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4 8  

SOl4T: COUIJSCL O N  HUNCAN RELATIONS 

Ir,a paper published eight years ago I tried to 
bring c luC a neglected feature of Hurnz's theory of relations, 
namely tlie difference between philosophical arid natural re­
lations.' Now Imlay ,2 without referring to my work, has 
expanded some of i-ts themes in an extremely interesting and, 
I think, important way. At least he has made me rethink 
the whole distinction between philoso?hical and natural 
relations and, what goes with relation'thecry, Hume's 
analytic-synthetic distinction. The strengths of his paper 
are, eniberrassingly,the weaknesses of my own. I did not 
articulciteclearly the connection between relation theory 
in Humc and the analytic-synthetic distinctiop. I shall 
turn to these strengths presently. My focus in this paper, 
however, will be on a central weakness in Imlay's; and the 
point, it turns out, is one I gave full credence to earlier. 
Imlay does not distinguish what in H m e  can and must be dis­
tinguished if we are to make any sense (let alone full 
sense) of his theory of causation. The distinction is be-
tween necessity and certainty.3 

In trying to explicate Hume's distinction Setween 


intuitive and demonstrative inference on the one hand, and 


probability on the other, Imlay finally reaches an impasse. 

Fgr, if t h e  absence  of t h e  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  i m ­
pressz'on d o e s  n o t  deprive mathemuticaZ xeces­

s i t y  of ... e x i s t e n c e ,  why s h o u l d  i t  do so ?:n 
-the c a s e  of c a u s a l  n e c e s s - t t g ?  

This, as Imlay recognizes, is at least related 


to standard criticisms of Hume, most forcibly articulated 


by Prichard. Imlay fortunately does not recommend--as 

Prichard does-- throwing out the baby with the bath. If I 


understand him correctly, what he advocates is that we 


simply admit that'Yume's attempts to ground necessity hPe 


inadequate. Before proceeding to details, let me issue two 


brief caveats. 




-- 
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F i r s t .  It i s  of cour se  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  Hume 
fxi1.s t o  make a clear a n a l y t i c - s y n t h e t i c  d i s t i n c t L o n .  Has 
anyone? Lackipg 'ibe l o g i c a l  tools of a R u s s e l l ,  or' t l ie 
mathematical  unders tanding  of  a Le ibn iz ,  Hume labors u i ider  

i n s u p e r a b l e  d i f f i c u i t i e s  which, i n  many i n s t a n c e s ,  are  s e l f -
c r e a t e d .  H e  i s  n o t  c l ea r  as t o  whether  n e c e s s i t y  a t t a c h e s  
t o  ' o b j e c t s '  or i u e a s  ( l e t  a l o n e  s e n t e m e s  c r  p rcpos i t i -ons )i 

he  confuses  , by invoking  pseudO-psycholGgiCa1 cr i ter i i :  i n ­
vo lv ing  c o n c e i v a b i l i t y  , a n a l y t i c  w i th  s y n t h e t i c  a prim!. 
t r u t h s ;  h e  has  what many, i n c l u d i n g  myself , cons ide r  tz be 
a l u d i c r o u s  t h e o r y  about  r;::ithenatics arG m-iihcmatisal  (;b­

j ec t s .  With t h e s e  hcr i rors  t o  work i : i th  it i z  smal l  w?r.der 
t h a t  necess i - ty  never  j ie ts  grounded. J n d e e d , i t  i s  mirr;i:1llous 

t h a t  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  even g e t s  o f f  T ~ Pgi-mmci. B u t ,  Pri­
c h a r d ' s  s n e e r i n g l y  j u s t  comments notwi ths tanding  , bo th  he 
and Imlay m i s s  something,  and I hope t o  show p r e c i s z l y  
what t h a t  i s .  

Second. Hume i s  n o t o r i o u s l y  obscure  i n  h i ?  d i s ­
c u s s i o n  of what w e  would c a l l  ordinary physical o b j e c t s .  
Sometimes (when he  i s  i n  a psycho loz i s t  or cven ord inary-
person  mood) he  speaks  a s  i f  p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t s  cause impres­
s i o n s .  Sometimes (when i n  t h e  ph i losophe r ' s  c l o s e t )  he 
speaks  as i f  it makes n 3  sefiss t o  speak of anyth ing  hu t  
impress ions  and c o l l e c t i o n s  of then:, o rd ina ry  p h y s i c a l  oh­

j e c t s  be ing  r e l - ega tec~t o  t b e  f i c t i o n s  of t h e  vulgar . '  �{is 
theo ry  of r e l a t i o n s  r a t h e r  obvious ly  s u f f e r s  from t h e  sane 
d i s e a s e ;  it i s  no t  c l e a r  what t h e  r e l a t a  are. Are i ap res ­
s i o n s  r e l a t e d  tem?ora l ly?  S p a t i a l l y ?  Is i t  r e l a t i o n s  
between o b j e c t s  ' o u t  t h e r e '  o f  which he speaks when he 
d i s c u s s e s  causa t ion?  Imlay i s  q u i t e  aware of t h e  confu­
s i o n ;  he  j u s t  l e t s  it go. For now, I s h a l l  more 017 less 
fo l low s u i t .  Later,  as w e  s h a l l  s c e ,  one ' s  cho ice  makes 
a d i f f e r e n c e .  I n  t h e  long r u n ,  I t h i n k  any coherent  v i e w  
of Hume w i l l  havo t o  treclt h l s  a n a l y s i s  of phys i ca l  o b j e c t s  
i n  a way similar t o  B e r k e l e y ' s .  
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At first glance it would s e m  cavy to a11.ay at 
least Prichard's fears. What, after, z l i ,  is the connec­
tion between Hume's i:heory of rel .~!"iiorls,h i s  attempt at 
distinguishing the cecessary imm thc ?robiqblc or poss?.:~! 2 ,  
and his theory of causatio:i? H u m  claims tha t  c~iir;atioi;is 
a relation that, unlike sonie others, eg.,  resembiance, c m ­
not be 'seen' to h a l d  between its relata.6 But a l l  of UR 
believe that causal connections are nccessary. Xl?y do 
we all believe what is false? The answer can only bc a 
psychological one. 'Thereis, first of all, a law of asso­

