T.233) In other words,

if we can form a:clear idea of a horse, then there is no
reason whj‘justlsuch a horse should not exist.
The second premise asserts that: ¥Every thing,

which is different, is distinguishable, and every thing

which is distinguishable, is separable by the imagination.®

(T.233) This premise follows from what he has said earlier
about the imagination. The second major principle of the

Treatise concerns Ythe liberty of the imagination to trans—
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‘pose and change'its ideas™, (T.1l0} We are able to do this
because the imagination has the ability to detect that imp-
ressions are not inseparable. If impressions are not insép—
arable, then it follows from the first principle that ideas
are likewise not inseparable:

Nor will this liberty of the fancy appear strange,

when we consider, that all.our ideas are copy'd from

our impressions, and that there are not any two
impressions which are perfectly inseparable. Not to
mention, that this is an evident consequence of the
division of ideas into simple and complex. Where-
~ever the imagination perceives a difference amon
ideas, it can easily produce a separation. (T. lO?

Hume, as we have seen, gives a rather confused account
of simple ldeas. He does not make it clear whether complex
perceptions can be analysed logically or psychologically,
and whether the results of any analysis of\the complex is a
‘logical entity or a perceptually discrete imageo"However,
w1th regard to Hume's claim for the 1mag1natlon, we can say
.in his defence that we can reconstruct ideas in the way he
describes. ‘Goats can be given lion heads, and Medusas can
be crowned with viperse.

The difficulties which arise from the simple-complex
division of ideas is avoided by the comment he makes on the .
Separability of impressions, He could say that chimaera can
be constructed only if their elements have been given as
" simple impressiohs° . This would mean that complex ideas would

not have to be analysed into simple images which can exist

separately., That is, the imagination would have the liberty
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of impressions which were given separatelv.

The conclusion which Hume draws from the conjunction

of his two premises, that perceptions are distinguishable
from one another, and that anything may exist in the manner
in which we conceive 1it, is as follows:
Since all our perceptlons are different:from each
other, and from every thing else in the universe,
R they are also distinct and separable, and may be
consider'd as separately existent, and may exist
separately, and have no need of any thing else - -to
support their existence. They are, therfore,

substances, as far as this definition explains a -
substance. (To233)

By this Hume is not to be understood as advocating a
doctrine of substance. His argdment is deéigned to show that
the concept of substance as something which exists separately
and has no need of anything else to support 1ts existence is
otlose because oerceptlons themselves can fill this partic~-

. ular bill.

In the sane way_he‘can show that substance as the
support of qualities is also unnecessary:" YEvery quality
being a distinctvthiﬁg from another, may be conceiv?d to
eXist.apart, and may exisé apart, not only from evéry”étﬁér
quality, but from that unintelligible chimaera of a subst-

'au'n::eg‘n (To222)

So far Hume has shown that, within the llmlts of his

own philosophy, substance is both unintelligible and unnec—

essary. However, he also produces arguments to show that the
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concept, ,even if'adopﬁéd, can give rise to mofé problemé than -
it solves., To this end he cites the argumenté of the immat-
erialists against those who claim that mind is compgsed of
material substance. Then he promptly turns the fables on the
immaterialists and uses their own arguments against them.

Those who claim'that mind is immaterial substance

argue against the materialists that if thoughts existed in .

material substance, they would have to exist in Some part of

it, and be of specific dimensions. But no-one would hold.

that thoughts exist to the right or to the left of one another,
or  that feelings could be "a yard in length, a foot in breadth,

and an inch in thickness"%, (TOZBA) Therefore, or so the

~immaterialists argue, mind is immaterial, non~extended subst-

N

ancea,

. Hume agrees with the immaterialist attack on material
substance, but disagrees with the conclusion}whichAthey draw
from it: "This argument [pf the immaterialisté]‘affects not
the question concerning the substaunce of the soul, but only

that concerning its local conjunction with matter.® (T.235)

‘Hume believes that the immaterialists have made an important

observation with regard to the nature of thought and its con-

Jjunction with matter. Some thoughts are unextended, and it

would be patently absurd to attempt to locate them in an

extended material substance. But, Hume points out, one cannot
conclude anything concerning the nature of substance from this

argument, for there are both extended and non-extended
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perceptions.

There must bé extended perceﬁtioné because: #The :
first notion of space and>extension is deriv'd solely from
the senses of sight and feeling; nor is there any thing but

what is colour'd or tangible, that has parts dispos'd after

_such a manner, as to convey that idea.™ (T.235)

Hume argues that the 1mpr9531ons of 51ghb and touch
must be extended, because it is from these alone that the idea
of extension can be derived: "To cut short ail dispﬁtes, the
very idea of extension is copy'd from nothing but an impréss~,
ion, and consequently must perfectly agree to it. To say

the idea of extension agrees to any thing, is to say it is.

. extended.” (T.239~40)

Hume then proceeds to hoist the immaterialists by their

. own petard. They have shown that non-extended qualities

cannot inhere in extended substance, But, as Hume points.out,

there must be extended perceptions. It follows that extended"

'thoughts must be incompatible with a simple, non-extended

immaterial substance:

The free~thinker may now trlumph in his turnj; and
having found there are impressions and ideas really
extended, may.ask his antagonists, how they can
incorporate a simple and indivisible subject with an
extended perception? . . . Is the indivisible subject, -
or immaterial substance, if you will, on the left or
on the right hand of the perception? Is it in this
particular part; or in that other? Is 1t in every
part without being extended? Or is it enhtire in any
one part without deserting the rest? 'Tis imposs-
ible to give any answer to these questions, but what
will both be absurd in itself, and will account for
the union of our indivisible perceptions with an
extended substance. (7T.240)
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In the same way Hume revals the superfluity of the
debate between the upholders of Spinoza's simple, universal
substance, and the advocates of the doctrine of a simple soul.
Extended perceptions, argues Hume, must be capable of divis-
ion. It follows that divisible perceptions can innere neither
in an indivisible universal substance, nor in an indivisible
soul,

So far in this Chapter we have examined only Hume's
application of his first principle to the doctrine of sub-
stance, together with other secondary attacks on that doct-
rine, Hume's attacks are not limited to metaphysical doct-
rines alone, however., The first principle, coupled with
Hume's underlying dogma concerning the nature of experience,
is capable of as forceful an indictment of common-sense
belief,

The best expression of Hume's dogma occurs in Book I,
Part 11, Section 6. There he makes it quite clear that he is
not prepared to admit that there can be experience of anything
but perceptions:

Now since nothing is ever present to the mind but

perceptions, and since all ideas are deriv'd from

somathing antecedently present to the mind; it
follows, that 'tis impossible for us so much as to
conceive or form an idea of any thing specifically
different from ideas and impressions. Let us fix

our attention out of ourselves as much as possible:

Let us chace our imagination to the heavens, or to

the utmost limits of the universe; we can never

really advance a step beyond ourselves, nor can con-

ceive any kind of existence, but those perceptions,
which have appear'd in that narrow compass. This is
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the universe of the imagination, nor have we any

idea but what is there produc'd. (T.68&) .

We have seen how this dogma, in effect, defines sub-
stance out of the realm of intelligible concepts. Substance
is not numbered amengst the universe éf perceptions, therew.
fore it is not a meaningful concepte However, as Hume is not
loth to point out, anything which does not answer to a.percep—
tion is to be excluded from meaningful discourse. Since the
‘external world cannot p0581b1y present 1tself as a perceptlon,
it, too, must suffer the same fate as the concept of substance.
uThat our senses offer not their impressions as images of |

something distinct, or independent, and external is evident;

because ﬁhey‘convey to us nothihg but a single perception,
and never give us the least intimation of any thing beyondoﬁ
- (T.189) |

'We'all‘of‘us, whether of a metaphysical bent or’not,
believe in the‘existence of an external wcrld which'is
peopled with material objects.. Hume, by limiting’our exper-
~ience to percepcions, dispels any empirical basis we might
have/had for believing in such a world. We never experience
both a perceptibn'and the external object which it suppoSed
to represent. We only efer experience the former, and, con-
seéﬁently; must cease to claim acquaintance with the latter.
| Hume‘s-iconoclasm, when it is extended to cherished
beliefs of common-~sense, has profound epistemological and
ontological consequences. What he has done, in fact,lie to

remove the grounds we have hitherto had for distinguishing
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between objects which exist, and the apparitions which are

the results of illusions, dreams and hallucinations. Normally'

s AL, e et e

we would test the veraclty of our perceptions by appealing to

the things of which they are perceptions. For example, we

may be deceived into thinking that ther¢ is a black cat'upoh.
fhe carpet. " On closer'inspection this turns out'té Ee a
‘bowler hat. Upon discovering that what we had thought was a
black cat is, in fact, a bowler hat, we conclude that we have
suffered a delusion. We have sﬁbmitted our judgement to |
empirical verificationls that.is, we have investigated‘the
material world more closely to ascertain if our former opinion

as to what was on the mat was correct.

_ Ngw Eume; of course, cannot verify his experience in
this way, for he denies ﬁhat any appeal can\be'made to the
external world. It follows that his perceptions must be
incorrigible, for since there isAnothing'present to his exper-

ience but perceptions, he can never be mistaken in what he

perceives:

b . Every impression, external and internal, passions,

& ' affections, sensations, pains and pleasures, are
5 ~ originally on the same footing; and . » . whatever
i _ other differences we may observe among them, they

' " appear, all of them, in theidr true colours, as
impressions or perceptions. And indeed, if we con~-
sider the matter aright, 'tis scarce possible it
shou'd be otherwise, nor is it conceivable that our
senses shou'd be more capable of deceiving us in the
situation and relatiens, than in the nature of our
impressions. For since all actions and sensations
of the mind are known to us by consciousness, they
must necessarily appear in every particular what they
are, and be what they appear. Every thing that enters
the mind, being in reality as the perception, 'tis
impossible that any thing shou'd to feeling appear
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- -different. This were to SuUppose, that efen where we

-are most 1nt1mate1y conscious, we might be mistaken.

- (T.190)

It follows from this and from what he has said con-
‘cerning thé unknowability of "the external world that percep-
tions are tﬁe only things of which we can be certain that they
exist. Indeed, the very concept of existence is deri&éd from'
perceptioné.themselves: B There is'no'impression'not'idea of
any kind, of which we have any consciouéness or memory, that
is not conceiv'd as exisfent; and 'tis evident, that from
this conscilousness the mést perfect idea and assurance of
being is deriv'd.® (T.66) |

It is inconceivable, as far as Hume.ls concerned that
the concept of existence should be applied-ta andexteﬁnalnﬁpxld,
‘for_existence is inseparable from perceptions. His_reasoning
here is that, since existénce is not derived.from any perceﬁ—
tion in particular, it must derive ffom all of them equally.
But: ¥So far from therevbeing any distinct impression,’atten—
ding every impreséidn and evefy idea, that_I do not think that
there are any two distinct impressions which are inseparably
- conjointd.” (T°66}~ That is, no impression is ever found to
accompaﬁy another invariably, therefore existénce is not a
separate impression. Neither can it be distinguished by a
distinction of reason, for: -"That kind of distinction is,
founded on the different resemblances, which the same simple.
idea may have to several different ideas. But no object can

be presented resembling some object with respect to its exist-
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ence; and different frém others in the same pgrticulér;
since every object, that is presented, must necessarily be-
existent.® (T.67) |

If it is the case that the only existents of which we
have any knowledge are percentlon§£ why do we so persiStenﬁly

worl
adhere to bellefs in the external/and to bellefs in-entities

'such as substance? It is clear to Hume that there is some

process at work which extrapolates beyond em?irical exper&

‘ieénce:

A single perception..can never produce the idea of a
double existence, but by some inference either of
the reason or imagination. When the mind looks
farther than what immediately appears to it, its
conclusions can never be put to the account of the
senses; and 1t certainly looks farther, when from
a single perception it infers a double existence,

- and supposes the relations of resemblance and caus—
‘ation betwixt them. (T.189} ' :

. Hume 's answer to the above guestion introduces us to

the explanatory phase of Book I, The inference to the exter—

nal world, and, for that matter, to substance,.the self and

personal identity, is the result of a certain propensity
hanifested by the imagination, -According to Hume the imag-~
ination possesses the ability to unite perceptidné in respect -
of_certain characteristics. When a strong enough bond has

been established, a belief in something quite other than

. perceptions themselves, such as external bodies, or even

substances, 1s produced,
The explanation Hume offers for our beliefs in the

existence of things which are different from the perceptions



%hemselves is profoundly psychologicél in charac
of paramount importance to the present paper for
means of it that Hume demonStrates how it is tha
_ have a‘Eelief in our owﬁ'persohal identity. The
by the imagination in the prodﬁction of our sens

close examination in the

o

~identity will receiﬁe a
Chapter. Here we will merely introduce Hume's n
at the same time examining the part it plays in
ion of our beliefs in the external‘wérld and in
| mHume contends that what distinguiéhes ¥i
experiences from what we regard as manifestation
external world are the cohefencé’and constancy 6.
" {T.195-6) Wyverns rarely appear, if at all, whil
maké faifly regular appearances. When horses apj
all remarkably alike; presérving constant config;
differing but 1ittle from perception'to pércepti(
series of impressions of a particular iject is ¢
be constant, that is, changing but little from m
'moment, and coherent, that is, exhibiting onlyvt]
| which would normally be associated with that objs
lmind seiges on the uniformity which the series d:
unites all the perceptions in one body, and accoﬁ
existencevexternal to the mind, (To194~8)

Hume reasons that this process cannot be

sophisticated because tchildren, peasants, and ti

ter.
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part of mankind are induc'd to attribute objects to some

impressibns,iand deny them to others®. (T.193)} The process,
theréfore, cannot be a matter of conscious reasoning, but it
must be due, instead, to some universal tendency or instinct
of the human mind. The faculty which_Hume.believés.is reséonu

sible is, as we have seen, the imagination: "Our reason

neither does, nor is it possible it ever shou'd, upon any -

supposition, give us an assurance of the continu'd and dist-

inct existence of body. That copinion must be entirely owing

to the IMAGINATION.® (T.193) |
| The imagiﬁation unites certain ﬁérceptions‘in respect

of thedir coherence and constancy and thuslﬁroduces a belief

~in an external object which those perceptions are supposed to

resemble, This belief is characterised by the vivacitj of =
the perceptions so united, and it is this vivacity which
provides_the criterion by which we distinguish freéal' objects
from the things ehcoﬁntered.in dreams, statés of delirium,
illusions and novels.

| Strictly speaking Hume's doétrine of.naturai belief
is not intended to explain the origin of the concept“of'
substance., Substance is a sophisticated invention and is
not common to the majority of mankind. However it will be
seen later that the bglief in substance stems f:om the
activity of the imagination in the same way as does the

belief in the external world.

Vivacity adds nothing to an impression or to an idea,
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jJust as brightening the colours does not otherwise alter a

painting:

A particular shade of any colour may acquire a new
degree of liveliness or brightness without any
other variation. But when you produce any other
variation, 'tis no longer the same shade or colour,
So that as belief does nothing but vary the manner;
. in which we conceive an object, it can only bestow
on our ideas an additional force and v1va01ty. (T 96)

'"Force! or tvivacity'! causes us to assent to the .

existence of an obJect' "in idea assented to feels different

from a fictitious 1d°a, that the fancy alone presents to us:

‘And this different feeling I endeavour to explain by calling

it a superior force, or vivacity, or solidity, or firmness,

or steadlnessaﬂ (T.629)

That Hume uses s0 many terms here in an attempt to
describe adequately what he means by belief is an eloquent
testimonial to the shortcomings of the psychological aspects

of his work. His present account lacks the crispness and

. deftness of his excision of substance by means of the first

principle. Mental phenomena, unlike clear-cut logical defin-
itions, are notoriously difficult to pin down, as Hume him-
self admits in the following péssage: .

