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HUME ' S BUNDLES, SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS AND KANT 

Even i f  w e  are inc l ined  t o  view Hume's attempt 
t o  explain a s c r i p t i o n s  of personal i d e n t i t y  as an abysmal 
f a i l u r e ,  we might s t i l l  be sympathetic toward h i s  proposal  
t o  replace t h e  going substance theory of t h e  na tu re  of 
mind with h i s  bundle account. Thus w e  might f a u l t  H u m e  
f o r  e r e c t i n g  an unachievably high standard f o r  personal 
i den t i ty , '  o r  round on him f o r  excluding bodily c r i te r ia  
from h i s  s o l u t i o n , 2  bu t  nonetheless applaud h i s  s p i r i t i n g  
away of t h e  Cartesian soul  substance leaving h i s  " t r u e  
idea  of t h e  human mind" (261)  as a c o l l e c t i o n  of per- 
cep t ions  i n  i t s  s tead.  

t h e  i d e a  of t h e  un i ty  of a human mind4 i n  terms of r e l a t e d  
percept ions has  run i n t o  notor iously rough s ledding,  no t  
t h e  l e a s t  of which is the  f a c t  t h a t  Hume himself i n  h i s  
Appendix t o  "Of Personal Iden t i ty"  seems t o  abandon h i s  
bundle theory i n  despair .  I n  t h i s  paper I s h a l l  f i r s t  be 
concerned t o  examine t h e  cr i t ic ism of h i s  bundle theory 
which Hume b r ings  f o r t h  i n  t h e  Appendix and explain why I 

th ink  t h e  core  d i f f i c u l t y  remains in so lub le  f o r  Hume. I 

s h a l l  then go on t o  suggest t h a t  t h e  unworkability of Hume's 
bundle theory i s  d i r e c t l y  t i e d  t o  h i s  f a i l u r e  t o  
appreciate  c e r t a i n  f ea tu res  of t h e  pecu l i a r ly  f i r s t  person 
na tu re  of  h i s  quest ion about t h e  make-up of minds. In  
thus  emphasizing the  place of t h e  f i r s t  person voice i n  
my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  I a m  s t e a l i n g  a l e a f ,  i f  not  a chap te r ,  
from Kant. But t h i s  is as it should be s ince  one of t h e  
aims of  t h i s  essay i s  t o  provide an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 
H u m e ' s  d i f f i c u l t i e s  with h i s  account of t h e  na tu re  of mind 
which explains  p a r t  of t h e  reason why 'self-consciousness '  
(o r  'appercept ion ' )  looms so very l a r g e  i n  the  C r i t i q u e  
of Pure Reason a t t a c k  upon Hume's type of bundle theory.  

3 

However, Hume's concern t o  give an account of 
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60. 
1. Hume ' s Second Thoughts 

t h e  sec t ion  on personal i d e n t i t y ,  H u m e  b r ings  f o r t h  t h i s  
object ion t o  h i s  own e f f o r t s :  

I n  a b u r s t  of s e l f  c r i t i c i s m  a t  t h e  Appendix t o  

. . .Having t h u s  l o o s e n ' d  a t t  our p a r t i c u l a r  
p e r c e p t i o n s ,  when I proceed t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  connex ion ,  which b i n d s  t h e n  
t o g e t h e r ,  and makes us a t t r i b u t e  t o  t h e n  a r e a l  
s i m p l i c i t y  and i d e n t i t y ;  I an s e n s i b l e ,  t h a t  
my account  i s  v e r y  d e f e c t i v e ,  and t h a t  n o t h i n g  
b u t  t h e  seeming e v i d e n c e  o f  t h e  p r e c e d e n t  
r e a s o n i n g s  cou ' d  have i n d u c  ' d  me t o  r e c e i v e  
i t  (635). 

A f t e r  a d d i t i o n a l  r e f l e c t i o n s  H u m e  encapsulates  h i s  
ob jec t ion  thus : 

... A t 1  my hopes v a n i s h ,  when I cone t o  e x p l a i n  
t h e  p r i n c i p l e s ,  t h a t  u n i t s  our  s u c c e s s i v e  p e r -  
c e p t i o n s  i n  our thought  or  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  (635-6). 
What i s  the  de fec t  H u m e  cal ls  t o  ou r  a t t e n t i o n ?  

Notice f i r s t  t h a t  t he  footnote  on page 635 e x p l i c i t l y  
r e f e r s  us back t o  t h a t  p a r t  of h i s  account H u m e  considers  
de fec t ive ;  and when w e  look back t o  t h e  t e x t  of t h e  
T r e a t i s e  i n  quest ion,  page 260,  w e  f i n d  it i s  p r e c i s e l y  
t h e r e  t h a t  H u m e  uses the  analogy of a r epub l i c  t o  sketch 
h i s  bundle theory of t h e  ilnity of mind i n  terms of t h e  
t w o  a s s o c i a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s ,  resemblance and causation. So 

it must somehow be t h a t  t h i s  account i n  terms of t h e  
a s s o c i a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  is mistaken. B u t  what then i s  t h e  
mistake? According t o  Hume it i s  t h a t  he cannot 'explain '  
t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  which u n i t e  t h e  d i s c r e t e  percepts .  
it seems t o  m e  t h e r e  a r e  only two poss ib l e  th ings  H u m e  

could mean i n  saying t h i s .  H e  could mean e i t h e r  (1) t h a t  
t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  which connect t h e  percepts  of one mind are 
ins t ances  of t h e  a s soc ia t ive  p r i n c i p l e s ,  but  he cannot 
exp la in  them; or ( 2 )  t h e r e  must be o t h e r ,  non-assoc- 
i a t i v e ,  p r i n c i p l e s  which connect t h e  percepts  of a s i n g l e  
mind and t hese  he cannot explain.  