ciation which 'produces' cn idea of an effect,e.g., the 
boiling of a particular specimen of water, from the i ap res ­
sion of its cause,e.g., the heating uE water. This law, 
that the mind passes from an impression to an idea when 
certain constant conjunctions have occurred, produces the 
habit of associating the heating and boiling of water. The 
habit itself causes an impression of reflection which Hurne 
says is the basis of cur idea of cecessary ~onnection.~As 
far as I can see, sense Is better served by calling this 
impression a feeling of certainty since, after al?.,impres­
sions of reflection are feelings. Finally, we 'project' 
this feeling onto the 'objects' (WEobjects?) themselves, 

thus imbuing the alleged cause and effect with necessary 


connection.8 n u s  there is rzally not in any sense an 


impression of necessity in the case of cause and effect. 


Whether there is any impression of necessity in any other 


case is, I take it, the central question raised by Imlay. 

h'ichard had criticized.Hume for inconsistency: 

when Hume says that "upon the whole, necessity is some-
thing, that exists in the mind, not j.n objeits," he is, 
according to Prichard, attributing t o  mind what he has 
denied of objects and which he might as well attribute to 
objects. Prichard argues that "in the case of a mind we 
really know that what takes pl.ace exhibits necessity."Though 
Imlay cites Prichard, his own criticisms axle differsent, more 

,subtle: he seems to be arguing that Hume gives no ground 
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for the claim that we ever have cn Smpresrion of necessity, 
even in the case of relaticrrs m0r.g 25jc?ct:s t h a t  arc. in-­
tuited. But this doesn't s ~ l . 3 ~ii7iac -fi-oK calling sucli f.ala­

tions necessary. So why not Saj' the s.;1i:t\? &out cailsal or.es? 
Or, to flip the coin, why say .:we neces;a?:y: 

Imlay, as I have said, does riot throw o u t  the baby 
with the bath. If I understand him correctly, hc: wants tc 
claim that Hume has given good reasons for denying tFe.nec­
essity of the causal relation , so hj.s argunents %here must 
stand even if we can't see how he grounds necessity in the 
cases where he wants to, and must, d o  so. But Inlay's ,"ex:­
clusions seem arbitrary--as if he is saying that we must 
keep Hume's claims about causation becsuse they m e  right 
and throw out his claims about intuitive and deinmstrative 
necessity because they are wrong. Imlay's move is not j u s ­

tified in Humean terms, and of course it would be w,ch bet­
ter for Hume if we could construct a. justification in 
Humean terms for dismissing the Receesity GF causa l  r e l a ­
tions that did not also entai.1the dismissal of the neces­
sity of, say, mathematical ones. Otherwise these I s  a c lc l - r  

danger that in assessing what goes vrong tiit?, his a?glLmr,ts 
about mathematical necessity, we will think oursel'Jes foi-ced 
to dismiss his views on causation as well.9 

In shoyt, the point is this: if Hume's thecr.;e:: c - ~  
-tail that we must throw out both mathenatkal and ca1ical 
necessity, then of course we cannot justj.fv keeping b o t h  

his insights about causaticn and throwing out the entailment 
that there i s  no mathematical necessity, unless we b u i l d  
another metaphysical system. Flipping the coin back over, 
we had better grant necessity to intuitive, denonstrstive, 
-and causal (not to say the other types of) rel-ations. I 
take this a s  a full blown statement of the problem Imlay 
lays before us. 



-- 
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11. Some Counsel 

I n  my own pape r ,  I t r i e d  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  neces­
s a r y  from t h e  non-neccssary on t h e  b a s i s  of  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  be­
theen  i p t e r n a l  and e x t e r n a l  r e l a t i c n s .  Ply model was t h e  r e l a ­
t i o n  of resemblance.  Two e n t i t i e s  resemble when they  !mw.acan­

mon p ropc r ty  and one can  pronounce t h i s  resemblance,= H U ~ C  SV­

"a t  f i r s t  s i g h t . "  More a c c u r a t e l y ,  i f  w e  a g r e e  t o  ana lyse  
an o b j e c t  A as t h e  se t  of i t s  p r o p e r t i e s ,  s a y ,  I F  G a,and 
B as t h e  set of i t s  p o p e r t i e s ,  say  IH I 51, and w e  f u r t h e r  
ana lyse  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of rescmblance i n  terns of ove r l app ing  
of p r o p e r t i e s ,  t h e n  w e  can  wi th  some p l a u s i b i l i t y  claim 
t h a t  "A resembies  B" i s  a necessdry  t r u t h .  I don ' t  t h k k  
t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  even i f  it works i n  t h e  case of  resemblance,  
w i l l  do ior a l l  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  H u m e  t h i n k s  are neces­
sary." But d e s p i t e  some flaws and omiss ions  in my own 
a n a l y s i s ,  I t h i n k  it g e t s  c l o s e r  t o  t h e  h e a r t  of the matter 
t h a n  Imlay ' s  , as I s h a l l  now e x p l a i n .  