I confess, that 'tis impossible to explain perfectly
this feeling or manner of conception. We may make
~use of words, that express something near it. But
its true and proper name is belief, which is a term
that every one sufficiently understands in common
.1life. And in philosophy we can go no farther, than
assert, that it is something felt by the mind, which
~distinguishes the ideas of the Jjudgement from the
fictions of the imagination. It gives them more
force and influence; makes them appear of greater
importance; infixes them in the mind; and renders
them the governing principles of all our actions.

(T.629)
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In spite of his'difficulties, Hume is convinced

that he is on the right track, and that everyone is aware of

what it is he is trying to say. He himSelfvfeels that the
difficuity lies Witb the subject matter and not with his own
theory, and he throws down the gauntlet to other phllosopnnrs
challenging them to give a more satisfactory account of the
situation than he has done. ‘

Thus upon a more general view of the subject, there -
- appear to be two questions of importance, which we
may venture to recommend to the consideration of
philosophers, Whether there be any thing to dist-

inguish belief from the simple conception beside

the feeling or sentiment? And, Whether this feeling
be any thing but a firmer conceptlon, or a faster
‘hold, that we take of the object? (T.627)

Belief in an external world arises from the unity
supplied by theé imagination in respect of the coherence and

constancy manifested by perceptions. Hume contends that the .

- concept of substance is invented when discerning philosophers

detect that the unity supplied by the imagination is really
a diversity of perceptions:

By this means there arises a kind of contrariety in
ocur method of thinking, from the different points of
view, in which we survey the object, and from the
nearness or remoteness of those instants of time,
- which we compare tagether. ¥When we gradually follow
.an object in its successive changes, the smooth
progress of the thought makes us ascribe an identity
to the succession; because 'tis by a similar act of
the mind we consider an unchangeable object. VWhen we
compare its situation after a considerable change the
progress of the thought 'is broke; and consequently
we are presented with the idea of diversity. {T.220)
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The philosopher is confronted with a paradox:- the
objecﬁ to which he attributes a unity, is also a plurality.
To résolve this paradoﬁ he fabricates an unknown something
which underlies all change and preserﬁes the unity of objects
through'change: ¥In order to reconcile which contradictions
the imagination is-apﬁ to feign something unkown and invis—
ible,‘which it supposes tb continue the same under all these'-
- variations; and this ﬁnintelligible something it calls a

substance, or original and first matter.” (T.220)

The concept of the simplicity of substance arises in
the same way. The tendency to regard an object as a collect-
ion of qualities, such as colour, taste and tekture, runs
countef‘to the primary urge to cali it one object; This
obliges the imagination to feign an unknown something, or
‘origihal substénce and matter, és a principle of union or
cohesion among these qualities, and as what may give the cém-
pound object a title to be called one thing, notwithstanding
its diversity and‘compositidh“. (T°221)

This completes the programme of the present‘Ghaptero
Here we have discussed the way in which Hume underminés
~metaphysical; and even common-sense beliefs, by a vigorous
application .of the first principlé° Whétever status Hume
accorded this principle it certéinly seems ‘as though he
belieéves that it is more universal than he wquld‘be prepared
to admit., Reid heralded it as a 'principle of Inquisition?,

but he neglected to add that the prisoner is always found
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Zullty before he réaches fhe dock. if, as Hume says, his
first principlexis empirical in origin,‘one would expecﬁ him
to utilise it with more care, However, this is really no
fair criticism of Hume or even a worthwhile criticism. A;
worst he could be guilty only ofudissimulation, ore tqrthe.

- point, as was suggested in the previous Chapter, is the

utility of his theory. In this paper we shall examine the

ﬁtility of his theories only within the context of his phil-

osophical works. This is a limitedvaim but it will serve as
a:useful assessment of-the'ihternal consistency of Hume's
system, if such it can be called.

Hume's mode of explanation of the'origin of certain

common-sensegbeliefs and metaphysical_doctyiﬁes have been
introduced in this Chéi)ter° In wﬁat follows we shall examine
the way ih which Hume utilises this mode of explanation to
evolve his theory of personal identity. It is hoped that the

debt this theory owes to the first principle and Hume's

psychological bias will become clear in the following Chapters
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HUME'S THEORY OF PERSONAL IDENTITY

Huﬁe's.anainis of identity is.ihtricate, but it can
be convenientiy diﬁided into three‘broad areas of enquiry. |
In the firét ﬁlace he seéks to show that we have no idea of
identity in the strict sense of the term. Secondly, by -
analysing the circumstances in which we apply the term, he
shows that we need not look for an underlying unity or iden-~
tity in change. Finally, he describes the principles wherebj
the imagination is enabled to bind our successive perqeptiéns
to produce our belief in identity, and consequently our belief
“in personél identity. |

| We have already seen that Hume attacks the concept_of
a simple, jidentital self by means.of the firstlprinqiple and
- by demonstrating that the concept breeds more difficulties
than it was designed to solve. The first principle states
that all simple ideas are the copies of simple impressions
~which have preceded them. There is né impression of a simple,
identical seif, therefore there is‘no.idea of such a self.
A1l our experience, however, is of perceptions alone, and
this means that the idea of self is derived ‘solely from perc-
eptions in some way. Hume decides that the whole fund of

perceptions collectively constitute the self, and emphasises.

L8
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that such a collection can never manifest simplicity or

identity:

But setting aside metaphysicians of this kind, I may
venture to affirm.of the rest of mankind, tﬁat they
are nothlng but a bundle or collection of different
- perceptions, which succeed each other with an
inconceivable rapidity, .and are in perpetual flux
and movement. (T. 252) .

Since the undle is ever changing, it falls to present

us with an identitys ¥There is properly no simplieity in it
at one time, nor identity in different.’ (T 253)

' As for the usefulness of such a concept as that of a
simple, identical self, Hume has already pointed out (T»?Bh-
240) that some perceptions are extended, such as those of |
sight and touch. It is therefore inconceivable to hiﬁ that
such perceptions éan exist in a simple, indivisible self.

Identity,-in the opening pages of Book I, is deemed
ﬁo be a relation. Hume attaches two senées to the term

'relationt:

Zither for that quality, by which two ideas are conn-
ected together in the imagination; and the one natur~
ally introduces the other, after the manner above-
explained; or for that particular circumstance, in-
which, even upon the arbitrary union of two ideas in
the fancy, we may think proper to compare them. (T.13)
The first of these two sorts of relation Huge calls
'natural relations'. These are the "principles of union or
cohesion among our simple ideas® (T.12), Yand we may establish
[it} for a general rule, that whenever the mind constantly and
uniformly makes a transition without any reason, it is influ-

enc'd by these relations™. (T.92) No conscious determination



H
§
o
:

50

is made of the correapondlng qualltles of the perceptions to
be united: |

We are to regard [ﬁhe uniting pr1n01p1es among’ 1dea§1
as a gentle force, which commonly prevails, and is
the cause why, among other things, languages so _
nearly correspond to each other; nature in a manner
pointing out to every one those simple ideas which
are most proper to be united into a complex one.

: : {T.10- lr)

A& connexion or association crsrsoctatien can be made
between certain simple ideas, and this connexion is ﬁhe res=
ult of the imagination passing smoothly from one Smele idea
to another w1th no conscious prompting.

There are three relations only wﬁereby ideas. can be
“united by the imagination: ®The QQalitieé, from which this
{ association arises, and by wﬁich the mind 1s after this | ;
manner convey'd from one idea to another,'are_three,'z;g.‘
RESEMBLANCE, CONTIGUITY in time or place, and CAUSE and
EFFECT.™ (T.11) | | |

The second species'of relation Hume calls ‘philoso~
phical relations': ®"'Tis only in philosophy, that we extend
[the meaning of the term 'relation;l to mean. any particular
subject of comparison, without a connectlng principle.m (T 13~
14) Simple ideas are united in respect of the three natural
relatlons, ~The phileosophiczl relations, of which there are
sevén, afford only standards of comparison betwixt ideas,
and in no way uhite them.,

In the early sections of Book I identity is referred

to as a philosophical relation,_and is defined in the foll-
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owing terms:

This relation I here consider as apply'd in its
strictest sense to constant and unchangeable objects;
without examining the nature and foundation of pers-
onal identity, which shall find its place afterwards.’
Of all relations the most universal is that of iden-
tity, being common to every being, whose existence
has any duration. (T.lh)

Hven before examining personal identity, Hume decides
that there reallf ie no such relatioﬁ as identity as he has
defined it. From what, he asks, could the idea of identity
arise? The contemplation of one objectl gives rise onlj to
the idea of unity: |

| We may observe that the view of any one object is not

sufficlent to convey the idea of identity. For in
that prop051t10n, an. ob]ect is the same with itself,

lThroughout Book I Hume frequently refers to 'objects?

in spite of his denial that we can speak meaningfully of the
external world. However, he often equates 'object! with
'perception', albeit tacitly. ILater in this present section
he acknowledges the interchangeability of the terms for the
use of this section; he is not always so careful: "In order,
therefore, to accomodate myself to their [i.e. ordinary peop—
- le's] notiomns, I shall at first suppose; that. there is-only a
single ex1stence, which I shall call indifferently object or
perceptiony according as it shall seem best to suit my pur-
pose, understanding by both of them what any common man means
by a hat, or shoe, or stone, or any other 1mpre551on con-
vev'd to him by his senses." (T.202)
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if the idea exrressed by the word, object, were no
ways distinguish'd from that meant by itsslf; we
really shou'd mean nothing, nor wou'd the propooltlop
contain a predicate and a subject, which however are
imply'd in this affirmation. One single object
conveys the idea of unity, and not that of 1d?n+1ty3
T.200

Alternatlvelj, if we choose to reﬁard an objert throu—
ghout its successive states of change, we are»presented with -
the idea of diversity, or of number:

A multiplicity of objects can never convey this idea,

however resembling they may be suppos?d. The mind .

always pronounces the one not to be the other, and

considers them as forming two, three, or any deter-
minate number of objects, whose existences are ent-
irely distinct and independent.: (T 200) | '

In short the relation of identity as first defined,

~on page 1. of the Treatise, is not applicable to objects of

our experience. It is; in Humnean terminoloéy, a tfictitious!
idea which has arisen as a result of the operanlons of the
1mag1natlon.

The 'fiction' of identity arises in the followiﬁg waye
When we consider an object‘at twWo differenﬁ poinﬁs in_ﬁime,
we can do so in either of two ways. We can.qbnsider both
states of the object as co-existing at the same time. This
gives rise to the idea of number,,fof the object Umust be
multiply'd, in order to be conceiv'd atfonée, és existent in
two different points of time". (T.201) | |

Alternatlvely we can consider the object as conceived

at the first moment as existing in the second moment Pwithout

any variation or interruption in the object¥. (T.201) This
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gives rise to the idea of unity.

By both of these means we can arrive at an idea
which is something between number and unity, and this Hume
calls 'identity':

Here then is an idea, which is a -medium betwixt .unityr
and numbérj;or more properly speaking, is either of
then, accordlng to the view, in which we take it: And
this idea we call that of identity. We cannot,. in any
propriety of speech, say, that an object is the same
with itself, unless we mean, that the object existent -

at one time is the same with itself ex1stent at
another. (T.201)

There is, then, in a manner of speaking, an idea of
identity which answers to the definition on page lh,'but it.

is merely a product of the imagination and is not an actual

‘relation which holds between objeéts:

Thus the principle of individuation is nothing but
the invariableness and uninterruptedness of any
object, thro!' asuppos'd variation of time, by which
the mind can trace it in the different periods of its
existence, without any break of the view, and with-
out belng oblig?'d to form the 1dea ‘of multiplicity

or number. (T.201)

This account depends to some extent on Humeis radic-.
2lly empiricist treatﬁent of time. Our idea of time is deri-
ved from a succession of objects, and cannot, strictly speaké‘
ing, be applied to a single, unchanging object. It can only

be so applied if, as we have seen, the imagination fabricates

- a fictitious situation whereby an object can be conceived in

multiples at one instant, or as a unity which has duration:

“"Ideas always represent the objects or impressions from which

they are deriv'd, and can never without a fiction represent

or be apply'd to any other.®™ (T.37)
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Unfortunately, Hume's treatment of Time, because of
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- its radically empiricist nature, is controversial, and may
not even be adequate within the context of the Treatise.

| Kemp-~Smith, for example, believes that: t’I—I’ume's positive
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teaching, that space and time consist of phy51cal p01nts 1s,
I think we must agree, one of the least satisfactory parts of
his philosophy,; as he himself later seems to have recognised.“l
| HoweVer; his treatment of time plays little part in
Huﬁe's treatment_of persbnalbidentityo\ So, too,‘does'hiéb
theory of relations, which itself gives rise to monumental
Jdifficulties. For example,.the subject‘of Section 2 of Part
111 is'aﬁ attempt to divine the mode of ap?rehension.ofl ‘ !
" instances -of -the relation of identity. Iniphat section Hume | }
.holds that it an object of perception, és oppesed to intui-
tion (T.70}, demonstration (T.70}, and reason (T.73): |
When both the objects are present tb the senses along
with the relation, we call this perception rather
.than reasoning; nor is there in this case any exer-
cise of the thought, or any action, properly speak-

ing, but a mere passive admission of the impressions
thro! the organs of sensation. (T. 73)

- Later, In Part 1V, Section 2 of Book I, Hume is at
'ﬁ} great pains to show that identity is not a relation which act—
ually holds between objects. It is a construction of the

imagination; and as such cannot be said to be admitted “thro!

lkemp-Smith, op. cit., p. 287.
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the orgéns of sensation™. Kemp-Smith 1is surely right when
he says that Hume, in Part IV, retracts his‘previous'assert—

ions on identity: %This is Hume's virtual recantation of

his first, casual treatment of identity in 1,i,5 and 1,1iii,l,

where it is regarded as a genuine, non-fictitious special
i |

Whatever construction is put upon Hume's treatment .
of identity, it will,'perhaps,.Be'seén that it does not affe-

ct his treatment of personal identity in Book I, Part 1V,

Section 6. There his main concern is to show that Jjudgements

of personal identity are judgements of specific identity,
and not Jjudgements of numerical identity. It is numerical
identity which is defined in Part 1, Section 5, where it is

stated that identity applies to unchanging objectso' To

fulfil the conditions for numerical identity an object which

is perceived at different points of time, or in successive
states of change, must be perceivedﬁto Eé one and the same
object. Sﬁecific identity.is merely resemblance - that
relation which holds between objects in respect of certaih'
similarities which they bear to one aﬁother. This latter
type of identity, unliké“numerical identity, does not require
fhe existence of a single, uniterrupted object which persists

through, or underlies,hchange. Whatever place identity has

l1pid., p. 45, note 1.
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' i
in the Treatise, whether it depends on -an 1nadequate anal—

. 1
ysis of time, or on an inconsistent theory of relauloﬁs,
' ' o
Hume is still free to analyse the conditions cof specific
. s |

identity to show that there is no need to postulate an
,enduring 'sométhing' which connects all our perceptio#éo
The fictiona;'statﬁs of the idea of idehtity ﬁs‘

\_stréssed in thée crucial Section 6 of Part 1v; which ib devo=
g ted to the treatment ofvpersonal identity. Hume's cehtral,
‘thesis is that we are mistaken when we attribute identity to
a succession of different.objects,-and_that such a miFtake
arises from our confounding of'specificfﬁith numerical‘idén-

~tity. As the following'passage shows, Hume allows that we

- have an idea of numerical identity, which he has,defibed as:

#The invariableness and uninterruptedness of any objebt throt

agSuppos¢@uvéfiatién%bﬁmtime;ﬁ;(TQZQIJTUL} But he inS#StS'

; \
that this idea cannot properly be applied to a succession of

different objects, however closely related those obje%ts may

. be: ' , SERE

. . |
We have a distinct idea of amn object, that remains
invariable and uninterrupted thro'!' a suppos'd| varia-
tion of time; and this idea we call that of identit
or sameness. We have also a distinct idea of sever-
al different objects existing in succession, and
connected together by a close relation; and this to
an accurate view affords as perfect a notion of
diversity, as if there was no manner of relat;on
among the obJjects. DBut tho' these two.ideas pf iden-
tity, and a succession of related objects be in them-
selves perfectly distinct, and even contrary,| yet
"tis certain, that in our common way of thinking they
are generally confoundad with each other. (T. 253)
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of pdurse, if Hume's assertion, that there'isi in
reality, no numerical identity, rests neither on his Qheory
of time nor on his ﬁheory of relations, then it.must'ﬁe'
assumed that his grounds for this assertion are yet aﬁother

example of the dogmatism of which Basson accuses him.% Once

_agéin it does appear that Hume has so ordered his conception

of reélity that there is no place in it for the relation‘of
numerical identity., In Chapter:II above we saw that.ﬂume{s
éttack on substance by means of the first principle<wés like
this. Substance cannot be found amongst our percepti#ns
because it is not the sort of thing which could be foﬁndI

there, Likewise he appears to be saying here that perceptions

' cannot represent unchanging objects for they are them$elves

perpeuually changing. In short, we can never experiéhce
numerical 1dentlty because Hume describes perceptions in such
a way that they can never be numerlcally identical.