Hume s a y s :  


There  a r e  s e v e n  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s  of p h i l o s o p h i c a l  


r e l a t i o n ,  -. r e s z m b l a n c e ,  i d e n t i t y ,  r e l a t i o n s  


of t i m e  and p l a c e ,  p r o p o r t i o n  & q u a n t i t y  or 

number, d e g r e e s  i n  a n 1  q u a l i t x ,  c o n t r a r i e t y ,  


and c a u s a t i o n .  These  r e l u t i o n s  n a y  be d z v i d e d  


i n t o  two c l a s s e s ;  i n t o  such  as  depend e n t i r e l y  


on t k e  i d e a s ,  which we compare t o g e t h e r ,  and 

cuch  as  may be chang'd t ~ i t h o u tany change ir. 

t h e  i d e a s .  11 


Imlay'e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and cr i t ic ism of this  passage  
are fafrom c l e a r  t o  m e ,  b u t  t h e  fo l lowing  i s ,  I t h i n k ,  a 
p l a u s i b l e  s m a r y  of h i s  a n a l y s i s .  He i n t r o d u c e s  a r educ i ­
b i l i t y  t h e s i s  t o  exp1aj.n t h e  f irst  d i v i s i o n ,  i . e . ,  t h o s e  
r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  depend e n t i r e l y  on t h e  i d e a s :  

One f a i r l y  p l a u s i b l e  a l t h o u g h ,  a s  we s h a l l  s e e ,  
n o t  e n t i i - e l y  s a t f r f c c t o r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h 2  
phrase  i n  q u e s t i o n  would c s s o c i a 6 e  it w<th c t h e s i s  
c o w e r n i n g  tFs r * e d m f b i Z i t y  o f  r e l a t i o n s  be tween 
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exempZars of propertios t o  I.eZatio):s i ::!, ' . :e  i ;  

tlzs p r o p e r t i e s  therrscZvcs.  

The second d i v i s i o n ,  t h o s e  r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  nay i??,,.:r.c... v i t i l m t  
any change tlic i d e a s  , is aca lysed  by an ezzt;;;:i . ,? i:.L 

t h e s i s  : t h o s e  r e l a t i o n s  a re  necessary  which ilo! 2 b ?  i 

s e n t i o l  p r o p e r t i e s  of o b j e c t s .  Imlay spc.r.ds PGXC t i x  r ry ­
i n g  t o  r e c o n c i l e  t h e s e  two t h e s e s  : he thin?cs ul-cir!urely Hume 
is i n  t r o u b l e  ( o r  i s  it t h e  t h e s e s ?  i t  j u s t  i s n ' t  c l s z r ) ,  

The r e d u c i b i l i t y  t h e s i s  i s  s t a t e d  qui.;.n ~ r : t , i g ~ : . f u s ­

l y ;  th rough s e v e r a l  r ead ings  I was inis led by lrr,?a::'s ;.'-.:--.se 
" a s s o c i a t e d  wi th" ,  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  ( a )  t h e  t h e s i s  i- thct ,111 
r e l a t i o n s  between o b j e c t s  are a f u n c t i o n  of r e l z t i o n s  a m n g  
p r o p e r t i e s  of o b j e c t s ,  and (b) t h e  e s s e n t i a l i s t  -:i-iL?si.c t e l l s  
which r e l a t i o n s  are necessa ry ,  namely t h c s e  tiis'; ? ~ 2 . 2be-

tween e s s e n t i a l  p r o p e r t i e s .  But a more p l a u s i b l e  i !-:*<..?­

p r e t a t i o n  of Imlay , I t h i n k ,  i s  t h i s  : t h e  redi;c!f-bilj. iy 
t h e s i s  makes t h o s e  r e l a t i o n s  necessa ry  which a r e  Z ~ n c t i m ? s  
of r e l a t i o n s  among p r o p e r t i e s .  It of course  f3iIc:.,; th-r  
t h e  o t h e r  r e l a t i o n s  ai-e nor so r e z u c i b l e  , hence ::.'iz +: cbzain 
among o b j e c t s  cons idered  a s  'wholes '  , and not  ar.:)~; -t5c:F:s 

p r o p e r t i e s  (though Imlay never  p u t s  it t h i s  c i a ) : .  L'i!fQ17­

t u n a t e l y  ( a g a i n ,  f o r  t h e  r e d u c i b i l i t y  t h e s i s  OF fc.:- ~ L T . ~ ? ) ,  

Hume h o l d s ,  accord ing  t o  Imlay a t  l e a s t ,  t h a t  pI.xccs ari5 

perhaps even times are p r o p e r t i e s ,  which autorn~;j.cail;7 p u t s  
a t  l eas t  some s p a t i a l  and temporal  r e l a t i o n s  i r i t c ,  4ci-.sz carnp 
of  t h e  ne 'cessary,  where Hume says  they  do not  S e l o n g .  In-
deed,  Imlay h o l d s  ou t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  upoil m j l y s i s  
even i d e n t i t y  and c a u s a l i t y  might be found t o  JeFen? cn . 
p r o p e r t i e s ,  hence e l i m i n a t i n g  t h e  r e d u c i b i l i t y  tl;et;is, by 
i t se l f  , from e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  a r9 ly t ic -synthe t j  c 61sxi:icti  3n. 

Perhaps t h e  e s s e n t i a l i s t  t h e s i s  can he117 p t c h  
t h i n g s  up. Suppose, for exanp le ,  one c la ims  the- :  sp+?.ill 

p r o p e r t i e s  are no t  e s s e n t i a l  t o  o b j e c t s .  Then, for exanyle ,  
"Object  P., which has  p l ace  p1 its a prope r ty ,  i s  t G  t h a  l e f t  
of o b j e c t  B ,  which has  p l ace  p2 its a p rope r ty , "  i s  not  a 
necessa ry  t r u t h .  We then  no longe r  have t o  worry cSc.ut t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  a n a i y s i c  might  show t h a t  ever! idcn: : i+y  and 
c a u s a l i t y  depend on p r o p e r t i e s ,  as long a s  w e  c c ~ l dsho~~: 
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they depend on non-essential properties. gut Imlay has an 
objection: IIuine cites exaniples of the relation of degree of 
quality where the relata are colors, sounds, e-tc., i.e. ,the 
relata are w!iat are traditionally considered secondary,hence 
mind-dependent and non-essential, properties. The problem 
is obvious: both essential and non-essential properties fall 
into the domain of at least the relations of resemblance and 
degree of quality, if not contrsariety. Though Imlay does 
not suggest it, Hume could possibly escape this objection by 
claiming that only essential properties are connected neces­
sarily by such relations as resemblance, but this would be a 
difficult thesis to maintain. Imlay suggests that his objec­
tion to the essentialist thesis leaves only proportion in 
quantity or number as a necessary connection. Of course one 
could drop the essentialist thesis, but then one is caught 
in the objection about spatial and temporal properties. 

Imlay is open to the following objections: 


(1) What evidence is there that Hume would agree that 


some relations of place and time are reducible to properties? 


Imlay in his interesting and ambiguous footnote 3, claims 

that Hume did not seem to r..-alizethat place is a relaticn 


and that he seemed to identify an object's place with its 

extension. Far from showing what Imlay wants, the identi­


fication of an entity's place with its extension shows that, 

for Hume at least, place a relation. Over and over again 


Hume analyses extension as a complex idea whose components 

are objects ordered in a certain way. 


...t h e  i d e a  of s p a c e  or  e x t e n s i o n  n o t h i n g  
b u t  t h e  i d e a  0-f v i s i b l e  t a n g i b l e  p o i n t s  
d i s t r i b u t e d  c e r t a i n  o r d e r .  12 

This point is not made just with respect to extension in 


general, but the extension of particular bodies: 
Suppose t h a t  i n  t h s  e x t e n d e d  o b j e c t ,  or com­
p o s i t i o n  o f  cotour 'd  p o i n t s ,  f rom which  we 
f i r s t  r e c e i v  ' d  t h e  i d e a  of ex tenrr ion . .  .13 

Groanted Hume is none tco clear abcut this ordering; today 


we would speak of an ordering relation. What is clear is 
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t h a t  Hume's i n s t i n c t s  h e r e  are r i g h t ,  t h a t  he  sees t h a t  an 

o b j e c t ' s  e x t e n s i o n  i s  n o t  some ' s i r , p l e '  p rope r ty  of it. In -
deed ,  I t h i n k  one could  make t h e  case, though Ist.all n o t  
niake it h e r e ,  t h a t  Hume deems s p a t i a l  r e l a t i o n s  ncn-neces­
s a r y  because  h e  th iq i t s  oi them as ho ld ing  between ( i n  t h e  
v i s u a l  realm) c o l o r e d  p o i n t s ,  an6 co lo red  p o i n t s  have no 
p r o p r t i e s  t o  ground such  r e l a t i o n s .  Th i s  would v i n d i c a t e  
t h e  r e d u c i b l l i t y  t h e s i s .  

( 2 )  I n l a y  i s  t o o  quick  about  c o l o r s .  The minimun sen­
s i b l e s  of  which Hume speaks  i n  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  of ex tens ion  
are co lo red  p o i n t s .  Indeed ,  h i s  whole argument a g a i n s t  t h e  

independent  e x i s t e n c e  of e x t e n s i o n  rests on t h e  claim t h d t  
w i thou t  c o l o r  i n  t h e  realm of  t h e  v i s i b l e ,  we do n o t  s e e  ex-
tens.i.on.14 What t h e  v u l g a r  c a l l  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s  a r e  co lored  
p o i n t s  i n  a set  of r e l a t i o n s .  Thus I t h i n k  one cculd  make a 
case t h a t  t h e  'essence' of v i s i b l e  o b j e c t s  i n c l u d e s  c c l o r .  
What confuses  t h e  i s s u e ,  or a t  l ea s t  what confuses  Inlay, i s  
Hume's v a c i l l a t i o n s  about  t h e  s o r t s  of o b j e c t s  r e l - a t iozs  
o b t a i n  between. Here, as I i n d i c a t e d  e a r l i e r ,  m e ' s  v i ek  of 
Hume's n o t i o n  of o b j e c t s  makes a b i g  d i f f e r e n c c .  I don ' t  
see how one can  i g n o r e ,  when speaking  of spa t i a l .  r e l a t i o n s  
and p r o p e r t i e s  of c o l o r ,  s m n d ,  e t c . ,  Hume's d i s c u s s i o n  of 

a l l  of t h e s e  i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of  impress ions .  
( 3 )  Imlay does  n o t  d i s c u s s  how t h e  r e d u c i b i l i t y  t h e s i s  