A close examlnatlon of the Section on personal idents

ity, however, will show that this interpretation is not

wholly fair to Hume. In that Sectlon he demonstrateswhow,

on his theory of the association of ideas, it is possgble to

. confuse the relations of specific and numerical identity; and

he then proceeds to offer a further ana1y31s of 1nstances in

whlch we attribute numerical 1dent1ty to obJects in order: toc

1Vide'supra P. 22 and p. BO;
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show that we do commonly confuse these relatipns, and that

we are not in the least justified in ever attributing numer-

. dcal identity in any situation.

Hume maintains that the faculty which is responsible
for the confusion between these two ideas of identity is'the
imagination. The 'smooth passage® of the mind between |
closely related, but different, objects 1s closely akin to
the contemplatlon of an- unlnterrupted obgect'

That actlon of the imagination, by which we con51der

the uninterrupted and invariable object, and that by
which we reflect on the succession of related objects,
are almost the same to the feeling, nor is there much
more effort of thought requir'd in the latter case-
than in the former. The relation facilitates the
transition of the mind from one object to another,

and renders its passage as smooth as if it .contem~

plated one continu'd object. This resemblance is the
cause of the confusion and mistake, and makes us
substitute the notion of identity, 1nstead of that

of related objects. (Te254-5)

This transition of the mind, as we have already noted
above, is a natural propensity, and 0ccaéionally we are
aware of the mistake to which it gives rise. So strong, how-
ever, is the tendenCJ to regard the. related obgects as one,
that: "We cannot long sustain our phllosoohy, or take off
this biass from the imagination.® (T.254) In the end we
yield to our 'biass' and pronounce the objects identical.
Nevertheless, we are often aware, at the same time, that our
acquiescence to our imagination gives rise to a paradox, for
the many cannot be a unity. To solve the paradox, we invent

various devices to preserve the unity in the face of divers-

ity:
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- In order to justify to ourselves this absurdity, we
often feign some new and unintelligible principile,
that connects the objects together, and prevents

- their interruption or variation. Thus we feign the
continu'd existence of the perceptions of our sen-~
ses, to remove the interruption; and run into the
notion of a goul, and self, and substance, to dis-
guise the varlatlona (Ta 25@) -

Still,othefs are “apt”to imagine something unknown

- and mysterious, connecting the parts, beside their relationi®

'.(T0254)' Those who are not of such an inventive turn of mind

also confuse specific and numerical identity, even though

they cannot find ¥any thing 1nv1r1able and unlnterrupted to

Justlfy our notlon of 1dent1tyb§ (T 255) ' Sy

oot s

®Thus%), says Hume, Mthie controversy concernlng iden-

. tity is not merely a dispute of words.tr (T.255) TheVCOncept-

of personal identity is not simpiy another invéntion like
'substance® which was designed to account for the épparent
dnchangeableness of objects. Personal identitf is a wide-
spread affliction suffered by the whole of mankina, and is
felt even by those who lack the inpelleqtuél power to under-
stand philosophical doctrines. In short, élthough inhstances :

_6f numérical identity simply cannot occur, we experience-
something very like it. | '

A very serious objection to Hume raises its‘head on
this score. He himself has claimed that experience isliﬁf31i~
‘ible. Néw, if this is the case, then we éannot have made a

‘ miétake when We believe that we have experienced the relation

of numerical identity:
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Every impression, external and internal, passions,
affections, sensations, pains and pleasures, are
originally on the same footing; and that whatever
octher differences we may observe among them, they
appear, all of them, in their true colours, as
impressions or perceptions. 4nd indeed, if we con-

- sider the matter aright, 'tis scarce possible it
“shou'd be otherwise, nor is it conceivable that our
senses shou'd be more capable of deceiving us in the--
situation and relations, than in the nature of our
impressions. For since all actions of the mind are
known to us by consciousness, they must necessarily
appear in every particular what they are, and be ,
what they appear. Every thing that enters the mind,
being in reality as the perception, 'tis impossible
any thing shou'd to feeling appear different. This
were to suppose, that even where we are most inti-
mately conscious, we might be mistaken. (T.190)

As Kemp-Smith has said in @nﬂthﬁxrﬂcontextl, is not

Hume ¥"running counter to his avowed position,. that immediate

~awareness is infallible, and that perceptions are in all
respecté p;eclsely what they are experienced as being®"?
Laird's comment is that: -~ A consiétent phénomenaliét, ona
would suppose, should have saicd that if the heap [?f percep-
tioné] looked connected it was cor.mected.."*2

In answer to these objections it must be said that
Hume is not just a phenomenalist: he is a dogmatic phénomen4

alist, as Kemp~-Smith himself is not slow to point out03 He

lOpo cit., p. 279, where he discusses Hume's doctrine
of simples. ' : -

23, Laird, Hume's Philosophy of Human Nature, (London:
Methuen, 1932), p. 173.

| 30p. cite, Po 279
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has carefully defined experience in such a way that it is

impossible that we should really experience the relation of

" numerical identity. Consequently he is enabled to go beyond

straightforward belief that something is the case, and can

1eglslate whether it is the case or note Hume can therefore
escape Laird's and Kemp-Smltb's criticisms if he admits that
numerical identity has already been judged and'COndemnedg |
In all fairness to Hume, another aspect of the case
must be.pointed out, His.constant éry ié ﬁhat in aséerting
numerical identity we are not only making a mistake, but Wé

are aware that we are in error: "We incessantly correct our-

‘selves by reflex1on, and return to a more accurate method of

thinking, yet we cannot long sustain our philosophy, or take.
6ff‘this biass from the imagination.® (T.254) If this is
true, Hume can claim empirical verification of his theory.
However, Penelhum contemds1 that there is no mistake to be

made, and that only amateur philosophers ever detect a

‘'mistake', If he is correct, then it must be concluded that

Hume has neither analyéed human experience adequately, nor
has he furnished a dogma which .represents a valid logical
appralsal of the 51tuat10n° -

Before considering Penelhum's obJectlon we must con-—

sider Hume's analysis of those situations in which we attrib-

lT, Penelhum, "Hume on Personal Identity", Hume,

ed. V.C. Chappell, (New York Anchor, 1966),

L



62

ute numerical identity to objeéts, for it is with this ana-
lysis that Penelhum takes. issue.

Hume sets out in Seétion 6 to show, by reference to
examples which occur in éveryday exberienbe, that we apply
the.idea of numerical identity to those cases which do not
merit it: ‘ _

What will suffice to prove this hypothesis to the

satisfaction of every fair enquirer, is to show from

daily experience and observation, that the objects,
which are variable or interrupted, and yet are 'supp-
0s3'd to continue the same, are such only as consist
of & succession of parts, connected together by

resemblance, contiguity or causation. (T.255)

His catalogue of such instanceé“is comprehensive,
‘ranging over plants, animals and inanimate objects. Hié
central thesis is that change deétfoys idenﬁiﬁy in so far as
it interrupts the objéét under scrutiny. éhange means diver-~
sity, and howevef much the mutations resemble ths,original
mbdel, they are not identical with it. This thesis rests on
- .the distinction between numeyical ahd specific identity.
Objects which are related by specific identity afe yet diff-
erent in number: they are a multiplicity and not a unify# |
Hume believes that all the éxamples he gives are cases of
specific identity. .The'application to them of numerical
identity is the fesult of a confusion, for each ‘'object! he
analyses is, in reality, a multip-licityo .

A mass of matter must be pronounced numerically iden-

tical if all its parts remain the same for any length of time,

The slightest change in its parts, however, destroys the
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- numerical -identity, for we are then presented with a multi-

plicity of objects. But in those instances in which the
change is inconsiderable, we are still inclined to regard the
object as being perfectly, or numerically identical: ¥ie
SCruple not to pronouﬁce a8 mass of‘matter the same, where we
find so trivial anlalterationg“ (To256) |
This is because we experience that 'gentle force! of
the-imagination which leads the attention from one.ébject to -

another to which it is closely related: "The passage of the . : |

it, is so smooth and easy, that we scarce perceive the trans-

ition, and are épt to imagine, that 'tis nothing but a cont-

" inu'd survey of the same object.® (T.256) o B ,é

"Similarly, when the change is continuous but gradual

an object is generally thought to preserve its identitys: . : )

®The mind, in following the successive changes of-the body,
feels an easy passége from the surveying its condition in one
moment to the viewing of it another.® (T.256)

Considerable or violent change in a body nérm@lly
breaks the link provided by the imagination; but thére are
occasions upon which the imagination can overcome these. For
example, the'magnitude of the éhange is.léss important than

its proportion to the whole: "The addition or dimunition of

a mountain wou'd not be sufficient to produce a diversity in

a planet; tho' the change of a very few inches wou'd be able.

to destroy the identity of some bodies." (T.256)
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Again, we are inclined to overlook cénsidéfable; and
even violent change, when these are regarded as being normal
features of an object. 4 river is just'suéh an object as
this:.

. The nature of a, river corsists in the motion and
change of parts; tho' in less than four and twenty
hours these be totally alter'd; this hinders not the
river from continuing the same during several ages.
What is natural and esséntial to any thing is, in a
manner, expected; and what is expected makes less
impression, and appears of less moment, than what is
unusual ‘and extraordinary. (T.258)

Con51derable change is also overlooked when it is
observed that all the pafts; both old and new, contribute to

' some Mcommon end or purpose¥. (T.257) A ship which has

undergone extensive repairs is*still'considered to be the

' same ship'fofi' "The common end in which the parts conspire,
is the same{under all their variations, and'éffords an easy
transition‘df the imagination from one situation of the body
to another,m (T.257) ' - |

| When a  sympathy of parts is added to their'common end,
‘we are‘able_to account for the identity which we attribute to
plants and animals; Over a period of time these change their
partsAentirely, but not only dolthe‘individuallparts.“have |
'a reference to soﬁe general pufpose, but élso a mutuél depen~
dence on, and connexion with each other.¥ (T,257). |

Numerical identity and specific identity are confused
. when we hear a noisée which is interrupted and renewed, Iﬁ'

spite of the fact that we are aware that we are hearing a




S

succession of noises we are inclined to call it the same

noise, even though ¥there is nothing numerically the same,

but the cause, which produc'd them." (T.258)
The confusion arises when we speak of a church before

and after its renovation. If it:has: falléniinte ruin and has .

been rebuilt we tend to speak of it as the same church, alth-

ough all its components have been renewed: |
Here neither the form nor materials are the same, nor
is there any thing common to the two objects, but i :
their relation to the inhabitants of the parish; and - ]
vet this alone is sufficient to make us denominate
them the same. DBut we must observe, that in these
cases the first object is in a manner annihilated o
before the second comes into existence; by which means,
we are never presented in any one point of time with
the idea of difference and multiplicity; and for that
reason are less scrupulous in calling them the same. .

' (Tn258) ’ i

Penelhum disagrees with the conclusions that Hume | }

draws from his examplés, Hume has attempted to show that we

frequently mistake specific for numerical identity in the

most cormonplace circumstances. Penelhum shows that in at

least two of his examples Hume has misjudged the situation.

He criticises the example of the series of noises on the
grounds that no-one would believe that he was hearing a numer-
ically identical noise, in spite of the fact that most people

would say that each noise in the series is the same noise. A

" man who calls the noises 'the same noise! at each occurrence

would have done one of two thiugs: either he has attributed a
specific identity to them in the awareness that they.arec..

exactly similar but‘numeridally«difﬁerent; or -he has regarded
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" the word 'noise'! ¥as roughly equivalent to 'an intermittent

series of exactly similar sounds,' in which case the constit-
uent sounds of the noise, in this sense of 'noise', can |
certainly come. and goe. nl . In other words, the use. of the te*m
‘samef does not commit the hearer to a bellef in the numerléal _
identity of the sounds. | |
Penelhum makes a like criticism of the :enovéted Cltl~
church. “He denies that two.piles of stone wquld_évér be con-
fused by anyone, at least in the normal course of events.
Hume has accused mankind of confusing the identity of the ﬁwo.
piles of stone with fhe relationship which each bears to the

parish.- But, says Penelhum, mankind does not do this, for

" the two piles..of stone are patently not the same. Any buil-

ding which sérved the needs of a particular parish would be
célled the church of thaﬂ parish, but no-one would call two'
different buildings ihe same bullding: " %The villagg church
of Muddlehampton cén be pulled down and.rebuilt again many 7
2

Leroy makes the same p01nt against this exampleo He
holds that the 1dent1ty of the church lies in the relation-
ship between the name saint of the parish, the priest and the
congregation - it has noﬁhing whatsoever to do with the build~'

ing which is used to fulfil the needs of this group:

lpenelhum, op. cit., p. 230.
2Ibid., p. 231.
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lindre-Louis Leroy, David Hume,

2Tbid.

{Paris, 1953}, p. 165
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in saying there are six objects and one #; this is

what a 4 is.. Qulti obviously our ordlnary language

works in thlS WaYe :

It follows that there is no absurdity to Jjustify, as
Hume clalms there is (T, 254) for any succession of objects
can be subsumed under a class-name:

There is no contradiction in saying %Fhere are six

notes in this theme,® or "There are six words in this

sentence,®™ though there would be in saying #There are
;  six notes but only one," or “There are six words but

only one.™ Naturally this would bezabsurd but no
‘one ever says it (for that reason).

In the second'place, Penelhum denies that numerical
identity is incompatible with either change or diversity. To

say that a thing has changed does not destroy its numerical

identity, for it, itself, could not have changed without some-

how enduring through change: "I cannot be sSaid to have

changed unless I am the same in the numerical sense, "’
It is all, Penelhum maintains, a question of defins&.:
ition. Numerical identity is destroyed by change only if the

L

object is, by.definition, an unchanging thing. . The.concept
thouse'!, for example, contains, among other things, the eﬁpec-
tation of change. The destructlon and subsequent renewal of
the roof does not prompt us to assert the ex1stence of another

house, for we expect a house to undergo thlb sort of cnange.

YPenelhum, op. cit., pp. 225-6.