f i t s  w i t h  t h e  r a t h e r  popular  view t h a t  Hume i s  a nomina l i s t .  
There i s  no q u e s t i o n ,  i ndeed ,  t h a t  H c m e  o f t e n  t a l k s  l i k e  a 
n o m i n a l i s t .  IsBut,  as i n  s o  many o t h e r  cases I n  t h e  
Trea t i se ,  h e  i s  of two minds. There i s  goGd evidence  t h a t  
when Hume speaks of  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  r e l a t i o n s  he does n c t  
t h i n k  t h a t  such r e l a t i o n s  hold  only betweer! o b j e c t s  , whether 
o b j e c t s  be ' o u t  t h e r e '  o r  j u s t  i m p r e s s i m s .  I n  t h e  Appendix 
t o  t h e  T r e a t i c e  he  speaks  of s imple  i d e a s , c . g . ,  b lue  and 
g r e e n ,  as more iTesembling tharr b l u e  and s c a r l e t .  Such 
passages  a g a i n  s t r e n g t h e n  a r e d u c r i o n i s t  t h e s i s .  But 
c u r i o u s l y ,  t h e y  can  also g i v e  c redence  t o  a modif ied ver­
s i o n  of t h e  e s s e n t i a l i s t  t h e s i s .  Tor Gherein l i e s  t h e  
greater resemblance between b lue  and green  i n  t h e  prev ious  
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example? Certainly it is tempting to say that they resemble 
more closely by nature. j .?., in some sense, essentially; 
and flume yields to this temptation: 

And  y e t  from t he? : r  v ~ r yn n S u r r ,  v h i c h  c t c l u d e o  
a t l  composition, th5s  c i ~ c w n s t a n c e ,  i n  which 
t h e y  resembte ,  is no t  d i s t i n g u i s h a b Z e  nor  
s e p n r a b t e  from t h e  r e s t .  11 

Nor is this an afterthcught; the same idea is expressed in 
the Treatise proper: 

Tvo c o z o u r s ,  t h a t  a r e  o f  t h e  same k i n d ,  may 
y e t  be of d i f f e r e n t  s h a d e s ,  and in t h a t  
r e s p c c t  admit  of comparison.  18 

I don't think imlay sees this clearly. Hume's claim that 
those relations are necessary which depend on the essential 
nature of the objects related need not be interpreted to 
apply only to objects 'out there' or impressions like color 
spots. Such passages as those just cited may account for 
the fact tftatHume cites cclors and other secondary qualit­
ies when speaking about resemblance and degrees of quality; 
the essentialist thesis can apply not just to the qualities 
of objects, but to the qualities themselves. I find it 
tempting to treat Hume's use of "object" pronominally, plug­
ging in whatever are his objects at the time--sometimes 
external objects, sometimes ideas, sometimes impressions, 
sometimes properties. 

Thus I think that a clearer version of Tmlay's 

discussion would go like this. Consider first what we 
might call perceptual objects,e.g., momentary color spots. 
Consider two color spots that are a distance apart, one 
a slightly different shade of blue from the other. The 
spots resemble because (a) they have colors, and (b) the 
colors resemble by their very nature. But the fact that 
the spots are at a distance apart is not reducible to 
any properties that the spots have. Hence we can alter 
d without altering the spots. This idea, that some rela­
tions are a function of properties of the relats and some 
are not, is the usual way of drawirg the internal-external 



ex 

57 


r e l a t i o n  d i s t i n c t i o x .  I d o n ' t  t h i n k  it  t o o  f a r - f e t ched  t o  . 
sugges t  t h a t  Hume ' s  d i v i s i o n  of r e l a t io ! i s  correspcmJs t o  , 

(1) i7elat iOns which are a f u n c t i o n  of th'k ~ P o ~ J c f * - t - ~ r ? sof The 
re la ta  i f  t h e  r e l a t a  are complex, or t h e  n a t u r e s  of t h e  
r e l a t a ,  if they  zre s imple ,  and ( 2 )  r e l a t i o n s  which e x i s t  
between such complex o b j e c t s  which a r e  not  f u n c t i o n s  of 
t h e i r  p a r t s ,  i.e.  , t h e i r  p r o p e r t i e s .  Whether t h e r e  a r e  
s imple p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  have no n a t u r e s  i s  ques t ionab le .  

To e l a b o r a t e :  C a u s a l i t y  i s  no t  a r e l a t i o n  t h a t  
e x i s t s  among p r o p e r t i e s ,  i . e . ,  one p rope r ty  i s  no t  t hn  cause 
of a n o t h e r .  S p a t i a l  and temporal  r e l a t i o n s  e x i s t  mong 
c o l o r  s p o t s ,  b u t  no t  c o l o r s  or shapes or sounds or sxe l l s .  
A s  for i d e n t i t y ,  when Hume e x p l a i n s  t h e  r e l a t i o n  i t  i s  c l e a r  
t h a t  he  i s  speaking  of  i d e n t i t y  over  t ime of complexes,c .g . ,  
c o l o r  s p o t s .  Notwithstanding t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  percept ion  
is i n t e r r u p t e d ,  he s a y s ,  w e  a t t r i b u t e  i d e n t i t y  t d  t h e s e  per­
c e p t i o n s  when w e  are convinced t h a t ,  i f  w e  had kept  ou r  eye 
on t h e  o b j e c t ,  it would have conveyed an " invar . iable  and 
un in te r rup ted"  pe rcep t ion  .,, The conc lus ion ,  he ci jnt inues , 
goes beyond t h e  impr2ss ions  of ou r  s enses  and must be f'ocnded 
on causat ion-- though how i t  i s  i s  f a r  from c l e a r .  19 Wket i s  