2Tbid,,: p.’ 226.
3Ibid.,,'pw 227«

b1pid.
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What kinds of cnanges occur without our qaving to say
that the thing has ceased to exist and given place to
something else depends on what kind of thing we are
talking about. To know what such changes are is part

of what it is to know the meaning of the class~term
for that sort of object. A house, or a person, is
something which admits of many changes before we would
say it had ceased to exist. To know what these -
- changes are - is to know, in part itlleast, what the .
.words house® and "person® mean. : '

Whether we regard two objects as one or not depends
upon the way in which we wish to talk about them. A pile of
stones can be considered as a multiplicity of stones or as a

“house., We could talk of several stones or of one house with-
-out breaking any logical laws. However, one house cannot be
two houses; and several stones could not be one stone at one’
and the same time. -Only if we were to talk of a house as
belng at one and the same time two houses would vie be perpe~<
trat1nv a loglcal absurdlty, or, as Hume says, creating a
paradox. It is Penelhum's claim that any such,absurdity
would spring from the misuse of a noun and not from the con- .
fusion of numerical and specific identity:
Whether we get one or not.depends entirely on what.
nouns- we choose to work with; and not on the conc-
epts of identity and diversity. Put generally,
‘ whether the result is logically absurd, or logically
‘ ' possible, or logically necessary, if the two phrases
+ "the same continuing x% and ¥several different yt's®
are used of the same thing, depends entirely on what

nouns we use to replace x and y. It does not depen%
on the words "same " and "different" in themselves,

Ibid.
“Tbid., pp. 229-30.
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Any uneasiness we might feel when ascribing identity
to two objects would arise only in the assessment of border-

line cases:

In deciding whether the roofless structure in froat
of us is a house or a heap of stones, we may have :
reached a point where the conventions governing '
neither expression are sufficient to tell us, and we
Jjust have to decide for ourselves and, in so deoing,
make .these conventions more precise. ‘

Our uneasiness would be due not,_as,Humé says, to a
conscious struggle beﬁween'ﬁuméricél and specific identity;f
but to the lack of a precise~definition which would Be appli~
cable in this partibdlar circumstance. . dur critéria for |

deciding between houses and piles of stones would have let

us down because Mour words are not geared to meet every even-

: tuality."e
. '  What does Penelhum's attack mean for Hume's treatment

of identity? The former has shown that there is no paradox

 § in calling a multiplicity a unity, or in calling an object
which manifests various states of change one object. Cong—
equently there is no 'mistake' to be made, and Hume is
incorrect when he says'that we all of us all.the'time make
jé the mistake of att}ibuting numerical identiﬁy when there is.
none. | |
‘However, Penelhﬁm admits that Hume may well be corr-.

ect in hils diagnosis of the rationalist claim that there is

1bid., p. 232.

! 2Tbid., p. 233



some unifying entity which underlies change or a multiplicity

of parts: .
The philosophers in question may have found a contra-
diction between saying that a thing has changed and
saying that it is still the same thing; and they may
have tried to overcome this by saying that 'there is
in fact some crucial aspect in which the tﬂing'will

- not hive changed, and inventing the self to fill the
bill. . : P

As far as Penelhum is concerned, these parqicular

- philosophers "need not have bothered; since there is no contr-

~adiction there to be avoided,'the fiction is unnecéssaryoﬂz

And he further points out that, while Hume may be éorrect in
his denunciation of the fiction3 of an underlying self, he is

at fault in coriceding the main prémise of the phil@sophers he _
: . | S

' attacks, that there is a contradiction here,h :

Therefore Hume and Penelhum can at least make common
|

cause over the issues of 'substance'! and 'self!, for both are
' ' . [

agreed that they are fictional entities. However, Penelhum

denies that numerical identity is fictitious. He érgues that
. " _

‘whatever are the merits of Kemp~-Smith's suggestion lof fPick-

‘wickian'! as meaning something less cénsorious than?‘fictitao:n‘

et et

- |
'ious'5, there is nothing in the least wrong with calling
. \

Lipid., p. 234. . :

27pid.

3Ibid., ppe. 233-4: "I agree that the selfiis a
fiction o-?r

T S s et gt s <

“Ibid., po 23h. o
5Ibid., p. 235: give Kemp-Smith, Ope cite, po 501.
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people'or things ‘the same': : . |

Whether [Eume 51 account of what makes us talk of
identity in this mistaken or Pickwickian way is
intended as a description of how we hide the paradox
from ourselves, or merely of what enables Us to talk
with a perfectly proper lack of concern for it, it is
in either case misdirected, since our apparent uncon-
cern for the paradox is due to its nonexistence, and -
what he in fact describes are the factors governing
the use of substa&tives, and not the misuse of the
adjective Ysame'™,

Hume's contention in his theory of personal‘ldentlty
is that there is no real 1dent1ty, that is, numbrlchl identity,
obtaining between our successive mental states. T@e identity
Qe feel to be there'is the result of the binding fo@ées pro-

’ I
vide:i by the imagination. Had he agreed with Penelhum, as it

‘'seems he must do, his theory might not have developed this

psychological twist. If Penelhum is correct, and it is the

case that the meanings of nouns override considerations of
: - .

identity and diversity, then Hume should, perhaps,;have for-

saken his psychology, and have embarked instead on}a progr-

-However, it must be said that even though,ﬁume-were
to agree with Penelhum, he would still be free to bffer a
psychological etblanatlon for our ablllty to constﬁuct conc-
ebts which embody the exnectatlon of change and multlpllcz.ty°
Penelhum has only said that it can be done: Humevtries-ﬁq

show how it is done. That is, Penelhum gives his logical .

1Ibid., p. 236,
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approval and Hume reveals the psychological mechan%sm,respon—

sible for the feat. Looked at in this light, it réally makes

~very little difference to Hume's account of persondl identity

. . _ 1
whether we are involved in a paradox or noto. |
' |

This interpretation encounters difficultieg”in Hume's

language. In the'following passage he insists that there can.

‘be no ‘'perfect', or numerical, identity in the face of a mult-

'Tis evident, that the identity, which we attribute
to the human mlnd however perfect we may: 1mag1ne it
to be, 1is not able to run the several percqbtlons-
into one, and make them lose their characters of
distinction and difference, which are essentlal to

them° (T» 259} _ : |

However, it is clear from Penelhum's accounu that he, -

too, would say that several perceptions could not,actually be

one, although they could form a single series. Now.a few

lines after this passage Hume allows for the possiﬁility'that
: |

these perceptions can be regarded as one, but, as he rightly

) |
- points out, this 'oneness' needs clarification:. "But, as,

. - : PY |
notwithstanding this distinction and- separability, we suppose

the whole train to be united by identity a question natur-

ally arises concernlng this relation of 1dent1uy,“\(T 259)

The question wblcb arises is crucial for Hume:

Whether [phe relation of 1dept1ty] be someéhlng that
really binds our several perceptlons together, or
only assoclates their ideas in the imagination. That
is, in other words, whether in pronouncing concerning
the identity of a person, we observe some faal bond
© among his perceptions, or only feel one among the
idsas we form of them. (T. 259)



] yins
’ " This question would not necessarily conflilet with

Penelhum’s views. 41l Hume has to do-is admit th&t percept~
. . oy
ions can, without logical impropriety, be considened to be

elements'in a single series. He can still ask whdther tho

unlty is porcolved or whether 1t is imposed upon\percept-

ions by the mind. Hume does, in fact, answer uhlq questlon,'
and he also elaborates upon the way in which we d% éonstrﬁct
a unity ffom a diversity. | | A I |
The question‘whether thé unity is"experieﬁced in per- |
ception or is merely felt is, for Hume, a rhétoriéal one.

He has already decided to his own satisfaction that there is
. . . E
. . ' . I 1
no perceivable connexion between perceptions, and that any
connexion-is-provided only by the imagination. - This assump-

. \ .
tion underpins his whole theory of the association of ideas:
o . [
This question we might easily decide, if we wou'd
recollect what has already been prov'd at large,
that the understanding never observes anvwreal conn—
exion among objects, and that even the union of
cause and effect, when strictly examin'd, resolves
itself into a customary association of 1dqaso For
from thence it evidently follows, that identity is
nothing really belonging to these dlffereqt percept~
' ions, and uniting them together; but is mqrely a .
qudllty, which we attribute to Lhem, because of the =~ -
union of their ideas in the imagination, when we
reflect upon them. (T.259~6C) ‘ :

Hume wants to say that the association of%i&eas undi-~
~tes perceptions only in respect of ﬁhe qualities Jf fesembé |
lanée, contiguity and causation which they_actuallypossess.
o perceptions possess the quality of nuﬁerical iieﬂtitygl
Therefore, no perceptions are ever united in respect of such

i

|

|
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|
a relation, ‘ . B

Because the relation of numerical identity cannot
|
exist among perceptions themselves, it follcws for}Hume that
: ‘ ] -
it is merely a fabrication of the imagination, or, in other

words, a ‘'fiction'. By his own first principle;‘i? an idea

© is not derived from an impression it cannot be applied to
: ! ’ |

perceptions. Gonsequently, the concept of numericél ident~
\

ity is incorrectly applied to the world of realltyo If his--
account is to agree with Penelhum's, it must therefore be
amended, and the province which will suffer most severely’
willbbe that of the association of ideas° Hume's enswer

would, in fact, have to be a Kantian one. He must\say that

' whﬂle tae relation of identity is not 1tself a perceptlon,

it is an a priori condltlon of our perce1v1ng. Its reality

would not derive from perceptlons themselves, ‘but from the‘

fact that it is a real category which can be applled to

experlence° In short, Hume appears to have eSKed the correct

‘question about the relation of identity, but his theory of
, _ |

association and his notion of reality provide him-With~quitet

the wrong answer, ' : - |

It is interesting to speculate on Hume's motivee for
rejecting nis original élaiﬁ that the relation of identity
is the most universal of all the relatione. At the'outset
of the Treatise he has no misgivings as to the non-fictional

status of the relation, and he still accords it th%s status

in Sections 1 and 2 of Part 111 of Book I. He does not
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recant his original view until Section 2 of Part lV wh n he
, ‘ '
accuses the principle of individuation of giving rise to a
- |

e I
mistaken belief in the external world. Without examining .

i \
whether or not this accueation is Jjustified, it cen, perhaps,
i v

be said that Hume's quarrel w1th 1oent1ty stems from hls

fear that it gives rise to other 'fictions?, such as exter~
nal bodies, substances and selves. In some way he seems to

feel that the relation of 1dent1ty will somehow uﬁdermlne
|
the autonomy of discrete perceptlons, and w1ll paﬁe the way

‘for those unknown principles of unity whlch he holds in such

abhorrence° Penelhum, however, shows that the acceptance of"

a doctrine of numerical identity does not- commit hlm to a
|

doctrine .of -substance, or to any cother rapionalisﬁ doctrine.
It seems, therefore,‘that Hume's attack on rationdlism has
gone too far, and has carried him beyond the p01nﬁ to whlch

" Kant returned with more ev1dence of success, somé forty

\
yvears later.

oo !

Hume, theh, for his own motives, and for what are .

' probably not good philosophical reasons, chooses tblaeny the

reality of the relation of identity in his searchifor a
satisfactory account of the orlgln of our awarenese of pers-

onal identity., It is to this account that we must\now turn
’ \

|
We already know that the idea of personal 1dent1ty

our attention,

is produced by the activity of the imagination. “Ehe only

question, therefore, which remains, is, by what reiatlons
S _
\
| .
|
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: . l
this uninterrupted progress of our thought is produ@'d, when

we«consider the successive existence of a mind or thinking
:

person.® (T.2060) S , o

Contiguity is dismissed at once as having nk‘bearing
‘\
on the case. He rests the burden of producing the idea of
; . |

personal identity on resemblance and causation, butl gives no

reason for his rejection of contiguity. This is strange, for

the relation of contiguity is so intimately bound up with

that of causation: %We may therefore consider the relation
of COKNTIGUITY as essential to that of causation,” (ﬁ;?E)f He

ints out in . .this passage that.thereAare some objects which

are "not susceptible of juxtaposition and conjunctibn“, and

‘
refers the reader to Part 1V, Section 5 of Book I. | It turns

out that these objects are simple, unextended substence and

: T
extended perceptions, or, alternatively, extended substance
|

and unextended perceptionse. R

If contiguity is so closely linked to causation, why
does Hume say it has no‘bearing'on the productiocn of personal
identity? Kemp-Smith asksAan even more fundamental%qhestion,
namely that if causation is denendent upon contigui%y” why
does Hume not reduce the former to the ¢atter and have only
two natural relatwons, namely those of resemblance énd con~

' |
tlgulty°l Kemp~-Smith's answer is that contlgulty alone is

lov. cit., pp. 242-50.



{ 78

insufficient to establish a causal nexus, for it conveys the
idea only of a relation in space. Causation, however, is the -

result of constant contiguity of perceptions over Q beriod of

time, Therefore, besides'contiguity, the idea of ?emporal

priority is necessary for the production of the id#a‘of caus—'

ality. This énswer“may suffice to'satisfy our owﬁ‘enquiryo‘

Contlgulty, being only a spatlal relation, is 1nsu%f1c1ent to

establish the connact1v1ty which an individual feelo he perc—

eives when he investigates his own past. Cauballtﬁ, whlch
,'contalns the concept of temporal prlorlty and succ3551on,
R ‘enables the individual to connect all his past expérlences,'

We will treat of causation in more detail a;ter an\examlnablon

- 'of resemblance. f

Resemblance plays its part via the medium $f‘memory:
; | _
-% : For what is the memory but a faculty by Wthh we

i o raise up the image of past perceptions? ind as an
o image necessarily resembles its object, must not the
i frequent placing of these resembling perceptlons in
: the chain of thought, convey the 1mag1natlon more

i easily from one link to another, and make the whole
f. ‘ . seem like the continuance of one object? In this-

; <. particular, then, the memory not only discovers the
: o identity, but also contributes to its production, by

- producing the relation of resemblance among the

perceptions. (T.260-1) |

: B |
IR S .+ Causaticn plays a rather more subtle role,»but by far
the more important one; in the production of persoﬁallidentity;

Th latlon of cause and ef¢ect is establlshed by\the const—

0]

; ant conJunctlon of objects, the cause always belng prlor to

the effect (T.173). Numerous instances of observe? con junce—

tions givé rise Lo a habitual association’ of theé two idéas.in
| | |

*

N

N
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the mind. That is; when only one of the ideas is present,

the other is recalled.  Causation is the only relation which

can be ®trac'd beyond our senses, and informs us of existen-

ces and objects, which we do not see or feel.¥ (TOYAQ Because

of this attribute causation enables us to bridge  the gaps in

our memories. Memory is, in large measure, responsible for

causation because it is the means whereby like conjunctions

" of ideas" may be . recalled, Once ‘the relationfis:éstablished,

- however, 1t can go beyond memory, or what is remembered*

feat is

We can extend the same chain of causes, ‘and cons-
equently the identity.of our persons beyond our mem~
ory, and can comprehend times, and circumstances, and
actlons, which we have entirely forgot, but suppose
in general to have existed. For how few of our past
actions are there, of which we have any memory? who .
can tell me, for instance, what were his thoughts and
actions on the first of January 1715, the 1lth of
March 1719, and the 3d of August 17337 Or will he
afflrm, because he has entirely forgot the incidents
of these days, that the present self is not the same
person with the self of that time; and by that means
overturn all the most establish'd notions of' personal
identity? 1In this view, therefore, memory does not
so0 much produce as discover personal 1dent1ty, by

‘showing us the relation of cause and effect among our

different perceptions. 'Twill be encumbent on those,
who affirm that memory produces entirely our personal
identity, to give a reason why we can thus extend our
identity beyond our memory. (T.262)

The way in whlch causatlon actually accomplislies this
revealed in the follow1ng passage:. |
The true idea of the human mlnd 1s to con81der it as

a system of different perceptWOns or different exist-
ences, which are link'd together by the relation of

-cause and effect, and mutually produce, destroy,

influence, and modify each other. Our impressions
give rise to their correspondent ideas, and these
ideas in their turn produce other :meress:Lonso One

thought chaces another, and draws after it a third,



by which it is expell?'d in its turn. . In this respect,
I cannot compare the soul more properly to any thing -
than to a republic or commonwealth, in which the sev-
eral members are united by the reciprocal ties of
‘government and subordination, and give rise to other
persons, who propagate the same republic in the inces-
‘sant changes of its parts. 4nd as the same individ-
ual republic may not only change its members, but
also its laws and constitutions; in like manner the
same person may vary his character and disposition, .
as well as his impressions and ideas; without-losing- =
. his identity. Whatever changes he endures, his sev-—
o - eral parts are still connected by the relation cf
causation. And in this view our identity with regard -
‘to the passions serves to corroborate that with -~ - -
‘regard to the imagination, by the making our distant
perceptions influence each other, and by giving us a
present concern for our past or .future pains or
pleasures. (T.261)} . s o

i . “This passage demands some clarification, because, 'as-
Laird points out, it leads to. difficulties in interpretation

© of Humeé's theory of causatiocn: . i .
Regarding'[%he role causation plays in the production .
of personal identity] Hume's description was still
‘more obscure. .For him 'causes'! were only associative :

. expectations. Therefore the mental 'heap! could not

« . 7 ireally be connected by causation in the same objec-—

" tive sense as the constituents of the heap might
resemble -one another. ' Yet what other intelligible -
meaning could be read into Hume's statement ([T]261)

- that our Pdifferent perceptions are link'd together
by the relation of cause and effect, and mutually
‘produce, destroy, influence and modify each otherm?l

N
et e 2 Al e aceeeans o

By the ‘'objective sense' in which objects resemble one

SO YOI

! another, Laird probably refers to the fact that ideas resemble
one another in respect of a common quality such as.'greeness'.