clear i s  t h a t  i d e n t i t y  i s  no t  d i r e c t l y  a f u n c t i o n  of p-2-
p e r t i e s  of t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n s ,  s i n c e  i d e n t i t y  goes beyo;zd 

t h e  pe rcep t ions .  A l l  o t h e r  r e l a t i o n s  among complexes, 
w i t h  t h e  p o s s i b l e  excep t ion  of c o n t r a r i e t y ,  seem r e d u c i b l e  
t o  r e l a t i o i l s  among p r o p e r t i e s  of  t h e  complexes, i . e .  t h e  

p a r t s  of Complexes. 
About c o n t r a r i e t y :  I ag ree  wi th  Imlay t h a t  it 

p r e s e n t s  s p e c i a l  problems. But t hen  so does I lume's  whole 
c a t h e d r a  l i s t  of r e l a t i o n s .  The l i s t  i t s e l f  d e f i e s-

r a t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s ,  and indeed Hume himse1.f seems t o  be sen­
s i t i v e  t o  t h e  p o i n t ,  because i n  t h e  E n q u h y  he does not  
r e p e a t  t h e  l i s t  of p h i l o s o p h i c a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  nor  does he 
c o n t r a s t  t h e  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  w i t h  t h e  n a t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s .  
Selby-Bigge, i n  h i s  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  h i s  e d i t i o n  of t h e  
Enquiry,  p r o f e s s e s  bewilderment a t  t h e  whole e n t e r p r i s e  
over r e l a t i o n s ,  a s  has  most everyone e lse .  2' Imlay s e e s ,  

though,  t h a t  d e s p i t e  i t s  o b s c u r i t y ,  t h e  d o c t r i n e  of r e l a -
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tions is of fundamental importance to Himc:'s disriissim of 
necessity. What I think he misses, as I now hope to show, 
is the exact detail. 


The problem Imlay outlines is this: if we can't 

get clear on why some relational statemeiits are necessary, 

we can't get clear as to why statements about causation are 

not necessary. His argument is ingenious and plausible. 
His mistake is to confuse, as I have said, necessity with 

certainty; that is the most important of the exact details 

just mentioned. 


Hume speaks
Here is Imlay's argument as .Isee it: 
of degrees of quality, resemblance, and contrariety as being 
more properly regarded as objects of intuition than of demon­
stration. Imlag focuses on the ineaning o f  "intuition". Dis­
missing its equivalence with sense perception as absurd, he 
tries an interpretation which makes intuition intellectual. 
But of course he immediately runs afoul of Hume's notorious 
failure to distinguish mental acts from their intentions, 
and his rather pathetic attenipts to accommodate them at some 
places in the Treatise,e.g., belief is nothing but the vi­
vacity of impressions or ideas. Imlay finds a very dis­

concerting passage in which Hume compares the necessity 

which makes two times two equal to four and the necessity 

which unites causes and effects. The former necessity lies 

only "in the act of understanding by which we consider and 

compare these ideas" and the necessity of the latter lies 

in the determination of the mind to pass from cause to ef­

fect. 


Why is the comparison so disconcerting? I have 

argued in my earlier paper that the natural relations are, 
for Hume, all causal relations.21 Resemblance, for example, 

is a natural relation--which simply means that an idea we 
have of an entity A may cause us to have an idea of entity 
B if A resembles B in some way. Hume sometimes identifies 
necessity with the causal sequence itself, soinctimes with 
an impression caused by that sequence. Is the necessity, 
then of "2+2=4" ulso resident in the comparison of those 
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ideas  together or, alternatively, in the impression caused 
by that comparison? What then is the difference Ixtueen a 
causal and d mathematical propsitien? Are botl, equally 
necessary? 

I am ready to adinit that in the lorig Pcn there may 
be no way to save Hume from disaster here. I want to try, 
though,by invoking the distinction I earlier insisted upon 
between necessity and certainty. 

First, it does seem clear that in the case of 

causal connections, Hume is describing an impression of re­

flect<-onwhen he speaks of the necessity involved in causal 

reasoning. Impressions of reflection &re derived frcn ideas 

of sensation and are described as passions, desires and 

emotions.22 That is why I think it clearer to speak of a 

feeling of certainty, than an impression cf necessity. It 

seems clear that Hume has shifted the subject from necessity 

to certainty precisely because he denies there is anything 

in the cause or effect to ground the idea of necessity. 


This of course shifts the issue over to what 
grounds for the idea of necessity would be m. What is 
Hume looking for? It is clear from his discussion of nec­
essity with respect to causation that he is looking for an 
impression of sensation. But of what? Of necessity as 
some sort of property, like and alongside a color property? 
Hume indicates something like this when he speaks of 
searching for the impression of power, as if power wcre 
itself a quality.” We get a bit farther, perhaps, when 
we note that Hume cites continguity and temporal priority 
as relations which all causes and effects stand in. He 
speaks as if this would be enough to ground the notion cf 
causation if it were not for the fact that continguity 
and temporal priority were cnly necessary conditions, that 
there are entities which stand in the reauisite relations 
without being causally connected. Nor does constar.t con-
junction help, since there is no reason, says Hume, to 
asstine that the future will resemble the past.24 It is as 
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“I 