Causation, of course, is not like this. It is the result of

it ki Fhis o e eman er N <

1. Laird, Hune's Philosophy of Human Natﬁre; Pe 174,

LY
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'a constant association of ideas in the mind: g.sufficient
number of like conjunctions of-ideas, the ons idea always
preceding the other, bullds up arn expectation that such a
conjunction will always occur. This is what Laird .means by
Tassociative expectaﬁions'o | ‘

Laird's point appears to be that since perceptions are

not connected by causation in respect'of'some common quality;

U the heap cannot be united in-thé way that Hume says it is by
the relation of causation. Hé.seems tovimply that Hume is
thinking of a strongér connexion than that of a mere"assoc~‘

Qé iative expectation', namely some sort df.causal efficécy that

holds between perceptions. If this is what Hume means, then

 '?m_mwm.n; he is contradicting his owxl theory of causation, for earlier
,5 - he has said that we do not have Many impression, that con=
tains any power or efficécyp“ (T.161) And yet, as Laird asks,
.what else can Hume mean when he speaks 6f the mutuéi mpdif~

ication and destruction of ideas? The following interpret-

‘ation is offered here in an attempt to exonerate Hume of the

charge of inconsistency, and also to'élarify.the'meaning of
the 'republié?! passages, |

Hume uses causation to explain why it is that we feel
justified in ésserting that our selves have preserwved their

identities even throughout those periods of time of which we

have no recollection. As an illustration of how effective is
the bond of causation between our successive ideas he draws a

parallel between the mind and a republic. The parallel has °




its dangers, because républics are thihgs of the extefnal

world, of which he-says.: we can know nothing. Fufther, it is
generally assumed that events in the material world are conn-
ected by some sort of causal efficaéy; that a war, for exam-

ple, is the outcome of material forces which are brought to

~ bear on a certain situation, and is not merely a conjunction

of some events with others., However, Hume must say that the
relation of causation between events is only a product of the

mind - it does not exist between the events themselves, but

is imposed on them by the imaginatibnw If we look closely at

our republic we see that it is made up of a succession of
events which have no connexion other than that pro#ided by

the imagination. Causal relationships are the result of. long

. experience of observing like successions of events, and a

constant conjunction between certain‘sorts of events, one sort
always being temporally prior to'another sort.

Hume'slrepublic would seem to be conhected;by,the'
causallrelation in the following way. In spite of the fact
that a republic is in‘a constant state of flux from the date
of its‘inception; it is clear to all observers that each
change is related to the priér state of affaifsf This feel~

ing that there is a relationship between successive states of

~affairs is the result of much experience of similar changes

in this and in other republics. By this means the feeling

‘arises that the republic has maintained its identity through

change, even though, strictly speaking, the change has dest-
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royed its numerical identity.

In carrying over the parallél to the mental world,
Hume now appears to say that one state of mind can be said to
have caused another state of mind 6nly becéuse.we are accust-
omed to ﬁhe oﬁe constantly following the other. By‘manifeét—
ing successive changes of states of mind an individual can be

salid to éhange through the years, and his identity, like that

- of the republic, is really destroyed. But the establishment

of the causal relation by means of the associative expectation.
between his-different states.of mind leads him to believe in :
his own identity. If this interpretation is correct there is

no need to attribute to Hume any doctrine Ofldynamism or

causal efficacy between perceptions, other than the dynamics

‘of the association of ideas by the imagination,

As we have'seen,'Humevalso rélies on causation to est-
ablish'the belief that we have existed during those periods
of which welhave no recollection. Hﬁme’s point seems to be
that an individual, having.created a causal nexus bétween his
remembered perceptions, is led~to_assert that such a nexus
exists throughout the whole succession of perceptions, remem-

. I
bered and forgotten. Causation does not bring forgotten’

perceptions back to the light of rememberance, but it does

impress upon us that what happened during our unrecoliected

periods was responsible for what we are now., Consequently we

regard them as being a part of our own history, and not a

part of someone else's. Hume has forgotten what he thought on
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the first of January; 1715,'but'he would remember<the'events
of a period prior to that. He would also know from pasﬁ.-
experience,that each day iﬁ his life is connected, élbeit
aséociatively,-wifh the next. This leads him to assume that
his identity has been pfeserved intact even during thqse per-

- iods which he has forgotten.

‘It must be remembered that Hume is not offering a
o proof of our continued existence.through unrecolléected periods

-of our lives. His aim is to show how it is that we are con—

vinced of our numerical identity, and, as we have seen, his
explanation is a psychological one, resting as it does on the
association of ideas produced by the imagination.

As a postscript to the section on personal identity,

Hume shows that the very-sameAﬁechanism which is responsible 
for the production of the sense of personal identity can

. produce the concept of the simpliciﬁy of the self::

- What I have said concerning the first corigin and
uncertainty of our notion of personal identity as
apply'd to the human mind, may be extended with 1. L.
dittle or no variation to that of s:mellclty° An
object, whose different co-existent parts are bound -
toaeuher by a close relation, operates upon the imag-
ination after much the same manner as one perfectly
simple and 1nd1v151ble, and requires not a much great-
er stretch of thought in order to its conception.

From this 51m11ar1ty of operation we attribute a
simpiic¢ity to it, and feign a principle of union as

‘the support of this simplicity, and the centre -of all .
the different parts and qualltles of the obJec%» 263)
T.203
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In this Chapter we have examined Hume's analysis of
identity, his proofs that there is not hecessarily an under~
lying unity which persists through change, and, finally, his
psycholegical explanation for eur belief in Uersonal ident—
itye. 1tn regard to Hume's treatment of 1denu1ty, it was. |
seen that hws radlcally empiricist account of tlme weakens it
a great deal. 'This weakness is, to some extent, compensated
'by his f “*her treatment of identity 1n Sectlon 6 of Part lVa'
However,,w1th regard to his later treatment, it was seen that
there is no paradox in asserting numerical identity of
perceptlons and that, consequently, Hume»has made a.sefious
error in saylng that the relation of 1dent1ty is a fictions
It was noted . that he can still maintain theb'tgerewla“no¢;;.f
underlying enfity which preserves the identity'of én'indiv~
idual through change, but the fact that‘the'felatioﬁ,of
identity is‘not.a fiction renders his psychological explanat;
ion of the mechanism which constructs this fiction otioség;
He would, perhaps, have Been better advised to show how it
is that the relatlon of 1dent1ty is objective, even though it
1s not a characterlstlc of the percepulono themselves°

However, we ought to follow Basson's adv1ce and -
accept Hume's account of the universe untll we have assessed
.1ts utility. thtle can be done in this respect W1th1n the
- terms ofythe present paper, and we shall coﬁfine ourselves in -
the following Chapter to an examination of the utility of

Hume's principle for his own theories.



CHAPTER IV

FERSONAL TDENTITY IN BOOK II OF THE “TREATISE“_

Many of Hume's commentetors believe that the'theory
'of the self which Hume propounds in Book I is inadeqﬁate to
the tasks which Hume sets it in Book II of the Treatlsea
Generally it 15 ielt that Hume needs a self Whlch is differ-
ent from the ‘bundle of perceptions’ whlcheare connected by
'tne 1mag1natlon in respect of the two natural relations
resemblance and causation. Tt will be che purpose of this
Chaptef to allay suspicions that the self of Book I is
inadequate.when applﬁed to Book II. |

This attempt, to reveal the adequacy of Book I for
the purposes of Book II, at least, in respect of the theory-
of personal identity, could play a part in the general
Justification of Hume's theories on the grounds of their .
utility. It will be remenbered that Basson suggeste just
such a justificaticn; As we have already indicated, the
scope of this paper is too narrow to admit of a general
justification'here, but the proof of the utility of the
self within Hume's framework may go some little wa& in this
direction.

Of course, if Penelhum is correct in saying, as he

appears to do, that the relation of numerical idenﬁity is

86
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non—fictifioﬁs, then it is difficult to see how Hum?‘s theory‘:
can be applied to the real world, for it is his aim to deny
that there is aﬁy experience whatever of numerical identity,
except in the fictitious sense., However, if Hume'si'system’
of impressions<and ideas is at all useful.in framing theoriés
about such things as meaning, and the foundations of human
knowledge, then this in itself may be sufficient Justification
to -ignore what Penelhum has said;'andiit may,- as Butchvarov- . -
has suggestedl, render Kant'é thebry'of relations not false
but superfluousci But~thesebare issues far too wide for fhis‘
paper, and we have to'confine.ourselves‘tbﬂan assessment. of
the internal adequacy of Hume's theory_df‘personal identitye
Book Ii of the Treatise is a survey of humén emot—.
ions, and of the mechanisms by which they oéerate, Two
categories of -emotion are:especially conﬁroversial as far as
personal identity is concerned. These ére'the passions, and
man's capacity for sympathising with his fellows.
| The passions'evoke an immédiate interest'injthe
present context, for Hume has already referred ﬁo them in
the Section on personal identity. (T.261) There he ‘seems to
suggest that thé passions play a part in the producﬁion of
personal identity. It will be remembered that in that

Section he sets himself the task of explaining why it is

lPanayot Butchvarov, "The Self and Perceptions: A
- Study in Humean Philosophy™, Philosovhical Quarterly,
(April, 1959), p. 109.
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that we believe in our own self .identity when none of the

elements in our experience is permanent: ¥What then gives us

- 50 great a propension to ascribe an identity to these succ-

essive perceptions, and to suppose ourselves possest of an

invariable and uninterrupted existence thro' the whole course

of our lives?® (T.253)

In answer to this Question Hume says that we must
differentiate between personal identityi"as~it regards our
thoﬁght or imagination and as it regards the ﬁassidns or theu
concern we take in ourselveé;“ (Te253) Personal‘identity
®as iﬁ regards our thought or imagination®™ is the subject 6f

the last ten péges of Section 6. As was seen in the previbus

: Chapter of this paper, the imagination unites successive per-

ceptions in respect of the natural relations resemblance and

causation, thus giving rise to the idea of the identity of the
self. This idea is notbderived from an impression, bﬁt is a |
fabrication of the imagination: it is, therefore, a fictitious
idea., | |

Personal identity ®as it regards the passioﬁs or the
concern we'take‘in ourselves™ 1s not dealt with in Section 6,
and is presumably left until the discussion of the péSsions
in Book II. At the end.of the 'republic' passage, however,
in Section'6, Hume does mentién the éﬁbject'of the passions
again.. That particular passage, it will be remembered,
emphasises the causal relatidnship which obtéins between past

and present states of mind., Hume terminates his observations
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with:

- And in this view our identity with regard to the
passions serves to corroborate that with regard to
the imagination, by the making our distant percep-
tions influence each other, and by giving us & pres-
ent concern for our past or future pains or pleas-
ures. (T.2 l) o

If it 1is true that the passions'operate,in,this.way,

that is, by giving us a concern in ourselves, and if the self

vw1th whlch it makes us concerned should be the same with the
_Dundle of ccnnectad perceptlons, then at least one comments=u.:
atorts susplclons will have been allayed. -
Hendel is.convinced that the weakncss of his theory of
the self became apparent to Hume in the’ qourse_of wrltlng
" Book II of the Treatise.. The demands made by the doctrine of

the passions are cited as the causes of Hume's change of

heart.l Hendel claims that both doctrines would seem to re=

T
k]

;

‘

quire that we be conscious of ourselves°~ Further he states
i - that the self of which we are cbnscious should be “more real
than anything that enters:our ken, despite our inability to
" seize upon any distinct perception of it.F¥
It will be argued heré that'Humeﬁs;selfxisulrealli:a
enough for. the purposes of Book II, and that the ‘tidentity?t
of which he is conscious sufficiently explains the.phenom;
ena of sympathy and the passiohs° _Théaquestiongas;tOAwhat

Hume himself thought of his own theory will bé'dealt with

1Hendel, Op. cite., Pe 229. The relevant passage is
guoted in full in Chapter V below. . :



© in Chapter V below. -

In order to assess the adequacy of Hume’s:theory of
the éelf for the doctfines of Book II we must examine the |
relevant doctfihes of ths létter<BoQk carefully, First of
all we shall deal with the passions;'

| The paséions:are simplel impressions'of reflexidn,
and arise only upon the prior appearance in the mind of an
impression or an idea (T.275). For the purposes of tﬁis

Chapter an examination of the account Hume gives of the

passions of pride and humility will suffice: "The passibhs

of PRIDE and HUMILITY being simple and uniform impressions,

ttis impossible we can ever, by a multitude of words, give a -

"just definition of them, or indeed of any of any7of_the pass-

ions. The utmost we can pretend to is a description‘of them;
by an enumeration of such circumstances as attend them." |
(TaR77) |

| Forémost émong these circumstances is the intimate
relationship between pride and humility and the self, What-
ever the state of affairs we may be contemplating, if it is
not related to the self in some way, then neither prideﬂhor

humility is generated:

lBy 'simple', as the following quotation makes clear,
Hume means 'unanalysable', However, there are manifold diff-
iculties with Hume's doctrine of simples, especially with
regard to the question of the analysis of perceptions. For
a discussion of these difficulties, see Chapter I above,
especially pp. 5~9.
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'Tis evident , that pride and hunility, tho! directly
contrary, have yet the same OBJECT. This object is
self, or that succession of related ideas and imp-
ressions, of which we have an intimate memory and '
consciousness., Here the view always fixes when we are
actuated by either of these passions. According as
our idea of ourself is more or less advantageous, we
feel either of those opposite affections, and are
elated by pride, or dejected with humility. Whatever
other objects may be comprehended by the mind, they
are always consider'd with a view to ourselves,
otherwise they wou'd never be able either to excite
these pa551ons, or produce the smallest encrease or
dimunition of them. When self enters not into the
consideration, ther is no room either for prlde or

humility. (T. 277)

Thus far all is well. The self to which Hume refers
is the orthodox self of Book I, name1y<“That succession'of
related id:zas and.impressions." However, ‘he may only be nay-'
ing lip service to a how aefunct doctrine. Only a detalled
examinatién éf,the doctrine of the passions will'rgveal
whether or not Hume is justified in retaining the self of
Book I | ,
The self is the object only, and not the éause of the
passionsz for these two passions, df pride and humility, are |
contrary and can never make an appearance together: ®"!'Tis
impossible a man can at the same time be_both proud‘and hum-
ble.® {T.278) Thevcauses of these'passions must be sométhing
other than the self, and Hume sees them as being varibusly

gqualities of the mind and body, and also more remote objects,

 such as family, possessions and nationality:

Every valuable quality of the mind, whether of the
imagination, judgement, memory or disposition; wit,
good-sense, learning, courage, Jjustice, integrity;
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all these are the causes of pride; and their oppos-
ites of humility. DUNor are these passions confin'd to
the mind, but extend their view to the body:likswise.
A man may bel proud of his beauty,. strength, good mein,
address$ in dancing, riding, fencing, and of his dex-
terity in any manual business or manufacture. But
this is not all. The passion loocking farther, com-
rehend[s] whatever objects are in the least ally'd.or
related to us.’' Our country, family, children, rela-.
tions, riches, houses, gardens, horses,.dogs,
cloaths; any of these may become a cause either of
“pride or humility. (T.279)

This passage contains an explicit recognition that the
mental world is in some Way différent from the phyéical world.
On the face of it this would not seem to accérd at all with
the doctrine of.Book I which reduces all 3nowledge to know-

 ledge of mental events. There Hume has assumed that all
experience 1is of perceptions oniy, and that consequently
meaningfui statements about any world notICOMposed of percep-
tioﬁs cannot be made.. Therefore it would seém that Hume is

not entitled to talk about physical objectss

To this charge Hume would anéwer that it ié simply

the case that we do differentiate between oﬁr perceptions in
this way. We bélieve that some pérceptions represént a world
which is external to| our world of perceptioné, and we believe
that other peréeptibnsrepnesentnothing external to our world
of perceptions. These latter we describe as internal. Thus, .
although thé qﬁestion may be raised as to how we come to make
this distinétion between internal and externai worlds, there

can be no question that we actually do make the distinction:
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Thus the sceptic still continues to' reason and believe,
even tho!' he |cannot defend his reason by reason; and
by the same rule he must assent to the principle con-=
cerning the existence of body, tho' he cannotipretend
by any arguments of philosophy to maintain its verac-—
ity. Nature has not left this to his choice, and has
doubtless esteem'd it an affair of too great import-
ance to be trusted to our uncertain reasonlnvé and.
speculatlonsc We may well ask, What.causes 1nduce us:
to believe in the existence of body? but 't1§ in vain’
to ask, Whether there be body or not? That is a point,
which we must| take for granted in all our reaso?lnﬂgo -
T.187)

The causes whiéh induce us to believe in the éxistence -
of bodies external to ourselves haVe'been examined inlChépter
II above, . There it was seen -that thé'céhstancy and coherence .
of certain perceptions induce the imagination to attribute toj
them the probgfties of distinct and tontlnued ex1stence. It
follows that Hﬁme can speak of an external world only if he is
prepared to édmit that he is adopting the concepts of the'
vulgar (T°202), and is not asserting the existence ostuch a
world.l | - ‘

‘However, another more serious charge can be léid
against Hume on the basis of the passage from his diééﬁssion
of the passibns quoted above. Accordingito his theorf of the

self as outlined in Book I, the mind is composed of all our

perceptions., How then can he regard perceptions of'"gardens,

lnume, in I, iv, 2, acknowledges an instance in whlch
he speaks as though there ware immediate acquaintance with the

. external world. The full relevent quotation is given in

Chapter III above, p. 51, note 1,
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and can be so considered without apparent contradiction.
Hume must say that, as a matter of fact, the passions and
the exciting objects of.the passions are not separate from

the mind; but he can also say ﬁhat, because there is no nec-

_essary connexion between perceptions other than of forming

part of the bundle which is present to awareness, it is -

possible to consider perceptions as existing in other rela=
fionShipé to one another, In other wads, a particular péff'
of the bundle can be considered to be the self, and other
parﬁs of the bundle can be seen as external objects which
stand in a certain rélationship to the part of the bundle

which is called the self. That this is done is no Jjust=

|ification for the practice, but it is an explanation of the

|sort of thing which goes on when peoplet!s passions are arou- .

sed. |

| Hume says that we must be concerned with objects. in
some way if they are to produce ény passion. at all iﬁ us:
®Beauty, consider'd as such, unless plac'd upon something
related to us; never produces any pride or.%anityn" (To279)
On the other hand, however,'that we are concerned wiﬁh the
object in question is not enough. The. object itself must

be possessed of some quality which is capéble of afféctingv
us in some way: %The strongest relation aloné, without
beauty, or something else in.itsbplace,'has as little influ~-

once on that passion.® (T.279)




:::::::

i
i
3
B
o4
1
v

:

§

i
-4
i
i
i
i

956~

Briefly, the passion of pride, for example,.is prod-
uced in the following way. Ve percéive.an oEject which bel-
ongs to us, and we further perceive that it is,béauﬁiful;-
its beauty causes a'sensationwofrpleasupe.within us; this
feeling of pleasure, because it is caused By a quality in an
object which belongs ﬁo us, gives rise to the.sénSation of -

ride.‘(II,i,S) | |

"This mechanism operates only becéuse pride has;’as
its special object, the self, and because the self has the

capacity for experiencing that passion:- "je must suppose

‘that nature has given to the organs of the human mind, a
" certain disposition fitted to produce a peculiar impression

© or emotion, which we call pride: To this emotion she has -

assign'd a certain idea, viz. that of self, which it never
fails to produce.™ (T.287)
This last quotation seems to imply that pride does

not merely recall to the attention the idea of self, but rat-—

her creates the idea of the self. This interpretation is

borne out by an earlier statement in the samevaccount:‘ é[A]_
passion, when excited, turns our view to another idea, which
is that of self. Here then is a passion plac'd betwixt two

ideas, of the one [e.g. an external objecﬁ] produces it, and

the other the self is produc'd by it. The first idea;
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therefore, répresents the ggggg,hthe second thé ggiggg of the
passion.” (T.278)

The general impression’gaiﬁed from his account of the
passions, however, is that pride and humilify merely-fii the
attention on an idea of thé sélf which is constructed by the

imagination: in other words, the self to which the passions

direct us'is the éame with the self of Book I. The descrip-
tion of the self of Book I is given in two coﬁsecutiVe‘para~
graphs in the bpening of the discussion of pride and‘humil-
ity: ®This objeect is the seif, or that succession|of related
ideas and impreésions, of which we have an intimate memory
. and cbﬁséiousness“, and "That connected succession|of per-
_ceptions, which we call self.™ (T. 277) |
The-érinciple whereby the passions associate themssl-

ves with the self is a fresh one. Because it is different

from the natural and philosophical relations already encount-

ered, the appellation tanomolous! lends itself és an apt.
‘label: o

I find, that the peculiar object of pride and humil-
ity is determin'd by an original and natur%l instinct,
and that 'tis absolutely impossible, from the prim-

ary constitution of the mind, that these passions
shou'd ever look beyond self, or that indi&idual
person, of whose actions and sentiments each of us is
intimately conscious. Here at last the-viéw always
rests, when we are actuated by either of these pass-
ions; nor can we, in that situédtion of mind, ever

,-
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- lose sight of this object, . For thisJI'preténd not to
give any reason; but consider such a peculiar dirgc;
tion of the thought as an originadl quality. (T.286)
The new principle of association is Toriginmal and nat-
ural®™ and therefore cannot be reduced~to either of|the,two.
species of relation to which we.were introduced in|Book I. ..

Apapt'f;omdph%gﬁnpvel;feapure,.howevgr,'allmappearégygibe>asm

-1t was before. , "That individual person™ of whom we are’

“intimately conscious® seems.to be the self of Book I, Unfor-

e i bl B

ki tunately, Hume's languagé,hereihas caused. Hendel and Kemp-
Smith to believe, that Hume is no longer content, with. the self
of Book I. Since our task here is to shoWythatqthéfself of

Book I.is;adequatgwfor»pheﬁpurpose$3oiQBook 1T, we will. gdefer.

discussion of this point wntil our next Chapter. ?f
l_W@i@réprWQin”a‘éosition totclarify\Humefs assertion -
» that "our idenpipyfwith regard to the passions serves:to
corfoborate.that.with regard.to the imagination.“”.3ince_the,uv
g passions of pride and humility operate with respect|to ali our
perceptions, they are able to link our present selves with our

past achievements and accomplishments..'Moreover, they are

b £ e+ s b L3

able to link the self with the future; in so far as Ehej inspi-

e f,

re the self with hope for, or fear df, what is going to take
place., Whether the causes of pride or humility:are feﬁembered
perceptions,iﬁreSenﬁ'impréssiéns, or imaginative constructions
of the fubure, in every case they direct the attention to the
self, and. link the self, as'a bundle of‘perceptions, td‘fhése

other perceptions. It is our contention here that,ﬂume can




99

asserﬁ this doctrine‘without loss of consistency. | If we are
: correbt, then it must follow that the self of Book I is
adequate for Hume's doctfine of the passionse.
We must now examine;the allegation that the self of
Book I is inadequate for Hume's doctrine of sympathyg. As in
the case of the passions;, this examination should.include;an
outlinevof Hume's doctrine., | |
Hume's teaching on symapthy iS an attempt to explain
why it is that we share so intimately the éxperiences of |
others: "No quality of human naturé is more remarkable, boﬁh
in.itself and in its consequences, than that propensity we
have to sympéthize.with others, -and to receive by communicét—
" ion their inclinations aﬁd sentiments, ﬁowéver‘différent fromn,
or even contrary to our own.® (T.316}
- This propensity Hume believés'i§ due to the fact that
the relations of resemblance, conﬁiguity and causation obtain -

betwéen.people:

Now 'tis obvious that nature has preserv'd|l a great
resemblance among all human creatures, and| that we
never remark any passion or principle in oghers, of
which, in some degree or other, we may not| find a
parallel in ourselves. The case is the same with the
fabric of the mind, as with that of the body. How-
ever the parts may differ in shape or sizej, their
structure and composition are in general the same.
There is a very remarkable resemblance, which pres-
erves itself amidst all their wvariety; and| this res- -
emblance must very much contribute to make| us enter
into the sentiments of others, and embrace! them with
facility and pleasure. Accordingly we find, that
where, beslde the general resemblance oI our natures,
there is any peculiar similarity in our manners, or
character, or country, or language, it facilitates
the sympathy. . « . Nor is resemblance the| only rela-
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- tion , which has this effect, but receives new forces
from other relations, that may accompany {it. The
sentiments oi others have little influence, when far
remov'd from us, and require the relation of contig-
uity, to make them communicate themselves| entirely.
The relations of blood, being a species off :causation,
may sometimes contribute to the same effefct. (T.318)

The mechanics of sympathy consist in an ‘'enlivening!

of the idea We,have of another person. The degree to which

that idea is enlivened. depends on the strength of| the relation
, between : o
which obtalns/ourselves and the other person" t*The stronger

the relation is betwixt ourselves and‘any object, the more -
easilyldoes the imagination make the transition, and-conﬁey to
the related idea the vivacity of conception, with |which we

always .form the idea of our own person.® (T 318) IThe idea of

_the other person becomes enllvened to such a degree that we’
have the same concern for it tnat we would have er ourselves,
By the same token, the mood of the other person éJ manifested -
by his overt behaviour becomeé énliveﬁed to such J-degree that
it is converted into an impression‘of reflexion - [it becomes,

'd by

in effect, our mood : "When any affection is infus
sympathy, it is at first known only by its effects), and by
those external signs in the countenance and convér‘ation;
which convey an idea of it. The idea is presently| converted
into an impressicn, and acquires such a degree of Fforce and
vivécity, as to become the very passion itself , a d'produce
an equal emotion,'as anj original affection,.® (T»B%?)
The theory of the self as applied to the doctrine of

sympathy can now be examined. In two passages froq the acc-

MCMASTE{L UNIVERSITY. LIBRARY,
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ocount of that doctrine Hume.talks_of the self in the following
terms: "'Tis evident, that the idea, or rathér impfession'of
pursélves is always intimately present with us, and that our
consciousness gives us SO'lively a conception of our own person,
that 'tis not possible toAimégine, that ahy thing can in}this
pa}ticular g0 Beyond itw (T.317), and.WAil these relations, of
contiguity; rsembléhce, and causation which obtain between our-
‘selves and others when united together, convey the impressibn
or.consciousness of our own person to the idea of the sentim-
ents or passibns of others, éhd'make us conceive ﬁhemlin the
strongest and most lively mannér.“ (T.318)} « It cannot be denied

that Hume is speaking here as though there were, in fact, an

impression of the self. However, in Book I of the Treatise he

~

expressly denies that there is such an impression:

It must be some one impression, that gives rise to

every real idea. But self or person is not any one

na impression, but that to which our several impressions
and ideas are..suppos'd to have a reference. If any
impression gives rise to the idea of self, that imp-
ression must continue invariably the same, thro' the
whole course of our lives; since self is suppos'd to

.exist after that manner. But there is no impression

constant and invaridble. (T. 251).

The self of Book I is a complex idea whose constituent
parts are the whole fund of impressions and ideas which pre-
sent themselves to human experience, The complex is bound
together by the relations of resemblance and causation which
give rise to the fictitious idea of personal identity. This
is the self of reality: the self of fiction is a permanent,

identical entity which endures even through the flux of pefc-
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eptions. Is Hume, in his doctrine of sympathy, seriously
asserting that it is the latter which is the real self, and
thereby denying the utility of the theory of Book.I?
Kemp~-Smith believes that Hume is in the throes of
.rejecting;the self of Book T. His point is that Hﬁme must
‘reject this self; for it is patently inadequate for the |
"doétrine of sympathy. The latter doctrine rests on'phe fact
‘that our idea of the other person is enlivened to a;ver# .
great degree. It is this liveliness which causes ﬁg to con=
cern ourselves so much wit_h'itc But.éuéh livelinesé.is ﬁhe-

1

mark of an impression™, or would seem to be. It follows

that if our idea of the other person is enlivened to. such:a
" degree as to become an impression, then we must be to our-
selves an impression:
Hume, in his references to the ever present concept
of the self, alternates between the terms .'concept!,
'idea', timpression', and''consciousness'. But per-
force the ‘'concept'! of the self has to be an impress-
. ion; otherwise it would not, on his teaching, have
discharged the functions required - the transfer of
a native liveliness, a liveliness which Eumg insists-
is to be found in actual impressions alones,
In Hume's defence it could be argued that there is
no definite boundary between impressions and ideas. He points

o

l"Those‘perceptions;uwhich enter with most. force and
violence,»we may name impressions. . . . By ideas I mean the
faint imagks of these in thinking and reasoning.® (T.l)}

2

Kemp-Smith, op. cit., p. 173
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out ih the opening-paragraphs of Book.I‘that:. "In sleep, in
a fever, in madness, or in any very violent emotioné of.soul,
our ideas may approach to our impressions: As on the other
hand it sometimes happens, that our impreésions are sé faint
and iow, that we cannot distinguish them from.dur ideas." (Tozj
Tt is possible,‘ﬁherefore, that'what Hume really'méans wheﬁ_he‘
| épéaks of an impreésion of the self in Book II is that the
idea of thé self is so lively thgﬁ it is mistakeﬁ‘fbr an imp-
1ression.“If this is the case, then such a 1ivély idea could
sureLy'fulfil the functibh of an impfession; namely that of
imparﬁing a nétivé'liveliness to the idéé of another pefsona

Against this-suggespion,could'be réised the thorny
-issue of the iﬁcorrigibilitj of perceptions.l Hume, in the.
very heart of Book I, asserts that percepti;ns cannot.be |
anything other than they éppear to be: "Every thing that
embers: the mind, being in reality as thé‘perception, 'tis
impossible any thing shou'd to feeling appear differenﬁ. ‘This
were to éupppse, that eveﬁ where we are most intimately con-
‘scious, we might be;mistaken." (T.190) From this it follows
that if the 'idea' we have of the self appears to be an imp- .
ression, then it must be an impressioﬁ? .

of courée, this conclusion'undérmines the whole of
‘Hume's anaiysis of personal identity.in Section 6. His whole

thesis rests on the fact that what passes for an idea of a

1This issue has already been discussed abOVe, Chapter
I1I, p. 60. '
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Siﬁple, identical self ié analysable into componett percept=.
ions united by the imagination. We have seen that hejdeniés
~ever having experienced an impression of himself, and‘that
' . this denial leads to the analysis of the idea of the self.
Now we find that the doctrine of sympathy has forced him to

accord such a great deal of vivacity to the idea of the self

that it must be taken at its face value as an impress1on. It

 seems that Hume must elther glve up his attempt to analyso .
the self, or forsake his doctrine of symapthy.