i f  we wants t o  f i n d  a p rope r ty  fzTont Iihich ORC can ,  ’ r e a d  o f r  
t h e  f ~ t w e ,pcrhsps  i n  CI:? same w,=y one c m  m a d  o f f  thc cox 
c l u s i c n  from f h e  premisaes  i n  a deduc t ive  arguinent, o r  the 

fac t  l h a t  A resembles  8 from t h c i r  c o l o r  ove r l ap .  If t h i s  
is  t h e  case, t h e n  it 6 F ; d r s  t h a t  Hume has  sirnnly made ail 
e r r o r  i n  comparing thc  s e t e r m i n a t i u n  of t h e  i i i nc?  which con­
n e c t s  causes  and e f f e c t s  t o  t h e  x t  of anders tanding  by 
which w e  compare i d a a s .  I t  i s  because  w e  can r ead  o f f  a re.  
semblance,  s a y ,  t h a t  w e  pronounce the r e l a t i o n s h i p  neces­
s a r y .  

Perhaps t h i s  w i l l  be f e l t  t o  be u n f a h  t o  Imlay,  
as w e l l  as u n f a i t h f u l  t o  Hume. But I t a k e  it t h a t  Hume has  
some p o i n t  i n  h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  be tdeen  r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  depend 
on i d e a s  and t h o s e  t h a t  do n o t .  There i s  n e c e s s i t y  i n  t h e  
former, and it i s  q u i t e  t r u e  t h a t  Hume never  c l e a r l y  exp la in  
whzt t h a t  i s .  It is e lso  q u i t e  t r u e ,  (as Imiay p o i n t s  o u t )  
and p r e j u d i c i a l  a g a i n s t  my own case, t h a t  I f u u e  s ays  t h e r e  i s  
o n l y  one s o r t  of n e c e s s i t y ,  and t h i s  must i n c l u d e  a d e t e r ­
mina t ion  of t h e  mind to make a t r a n s i t i o n  between i d e a s .  

It i s  j u s t  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  thiiT t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  be-
tween n e c e s s i t y  and c e r t a i n t y  becomes c r u c i a l .  My 0 x 1  

f e e l i n g  i s  tha t  Hume g e t s  so caught  up i n  t h e  s e a r c h  f o r  
c a u s a l  n e c e s s i t y ,  and t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  why w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  
c a u s a l  connec t ions  are necessa ry ,  t h a t  he  s imply f o r g e t s  
t h a t - t h e r e  are r ea l  necessa ry  connec t ions- -a t  l eas t  on h i s  
view--that  h e  must account  f o r  c l e a r l y .  To see t h i s  p o i n t  
from a d i f f e r e n t  a n g l e ,  s imply a s k  whether ,  when Hume s a y s  
t h a t  w e  must seek  t h e  o r i g i n  of t h e  i d e a  of necessary  con­
n e c t i o n ,  he means t h i s  & g e n e r a l  or j u s t  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  
c a u s a l i t y .  I f  he wanted t o  raise it i n  g e n e r a l ,  why not  
ra i se  it w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  mathematical  r e l a t i o n s ,  o r  rela­
t i o n s  of resemblance? Sure ly  when Huae beg ins  h i s  s e a r c h  
he has  some i n t u i t i v e  i d e a  of :ghat n e c e s s i t y  is; h i s  whole 
p o i n t  i s  t h a t  w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  c a u s a l  connec t ions  m e  neces­
s a r y  though i n  fact  t h e y  are n o t .  So he musr g ive  an ex-
p l a n a t i o n  of why w e  b e l i e v e  t h e y  are  necessary .  On my 

view of i t ,  H u m e ,  t o  be c o n s i s t e n t ,  would have t o  claim 
-
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t h a t  t h e  i d e a  of n e c e s s i t y  i.s deri.ve\? F:P;IP an 2nrrc.s-
s i o n  of a r a t h e r  complex nasu rc .  O r ,  c t  l e a s t ,  r h c  ide;: 

i t se l f  i s  complex, be ing  t h e  i d e a  of e-l:titl;es i n  2: p a r t l c u ­
l a r  s o r t  o f  r e l a t i o n .  It might be -the c3::e,  -too? T h a t  ! i u m  

t h i n k s  he has  t o  i n c l u d e  i n  h i s  d i s c u a s i c ) n  c f  g u u i x  n:ices­
s i t y  t h e  i n t u i t i v e  act  of  mind wi th  which w e  compr.:hen< i h e  
r e l a t i o n  i n  q u e s t i o n ,  t h u s  account ing  i.n p z ' t  fo?. why he 
compares t h a t  act of  mind t o  t h a t  c.criinEction b-tvte7P causzs  
and affects.* '  I n  both  t h e  phoney and the  genuin6 case  
t h e r e  i s  an act of mind of  a c e r t a i n  k ind ;  b u t  t h y  a re  r i d i ­
tally d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s ,  the  one be ing  a cognitL\re a c t  of i n -
t u i t i o n  ( t h e  comparison) ,  and t h e  o t h e r ,  a c a u s a l  connec t lon  
( t h e  de t e rmina t ion  of an i d e a  by s. precP-ding impress ion ) .  
The l a t t e r  i s  n o t  c o g n i t i v e  and i s  not  even n e c e s s a r i l y  
n o t i c e d  consc ious ly .  