The only course left open to Hume is flrst of all to
reassert that the succession of perceptlons can at one tlme
be observed as a unity, and at other times as a plurality:

. "However at one inétant we may consider the related.sucqession
aé variable or.interrﬁpted, we are sure the next to ascribe
to it a pérfect identity, and regard it as invariable and
.uninterrupted.® (T.254) This ensurés that the idea of the
self is analysable. | |

Secondly, he can then point out. that the unifying acts
ivity of the imagination, whereby perceptions are connected
invrespect of the natural rélations, is manifested as a 'gen-
tie force! (T.10)., This gentle force Hume would call an
impression. It would not be idea, for, by the first prin-
ciple,:all ideas are copies of impressions,. and the_gentle'
force does not copy anything; But what sort of'iﬁpression
could it’ be? Tt could not be called an impression of sene—

sation, for those arise "without any antecedent perception®”



(T0275), and the forcé«arises only when there are other
perceptions to be connected. Its most likely label, there~
fore, is thét of an impression of reflexion. These arise only
oﬁ phe prior a?pearanqe of an impressiocn of sensation or of
én.idéag or even oxn the pfior‘appearance of another impreésa
ion of reflexion. Uhfoftunateiy, Hume has defiﬁed impresse
jons of reflexicn as being "passions, and other emotions
resemblihg.them.“_(T;275) However, fhere is‘no reaéon why
he could not add the gentle force to his list of dimpressions
of Teflexiom... | - '
If Hume does number the géntle férce among'his-imp-
ressions of_reflexioﬂ, thén he ' could assért that it is its
" vivacity which imparts a liveliness to the'}dea'of'anothér
'person. At times this'liveliness would quité obscure the
fact that our ideas of our own selves, and of those others
with whom welare concerned, are actually ideas and not imps=
ressionsol ﬁut this would not prevent us, on occasions, from
peréeiving the true state of affairs, namely that ideas of
~ourselves and those of other selves are analysablé:in the'way
in which Hume describes in Section 60 If this interpretation
is allowed, then there need be no clash between the .doctrine \
" of personal identity as given in Book I, and the doctrine of
sympéthy aé'given in BookIII oflthe Ti‘ea’ciseo |
Further evidence égainst the view that there is.a

clash between the self of Book I and the self of Book II
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appears in the course of Hume's development of his dodtriﬁe
of sympathyg At one point, Hume finds that his whole theory
of sympathy will collapse- unless he invokes the aid of the
self of Book I.. The situation arises in the follow1mg way.
In Part 11 of Boo& II Hume observes: ™"'Tis evident, that as
-we are at all times intimately conscioué of ourselVes, our
sentlments and pa331ons, thelr ideas must s»rlke upon us w1th
greater v1va01ty than the 1deas of the sentlments and passions |
of any other person." (T. 339) Later in the same paragraph he
formulates a new law. "The 1mag1natlon passes easily from
. obseure.: to liyvely ideas, but wlth difficulty from lively to‘
obScureeﬁ | | | | |
Thé_conjdnction of these two statemenfs undermineé

the doctrine of symbathy. That doctrine requires that the
attention be directed from the contemplation of our own feel-
ings to those of others. Howéver, Hume now asserts that our
own feelingé are more lively'than those of other people, and
that the imagination does not pass easily from more to less
lively perceptions;' Consequently it is impossible that we
should ever come to regard the feelings of others as our own,
as the doctrine of sympathy requires.

. To resolve.this.inconsistency, Huﬁe~first of all
asserts that the attention ié'not always directed upon the
" self,  The attention is directed to the self when the self is
the object of a passion, but "in sympathy our own person is

not the object of any passion, nor is there any thing, that
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'fixee.our aﬁtenﬁion on Oufselveso" (ToBAO)

This alone does net save the dotrine of sympathy. In
synmpathy the'objecﬁlofwour compassion must be related to the
. self, 'but-if the seif is not seen as part of the relation- o
ship, then the mechanism of sympathy is again para ysed. I%_
is at thls point that Hume utilises the concept of the self -
which was produced in Book T He argues that, since the self
is the su@ total of all our perceptions, it is pefCeived as
.1long as there are perceptions,.'Further, he implies.that there
is a dlstlnctlon between '1nternal' perceptlons, such as the
passions, and 'external' perceptlons, such as the overt
behaviour of another person.l It'follows,_from these-premisee,v
"that when the.attention is’directed.to 'external'lperceétions,
such as the overt behav1our of another person, the‘self is-
still in view., According to the doctrlne of the separablllty
of perceptlonsz, the overt behav1our of another person is
easily distinguished from the rest of our perceptions, so,
that other people can enter inﬁoha relationship with ﬁhe self
which is one of blood, natienality, of close‘proximity, withe-
out being considered a part of the self. This, at least, is

the construction we place upon the following passage:

lVlde supra, pp. 92-3 for Hume's grounds for making
this dlstlnctlon.

Vide supra, p5“949
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Ourself, independent of the perception of every other
object, is in reality nothing: For which reason we
must turn our view to external objects; and 'tis
natural for us to consider with most attention such
as lie contiguous to us, or:resemble us. But when
the self is the object of a passion, 'tis not nat-
ural to ‘quit the consideration of it, till the pass=—
ion be exhausted. (T.340-1) '

In other: words, the presence of a passion inhibits the
separating off from the bundle of perceptions of the percep-.
tion of .another person; but when the passions‘haveuCeased to
operate, then such a distinction among perceptions can be
made. Further, when we make the distinction, we can still be
said to be ?intimately‘cohscious of ourselves™, for the
external perceptions are as much constituents of the self as
the internal ones,

The only difficulty with this interpretation is that
it fails to explain how it is that the related external person
can be related to the self in terms of blood, nationality, or
~in terms of anything at all, since the part of the bundle
which is normally believed to characterise the self is not
- . present to the attention. The only solution we can offer here
is that the appearance of a collection of attributes, labelled
“oxternal persorf, can possibly strike a chord in one's memory,
reminding one that here is a person who resembles, or is_
somehow related to, that bundle normally characterised as the
self,

If our interpretation is correct Hume has successfully

‘salvaged his doctrine of sympathy only by invoking the self
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By utilising this self he has rendered
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consistent

two otherwise conflicting doctrines, namely that the attention

can be directed from the self to another person and can infuse

the perception of the other person with the native

liveliness

of the self, and that the attention moves with difficulty

from lively to more obscure perceptions.

The success of Hume's salvage operation would endorse

what has been argued at large in this Chapter, namely that the

doctrine of the self of Book I is adequate for the

Book IT.

purposes of

The part played by the self in the doctrine of the -

passions and in. the doctrine of sympathy has received a full

examination, and in each case it has been seen that

with, and adequate for those doctrines.

, it is

~possible to argue that the self of Book I is both consistent’

The results of this argument will play a role in the.

next Chapter. There an examination will be made of the claim
‘that Hume himself later rejects his theory of the self as
| expressed in Book I. In concluding this present Chapter,

however, it is interesting to note the effect which its find-

ings may have on a theory held by Kemp-Smith.
In the Preface to his work "The Philosophy of David
Hume" Kemp-Smith asks:

Why is it that in Book I of the Treatise the existence
of an impression of the self is explicitly denied,
while yet his theory of the 'indirect' passions [i.e.
pride and humility], propounded at length in Book II,
is made to rest on the assumption that we do in fact
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experience an impressién'of'the silf, and that this
impression is ever-present to us?+- : :
His answer is that Books II and III of the Treatise

are prior in order of composition to Book I.? He further

points ouﬁ that Hume; when referring to the self, alternates.
between the terms 'concept'!, 'idea', 'impression' and 'con~
sciousness! in Book I1.3 Thié vacillétion, he séys, ié symp=
tomatic qf Hume's realisation that Baoks I and II contradict.
one ancther, KémpéSmith is led to believe, partly on the
basis of this évidence, that the doctrines of sjmpathy énd of
the passions were formulated firét, that the concept'of the‘

self Hume then used was the self qua an impression, and that

Hume later had difficulty in reconciling these doctrines with

the self as it made its appearance in the posterior Book I:

If I am correct in assuming that he formulated his
doctrine of sympathy prior to the development of

the doctrines proper to Bock I, it is natural to
suppose that his later uneasy awareness of the contra-
diction between the two Books has necessitated these
alternative wordings; as when he uses the cumbersome
non~commital phrase "the impression or consgciousness
of our own person™, as well as the more definite
phrase "the idea, . or rather impression of (_mzr:«s‘cra.ll:\res"'o[P

1op, cite, p. V.

Zggig., p. Vi

3Ibid., p. 173. (Vide supra p. 102)
bTpid. -
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If, as we have tried to prove in this Chapﬁef, there
is no contradiction between the self of Book I and the self
of Book II, some 6f the grounds at least for Kemp—umlth's
theory will have been removed. His theory will not hévé
been invalidated because he has~othef grounds on which to
base 1t,l but it can galn no strength from Hume's treatment.
of the self. |

In the way of a Parthlan shot it is Worth ndﬁing tﬁét:;
‘even at the beginning of Book III of the Treatise Hume still. 
sees fit to utilise the selflof Book I: |

It has been observfd that nothing is evern preseht to

the mind but its perceptlons, and that all the actions

of seeing, hearing, judging, loving, hating, and
thinking, fall .under this denomination, The mind can

never exert itself in any action, which we may not
comprehend undar the term of perception. (Tu456)

At least, the language used here suggests that'Hume
still belleves in the self of Book I. However, it may be
that he has now come to believe that the'self which4loves,
hates and thinks is manifested as an impression., [His attitude
becomes excessively enigmatic - just how muéh so will be seen

in the following Chapter,’

1Tbid., p. vie.




CHAPTER V

HUME'S LATER ATTITUDE TO HIS THEORY OF PERSONAL

The attention which Hume devotes to his the
- sonal identity in Book I of the Treatise mérks it
méjor theésis of that work. It is,'therefOfé,‘surp
his later works contain no reference to this theor
however, ﬁowhere gives a clear statement of his mo
this omission, and consequently haé left postefity
enigma: why did Hume abandon a theory on which he
d‘:éda so much effort? - |

The“Enéuiry Concerﬁing Human Understanding

the firsf Book of the Treatise. . For example, at t
' Hume restates the first principlevwhich he has for
Boék T of the Treatise: all ideas are copies of iﬁ
which precede them and which they resémble in ever

but their vivacity. Missing from the Enquiry, how

IDENTITY
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the discussions on the immateriality of the soul anpd on pers-~
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onal identity which occupied so'much of his attent

ion in the

earlier work. In the Treatise the concept of a simple,

identical self is analysed by means of the first principle,

and it is found to be reducible to a succession of

ions which are united by the imagination in resbecJ

natural relations. Since the first principle make
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earance -in the first Enquir £ it is difficult to see why the
analysis of personal identity does not,
| An examination of the external evidence reveals only
that Hume later rejected'the Treatise. Sdme eleven years
.after completing ﬁhe Treatise| he makes the folloﬁxng comment

in one of his letters: "So vast an Undertaking, plan'd

before I was one .and tWeﬁty,_£nd compos'd before twenty five,
must necessarily be very defective., I have repented my Haste
a hundred,~and -a hundred times." The "vast Undertakipg“,is;

‘none other than the Treatise of Human'Naturel In| 1754, three

years after penning this comment, he expresses himself even

more strongly to one whom Kemp-Smith identifies as an un=

friendly critic:?

That you may see I woL?d no way scruple of ownlng my
Mistakes in Argument, LI shall acknowledge (what is

. infinitely more materlal) a very great Mistake in
Conduct, viz my publishing at all the Treatise of
human Nature, a Book, Lwhlch pretended to Innovate in
all the sublimest Parts of Philoseophy, and which I
compos‘*d before I was|five anditwenty. Above all,
the positive Air, which prevails in that Book, and
which may be imputed to the Ardour of Youth, so much
dlsgleases me, that I have not the Patience to review

Hume was obviously disenchanted with the Treatlse, but

" he does not tell us just what|is the cause of his dlspleasure,

- Inpetters of Dav1d Hume", ‘ed. Greig, i, p0 158,
quoted from Kemp~Smith, op. cit., p. 532,

*Kemp-Smith, op. Cite, Do 532.
3nletters®, ed. Greig, i, p. 187, ibid.
|
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In any eveht; he does not impute it to his theory;of personal
' \
identity. . S o
It has been suggested that Hume was in seéréhlnot of

: - \ \
philosophical ‘but of literary acclaim.  That he rgceiYed neith-
er on the appearance of his Treatise is now a part ofithe folke-
- lore of Philosophy: "Never literary attempt was more unfort—

. | |

- unate than mytTreatisé‘of‘Human Naturéq, It fell &eadLborn"
: ! | \ t

from the pfess.ﬁl {
) |

‘Standing between Hume and the accolades oﬁvthé literary

world were the radical theories of Book I of the ﬂreaﬁise, One

of these theories, of course, is his theory of personal idens=

. i . . I | )

.. . ‘ 3 . - . ’
tiit y, which overturns all established concepts oﬁ th? reality

'of the underlying unity of the self. It is, therefore, poss=

ible that-Hume réjected the more radical theorieé}of #hé -

Treatise in order that his later works should recdivé}the

serious attention he so ardently desiréd. Kruse ﬂs a}sﬂpporter
‘ 4 : |
of this theory: ‘ : : |

Tt is well known that in his later life Humé time
after time suppressed his most radical ideas. in order
to be better appreciated by the public, and it is-
characteristic that in his autobiography he describes
the "ruling passion® of his life not as a '‘Spinoza
would have done, as the urge of philosophilcall cog-
nition, but love of literary fame. And this liter-
ary ambition was not of the nature which was content
with the immortality usually accorded té grea# think=-
ers by a late posterity; but, practical and concrete
as he was, he craved first and foremost the a@mirat—
ion of his contemporaries. . . . And therefore he

lDavid Hume, My Own Life, Chap. 1.
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L [
was consistently led to regard the Judgement\of the
public as his gupreme ‘court, his only guyde in his

'literary work. | |

Kemp~Sm1th argues against this view at great‘length°
\ \
He claims‘that Hume rejected his theory on phllospphlcal

grounds, and that the first Eng Ty represents a more mauure

-

appraisal | of the contents of the Treatise. In order\t
: o I

.understand Kemp»Smlth's claim fully, we must flrst of all
\
riefly recapltulate Hume s explanation of the orngin ofthe~

awareness | of personal 1dent1ty° . - |
Hume s theory of personal 1dent1ty is a product of two

ma jor pr1301ples of the Treatise. The first of these is that
| i .

all ideas jare derived from precedent impressions;yanq the
' I

' second is [that the only connexion which obtains between.

perceptions is the 'gentle force'! supplied by thekimégination

‘ L | \ ,
in respect of the natural relations. The first p?ineiple
I . o : " ’
leads to the denial that there is a simple, ident#ca% self

which underlies the flux of experience. ~Instead‘iusing the

pr1nc1ple pf the association of ideas, we can assert\only
_that the 1ﬁea we have of personal identity is a f&ctltlous
one, which/ is to say that it is a fabrication of pne‘lmagln-
atien and has no appllcatlon to the elements of ekpenienceo

Kemp-umlth belleves that Hume became more‘awére,,as

1Vlndlng Kruse;‘"Hume S Phllosophy in hlS‘PTﬂnClpal
Work", (Oxford University Press), Eng. trans., p.|8, lquoted
from Kemp-Smith, op. cit., p. 520°

2

Op. cit., Chapter XXIV. |
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~his philosophical acumen developed, that the idea ¢f the iden~

tity of the self is not reducible to a complex.of perceptions
united by Ehe imagination, but that it is as real'és anything‘
that enters| our experience. As evidence that the %octrihe-of
assotiation of ideas was later felt by Hume to be ﬁnsaﬁis»"
factory as a2 mode of explanation.of everyday beliefs;he‘pOints
to the fact! that if is not'so widely used in the first,Eﬁguirzc :
Hefalded ésia ﬁmajor discovery"? iﬁ Book I,l and ésyﬂthe cemeﬁt"

of the univ%rse“ in the Abstract,2 it is omitted i¢ the first
Enquiry as én explanation for belief in an indepen@ently

existing wo%ld. That belief is there treated as aﬁ ultimate =
b , : | :

\ : L | .
it is unavoidable and, at the same time, irreducible in the
. ! . ‘ _ .

way Hume cl%imed in Book I of the Treatise. Besetﬂas he was
) - - —_—— I,
by the realisation that his own identity was nonnfﬂqtitious,

| ‘ : |
and troubled by the inadequacy of the associative mechanism
‘- ) . . -1. "
as an account of it, it is, says Kemp-Smith, scarcely to be
‘ o ‘ .
wondered at /that Hume omits all mention of his the&ry of
| |

identity inihis later works. Nor is it to be wondered at that’
Hume cénnotkthink of anything better to put in'itsﬂplace, forjl
Hume'!s whole fund of'experience is composed ofldis&rete per-
‘ceptions which‘do'not ménifest numerical identity Jor’any

: : | ‘

under-lying'u;.nit;yo3 '
|

lTréatiée, ps 33. - | |-
2D¢‘Hume, "An Abstract of a Treatise of Human Nature®,
ed. J.M. Keynes and P. Sraffa, (Cambridge University Press,
1938), pps il~2, quoted from Kemp-Smith, ope. cit., p. 533
. . | \
3Kemp-8mith, Op._cite, po 53L. a
| ~ o i
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Kemp~Smith gains support for his theofy from Hume's
 comments on personal identity in the Appendix to Book IIT of

~the Treatise. There Hume confesses that: "Upon a more strict

réview of the section concerning personal identity, I find

myself involv'd in such a labyrinfh, that, I must cohfess, I
neither know how to correct my former opinions, nor how to
render them cbnsistent.“ (T¢633) The source of his diSSQtiSv o
faction appears to be the aséoéiétive mechaﬁisﬁ Which uniteé'
perceﬁtipné: "A11 my hopes vanish, When:I cgge»to'explain.the
principles, that unite our successive perceptions in our
thought or consciousness. I cannot discover any theory;'which
gives me satisfaction on ﬁhis head,." (T0635@6) |
The doctrine of the association of ideas plays a role
of paramount importance in the production of the idea_of'persa
onal identityg According to the most hallowed principles of
_Book I, perheptions, which are the sole constituents of human
experience, are distinct and separable from one ancther:
| Wh@fever is distinct, is distinguishable; and whatever
is distinguishable, is separable by the thought or
imagination. All perceptions are distinct. They are, .
therefore, distinguishable, and separable, and may be
conceiv'd as separately existent, and may exist sep~
arately, without.any contradiction or absurdity. (T.634)
Not only are perceptions distinct; but there is no
perceivable;connexion which binds them together: “Nd conn=-
exions among distinct existences are ever discoverable by

human understanding.” (T.635) In the face of such a disconn-

ected plurality of existences, how is it that the cdncept of
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a simple, identical self arises at éll? The answef Hume has
‘given in Book I is that the imaginatioﬁ'unites, or associlates,
ideas in respect of the relations of resemblance énd caus;_ |
‘atipn to produce the idea of personal identity. This idea is
fictitious because there is nothing in the world 6f exper&:
' iencé to which it_applies - it is merély‘a consﬁrﬁction of
the imsgination.. In the Appendix it appears that Hume is no
longer happy with this explénation: "] am sensible, that my
account is very defective, and that nothing but the'seeﬁing%
evidence of the precedent reasonings cou'd have'induc'd met 5o
receive it." (T.635) - .

‘ Hﬁme's diagnosis of the root cause'of his dissatis~
' faction is«pgzzliﬁg:'

In short there are two principles, which I cannot
render consistent; nor is it in my power to ren-
ounce either of them, viz, that all our distinct per-
ceptions are distinct existences, and that the mind
never perceives any real connexion among distinct
existences, Bid our perceptions either inhere in
something simple and individual, or did the mind pere
celve some real connexion among them, there wou'd be
no difficulty in the case., For my part, I must plead
the privilege of a sceptic, and confess, that this
difficulty is too hard for my understanding. I

- pretend not, however, to pronounce it absolutely
insuperable. Others, perhaps, or myself, upon more
mature reflexions, may discover some hypothesis, that
will reconcile those contradictions. (T.636)

It is simply not the'case'thatlthe two principles,
that distinct perceptions are distinct existences, and that
the mind never perceives any real connexion between distinct
existences, are inconsistent. Kemp~Smith endorses thié

statement, and goes so far as to say that, within the context
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of the Treatise, the second principle follows from the first:
. When Hume says that he cannot render the two prin-—
ciples consistent, he cannot mean what he |certainly
appears to be saylng, viz. that the two principles
are inconsistent with one another. So far from the
two being inconsistent, the second is a cdrollary to
the first: it states no more than what at jonce foll-
ows from the very special sense in which Hume uses
the term 'distinct', i.e. as what is not only dist-
inct in thought but also is never perceived to be in
.any way dependfnt upon that from which it |is so
. distinguished. ' o T
'To compound this puzzle, Hume's remarks give rise to
a second., He states quite clearly that his problem would be:
solved if 'perceptions inhered in a substance, or if] a real
cormexion could be perceived between perceptions. | Is Hume on
the verge of accepting either of .these alternatives, or is he
‘rejecting both?
If he accepts either alternative, the main body of
doctrine of Book I must inevitably collapse. Both altern-
atives have been rejected by a vigorous application of the
first principle: ‘there is no impression of a substance, nor
is there an impression of a real connexion between| perceptions;
consequently there can be no idea of either. The acceptance
of either must result in the rejection of the first principle,
and the flood gates would be opened to a host of a Bribri
concepts which Hume has gone to such great lengths tq deny,

for the basic premise of the Treatise states that all the

1pid., p. 558,
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elements which make'up concepts are derived from bare exper-
ience of impressions. It is unlikely that Hume would under-
take demolition on such a scale without careful prior cpnsid~
eration, |

Kemp—Smlth agrees with this view, though not wholly,
perhaps, for the right reasons: | '

Hume is not suggestlng, as may on first reading app-.»

ear, that either of these alternatives is really

possible, On the contrary, he is rejecting both
without qualification. They clash with the pr1n01nles,
~neither of which, as he has declared in the opening
sentence of the paragraph is he prepared to renounce,

The former suggestion is inconsistent with the first

of his principles, and the latter sug§estion is a

dlrect denial of the other principle. .

Wé must- agree with. Kemp~Smith that the pr1nc1ple that
no real connexlon is discovered among perceptions is a direct -
denial.of the second suggestion, namely that a real connexion
'is in fact perceived. Hoﬁever, it is not so evident that the
first principle, that all our perceptions are distinct exists
ences, is inconsistent with the dictum that all our-percept+$l-
.ions inhere in something simple and individual.

Hume nowhere says that the two latter doctrines are
inconsistent. Instead he argues that perceptions cannot exist
in a homogeneous substance, be it extended or non-extended,
for some perceptions are themselves extended, and others are

neon—-extended. Since non-extension is incompatible with exten-~

lIbld. Kemp-Smith's own footnote refers the reader to
T.63L and T.233.
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sion, it is abéurd to locate perceptions solely in either sort
of substance. (T.234 ff.) Nevertheless, this.argumenﬁ, Lo~ .
gether with the appiication of the principle that ideas ress '
emble impressions which precede them,.is sufficient in Hume's
' eyes'to‘dispose of the concept of a simple, identical sube ‘
stance which unde?lies perceptions, or in which perbeptions
inhere. , ' | ‘. o |

It is, then; most likely that Hume was fejecting the
two alternatives, and was not thinking of them as useful
additions to his own philosophy. However, the very fact thét
Hume has ﬁentioned them sheds' light on what is, perhaps, the
real source of h;s dissatisfaction. He seems to be saying |
ithat the association of ideas cannot provide a strong enough
link between discrete perceptions to account for the intense
conviction of the identity of the self, but ﬁhat soﬁething
like the two élternati#es mentioned could provide a suffic-
iently'strong connexion. If this interpretation is‘correct,
Hume is not stating that his two principles are inconsistent _
with one ahother, but that they are incompatible with the
immanent reality of the identity of the sélf. This is Kempe
Smith's appraisal'of the situation: ‘"Hume must have meant
that the two principles cannot be rendered consistent with
what haé yet to be allowed as actually occurring, namely, the

awareness of personal identityo"l

1ibid,
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R If it is the.case.that Hume is now convincéd beyond
all shadow of doubt of his own idenﬁity, the situation is
truly disastrous. He cannot reconcile his principles of the
discreteness and disconnectedness of perceptions with the

sense of his own identity, and yet he cannot give up those

principles: ®In the very act of confessing to failure Hume

reaffirms the principles which have been responsible for it.mt

This interpretation gains strength from an item of
external evidence, In a letter which he wrote to his cousin-

Henry Home, Lord Kames, some six years after completing the

Treatise, Hume expresses admiration for the latter's theory

of personal identity, but laments that he cannot accépt it:

I like exceedingly your Method of explaining personal
Identity as more satisfactory than any thing that had
ever occur'd to me, As to the Idea of Substance, I
must own, that-as it has no Access to the Mind by any

.of our Sense or Feellngs, it has always appeared to me
to be nothing but an imaginary Center of Union amongst
the different & variable Qualitys that are to be found
in every Piece of Matter. But I sgall keep myself in
Suspence till I hear your Opinion, ' '

The central claim of Kames' account3 is that personal

identity rests on a lively sense of identity. This is an

lKemp-Smith, op. Cite, p. 559 .

: 2"New Letters of David Hume", ed. R. Klibansky and
E. Mossner (Oxford, 1954), pp. 20~2l, quoted from Albert
Tsugawa, "David Hume and Lord Kames on Personal Identity™,
Journal of the Hlstory of Ideas, 1961, p. 398,

3Thls exnos1t10n is synthesised from Tsugawa's articles
He quotes as its source: Kames, Essays on the Principles of
Morality and Natural Religion, 1751 and 1759.
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impression and is to be founabamoﬁg bur impressioné‘of refle
exion. It is, in shorﬁ, an irreducible consciousness of the
unity of the selfol |
As Tsugawa points out,2 Hume could only know the‘iden;
tity of his self if it were intuitively known'qr if it were
.deductively proven. By intuition Hume appears to meaﬁ direct
‘acquaintance with’a‘éet of.imppeSsions having a éertainqsetro£ a
‘characteristicss "When any objects resemble each other; the
resemblance will at first strike the eye, or-fathér'the minda,™
(T-,70) By deduction he means the revealing of relationships
which may not be immediately apparent‘tb the mind: "When
two numbers are so combinfd, as that the one always has an
"~ unite answering to every unite of the other, we pronounce them
equal.” (To7l),'Personal identity is something of which evefy—
one is aware withouﬁ the aid of deductioh. It follows that
Hume ﬁust intuit an identity between his perceptiohé if he is
to know his own identity. It is Tsugawa's belief that Hume
was undecided‘as to whether hg can intuiﬁ his own idehtity br_
not: “[Humé}’was, as. we saw, of two mipds as to whether we
één'intuit our own self identity. This is the most interest~

ing feature brought out by the letter to Lord Kames ™3

lTéhgawa, ops cit., pps 398-9.
RTbid., p. 403.
3Ibid.
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Of course, Hume's problem iépnedisélythis; that he
cannot experience thé rélation of identity between obJjects
which'are not | numerically identical. Perceptions can be the
same in the sense that they resemble one another, but they
cannot be said to remain unchanged betweén sﬂcceséive app~:
earaﬁces. | | | |

Hendel coﬁcurs'with the interpretation ﬁhat#Humeu
becane convinced‘of the reality of his self identity, but
could not recoﬁcile it with the premises of Bogk I of the
Treatise. He believes}that the moment. of truth arrived at
some point during the composition of thé‘iast two Books since
there Hume needed a theory of the personality which was str-
onger than“thgp of Book I, and that this new revelation
forced him even more.deeply into his sceptiéism:

At some time during the writing of the last Book of
the Treatise Hume began to suspect his original acc-
ount of the idea of "personal identity". He felt it
necessary to tell us so, in the Appendix to that book.
Just what aroused in him this suspicion of failure to:
explain "mind" itself, we can only surmise, He was
much occupied, in both the later books, with the sub=
Jject of personality. The dominating passions centred
about persons. DMorality and society were meaningless
apart from persons. And not only that, but the all
pervasive factor of sympathy was unintelligible with-
out self-consciousness. 7Thus he had been lured into
sone bold speculations about the ultimate source of
sympathy, deriving it from a native concern for the
self which is always operative in mankind. This may
have induc'd him to reflect upon his earlier treat-
ment of the self, and thus to discoXer some Nnew rease—
ons for a skepticism in philosophy.

lop. cit., p. 229.
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‘There are ﬁhree possible objections to the interpret;
adtion that Hume rejected his theory of persdnal idenﬁity on
philosophical‘grounds.‘ In the first placé the traditional
assumptipn that‘Hume was confessing to failure in the App-
endix may be incorrect. It may be the case thét H@me‘was'
asserting that, uncqunrtéble as his theory is;nthe\facts
themselves defy the application of any other. After all, it
is not Hume's fault if & careful analysis of experience
should fail tO”substantiate the most cherished convictions of
mankind., His 'confession', therefore, may be a general one
for all philosaphers to récite, namely that no theory can
reallj hope to explain the phenomenon of the belief:iﬁ
" personal identity.' In other words, he mAy, as- Hendel sugge
ests, have discovered "some new reasons for a skepticism in
‘philosophy®. But this does not mean that he has anything to
be humble about. It may, when all is said énd done, rank as
a major ?hilosophical discovery. If Hume himself believed
this, then the"confession' passage can be read'not as an
admission of failure, but ésja piece of typical Huﬁean irony
whose real import is that, as usual, Hume has had the last
wordvon'the subjects: "For my pért, I must plead the privila
ege of a sceptic, and confess, that this difficulty is too
‘hard for my understanding. I pretend not, however, tb pro-
nounce it absolutely insuperable. Others, perhaps; or
myself, upon more mature reflexions, may discover some hypo-

thesis, that will reconcile those contradictions."™ (T.636)
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In the second place we must take into édhsidération
the conclusion reached in Chapter IV'of this.paper,. There it
was argued that Hume's theory of personal identity as exp- .
ressed in Book I of the Treatlse was quite adequate for the |
purposes of Book II. It is not inconsistent with the theory
of the p3351ons, and the phenomenon of sympathy can- be.
explained sgtisfactorily in terms of a self which is only a
lively idea, and of which onlj one elemenf; namely the gentle
-force; isvreall§ capable of infusing the.idéa‘of the'self and
of the other person with the reqﬁisite vivacity. If this
intefpretation is'correct, then at leasﬁ'ste of the grounds
we have for believing that Hume was dismayed by hié theory
. will have been remévedq It also diminisheé the number of
possible philosophicai reasons Hume méy havé had for réjectm
ing his‘theorys |

Lastly it may be relevant to re;examine a comment'made
.earlier in this Chapter! upon the rélationship betﬁeen the.
Treatise and the first Enquiry. It was observed that Hunme
omiﬁq.the association of ideas in his later work as an explan~
ation for the.belief in an independently‘éxisting world,
Instead he treats it as an ultimate which is not reducible to
a complex of perceptions.ﬁnited‘by the imagination. This

inevitably leads to the qués tion of why it is that Hume did

lp, 116,



127

not treat of persbnél identity in the same way. Had he
treated personal identity as an irreducible belief,‘he could
have avoided the thorny pathways into which his assoclation-
ist doctrine led him, and he could,'at the same time, have
poésessed himself of an irreducible awaréneés of identity
bwhich is so beloved of traditional doctrines.

~ The answer' to this question could.cast‘an unfavour- -
able iight on Hume's personality. It is possible, as Kruse
suggests, that Humérplayed down his more radical doctrines in
order to impress his public. If this ié true, then it is'
also possiblé that he declined to treat personal identiiy as
‘an ifreducible awarenéss for the.séme reasony namely thét even
‘in that form the concept was too radical for his public;
Unable to assert, and perhaps even convinced of the imposs-
ibility of ever asserting the reality of the self, he omitted
all mentibn of.it in order to avoid alienating his readers,

Of course, Hume:may‘have had some other motive in mind
than a-rather naive ambition to .be lionised by his contempor-
aries. Kemp-Smith prqvideé what 1is pefhaps the happiést |
suggestion of all when he says thét'Hume tired of philoSoph*c-
iéal debate and devoted his later years to his first iove &

the field of belles-lettres.l

Lop.cit., pp. 537 £fe
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