So t h e  s i t u a t i o n  so f a r  is t h i s :  i n  t h e  c a s e  of 
genuine n e c e s s i t y ,  t h e r e  i s  a c o g n i t i v e  act 3f ccmparing 
two re la ta  and n o t i c i n g  a c e r t a i n  s o r t  o f  r e l a t i o h s h i p .  In 
t h e  case of c a u s a l i t y ,  t h e r e  i s  an a c t ,  no t  n e c e r s a r i l y  
c o g n i t i v e  b u t  a h a b i t ,  r e a l l y ,  t h a t  r e l a t e s  an  impression 
wi th  an i d e a .  Hume's p o i n t  t h e n  n u s t  be t h a t  i n  ei-tner . ' 

case, t h e  mind a t  l ea s t  sometimes observes  i t s  own opera­
t i o n s ,  and j u s t  as i n  t h e  phoney case  an i d e a  of r e f l e c t i o n  
i s  produced,  sc a l s o  i s  it produced i n  t h e  genuine case. 
But n o t e  t h a t  i n  e i t h e r  case, s i n c e  uha t  a n i s e s  i s  an i i n ­

p r e s s i o n  of r e f l e c t i o n ,  w e  do n o t  have a copy of a n y t h i n c  
t h a t  occu r s  i n  t h e  mind. This  new irnpreoeion, i f  it were 
one of n e c e s s i t y ,  would be  s t r a n g e  indeed.  It woilld no t  
i n  any way m i r r o r  what it i s  t h a t  i s  necessa ry  anymme than  
b e l i e f ,  on Hume's a n a l y s i s ,  has  an in t en t i . ona1  compocent. 
Better t h e n  t o  l a b e l  t h i s  impress ion  a f e e l i n g  of c e r t a i n t y  
t h a n  an impress ion  of  n e c e s s i t y .  Receuse t h e  mind fee ls  
c e r t a i n  bhen i t s  acts connect  i d e a s  ejther i n t u i t i v e l y  o r  
c a u s a l l y ,  w e  f e e l  t h a t  even c a u s a l  connec t ions  a r e  neces­
s a r y .  



6 2  I would be the las t  4-0 d e n y  t h a r  t h e r e  dre 05-
s c u r i t i c s  h e r e ,  i f  nor i n  Iiume th?n i i l  my axternpte5 ~ , . i r d i ­
c a t i o n .  There i s  no q u e s t i o n  t h a t  Inlay has put  his f i n g e r  
on a most s e n s i t i v e  s p o t  i n  HLrnz's a n a l y s i s .  But I see no 
r eason ,  d e s p i t e  huaC's own l m g u a g e  , t o  label t h c  irnp-es­
s i o n  of r e f l e c t i o n  i n  q u e s t i o n  one of n e c e s s i t y .  Hume inav 
n c t  s u c c e s s f u l l y  grounci genuine n e c e s s i t y ,  b u t  t h e i e  is no 
need t o  compound t h e  error by confounding acts  of i R t u i L 'L i o n  

wi th  h a b i t s  of  mind, and t h e n  confounding bo th  wi th  neces­
s i t y .  The p o i n t ,  i f  t h e r e  i s  one,  of i-Iume's comparison of  
i n t u i t i o n  wi th  t h e  d e t e r x i n a t i o n  of  the mind t o  ?love from 
cause  TO ef fec t  i s ,  on my view,  merely t o  show t h a t  i n  each 
case t h e  mir.d re la tes  ' i d e e s ' ,  t h a t  r e l a t i o n  be ing  t h e  
ground of  t h e  c e r t a i n t y  w e  f e e l  about  each.  To s a y  t h e  
least ,  t h e n ,  I do n o t  t a k e  Hume's own words l i t e r a l l y .  
Imlay does .  The d i f f e r e n c e  between u s ,  I t h i n k ,  Fs t h a t  
my view t w i s t s  t h e  t e x t  i n t o  s e n s e ,  wh i l e  h i s  smoothes it 
i n t o  nonsense.  What a p i t y  t h a t  w e  cannot  ca l l  upon 
Prichand f o r  a d j u d i c a t i o n !  

Alan Hausman 
Ohio S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  
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H. A .  Prichard, Knowledge and Perception (Oxford: The 
Clarendon Press, 19501, pp. 174-199. See especially 
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Hausman, pp. 257-258. In that paper I wrote a parti­
cularly misleading sentence about this issue: 

Impressions, indeed, are simply chairs 

and tables, etc. 


What I meant to say, and ought to have said, is that 

f o r  Hume--when speaking in the philosopher's mode-­

ordinary objects like chairs and tables are analysed 

as classes of impressions, just as Berkeley claims 

(with deliberate shocking language) that chairs and 

tables are nothing but ideas. 

David Hume, A_ Treatise of Human Kature, ed. L. A .  


Selby-Bigge (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1960), 


p. 	 75 and p. 77. I surround "seen" with single quotes 

(just as I do throughout, with other problematic uses) 

because it is unclear as to whether this vision is 

sensuous or intellectual. See Imlay. 

Treatise, pp. 164-166. 


u.,
p. 167. 


Perhaps this is what Imlay is getting at in the last 

paragraph of his paper. But I am not sure; he is too 

succinct. 

Hausman, pp. 261-264. 


Treatise, p. 69. 


g c . ,  p. 53. 
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The implication is that there are degrees of resem­
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sarily perfect resemblance. The less the resemblance, 

of course, the clearer it is that identity is not a 

clear function of properties of the presentations. Of 

course we soon reach the famous problem of the ship re-

paired at sea and its identity over time. 
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selves the grounds for comparing, they also seem some-

how to include the very act of comparing. 