Now 
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I th ink  w e  can s a f e l y  conclude (1) cannot 

represent  Hume's misgivings when he says he is  unable t o  
explain t h e  u n i t i n g  p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  mental bundles. 
There i s  f i r s t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he does no t  c a l l  i n t o  
question h i s  general  programme of accounting f o r  t h e  
nature  of t h e  un i ty  of complex th ings  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  
of  causat ion,  resemblance and con t igu i ty  -- f o r  example, 
sh ips ,  p l a n t s ,  animals, houses and r i v e r s  (e.g. 257f) -- 
but only h i s  attempt t o  apply t h i s  programme t o  minds. 
Second, and conclusively,  i f  -- a s  w e  a r e  now supposing -- 
t h e  connecting p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  indeed in s t ances  of t h e  
a s s o c i a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s ,  then he can only mean t h a t  he 
cannot explain h i s  theory of a s soc ia t ion  of ideas .  Y e t  

he t e l l s  us i n  sepa ra t e  places  i n  the  T r e a t i s e  t h a t  our  
f a i l u r e  tQ explain t h e  a s s o c i a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  i s  no t  a 
de fec t  a t  a l l .  The a s s o c i a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  f i r s t  
p r i n c i p l e s ,  u l t ima te  p r i n c i p l e s  i n  the  science of human 
na tu re ,  and 

. . .If t h i s  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of e x p l a i n i n g  u t t i m a t e  
p r i n c i p t e s  should  be esteemed a d e f e c t  i n  t h e  
s c i e n c e  of mar., I w i l l  v e n t u r e  t o  a f f i r m  t h a t  
' t i s  a d e f e c t  common t o  i t  u i t h  a l l  t h e  s c i e n c e s ,  
and a l l  t h e  a r t s . .  . Ixxi i .  See a l s o  1 3 ) .  
Thus, unless  H u m e  i s  t o  be judged f l a t l y  

incons i s t en t ,  it must be ( 2 )  which represents  Hume ' s  mood: 
t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  which connect d i s c r e t e  percepts  cannot be 
in s t ances  of  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of a s soc ia t ion ,  and these  new 
p r i n c i p l e s  cannot be explained by him.  B u t  why should 
he say t h a t  these new and non-associative p r i n c i p l e s  
cannot be explained? I th ink  t h e r e  can be only one 
answer here:  it i s  j u s t  because t h e  r e l a t i o n s  between 
d i s t i n c t  percept ions cannot be a s soc ia t ive  ones t h a t  it 
i s  impossible f o r  him t o  explain them. For it i s  a b a s i c  
dictum of the  T r e a t i s e  t h a t  t o  explain t h e  r e l a t i o n  
between what are c a l l e d  d i s t i n c t  exis tences  is always t o  
e s t a b l i s h  an a s s o c i a t i v e  l i n k  - f o r  Hume t h a t  i s  j u s t  what 
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it is t o  explain t h e  r e l a t i o n s  between matters of f a c t .  
Hence, s i n c e  perceptions a r e  d i s t i n c t  ex i s t ences ,  t o  
complain t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  between them cannot be ex- 
p l a ined  by h i n  can only mean t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  i s  n o t  an 
a s s o c i a t i v e  one. 

Why then should Hume have second thoughts? How 
does h i s  attempt t o  explain t h e  un i ty  of a human mind as 
bundles of  perceptions i n  causal  and resembling r e l a t i o n s  
break down? For H u m e  an account of t h e  un i ty  of a human 
mind is t o  proceed i n  a fashion s i m i l a r  t o  the  
phenomenalist ic rendering given f o r  e n t i t i e s  l i k e  p l a n t s  
and animals i n  t h e  Treatise: t o  say d i s t i n c t  pe rcep t s  
are states of  one mind can only mean t h a t  they are found 
t o  s t and  i n  r e l a t i o n s  of resemblance o r  c a ~ s a t i o n . ~  But 
how can t h i s  possibly do? On Hume's account, my 
a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  t h i s  is one p l an t  i s  t o  be accounted f o r  as 
a claim t h a t  various p l an t  s t a t e s  e x h i b i t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  of 
causa t ion ,  resemblance and s p a t i a l  cont igui ty:  f o r  example, 
what I see now ( these  flowers) is a causal e f f e c t  of what 
I s a w  previously ( those budding branches).  But t h e r e  
seems no s imilar  way i n  which the perception of t h e  c o f f e e  
cup I see before m e  now can be s a i d  t o  be t h e  e f f e c t  of 
t h e  percept ion of my pen which immediately preceded it. 
It  is  no t  t h a t  some s o r t  of non-Humean not ion of 
causa t ion  is being used here  aga ins t  t h e  a n a l y s i s  -- l e t  
i n v a r i a b l e  succession b e  t h e  mark. Then it i s  j u s t  a 
matter of  f a c t  t h a t  my perception of t h i s  pen is o f t e n  
followed by many d i f f e r e n t  percepts -- of t h i s  book, t h a t  
w r i t i n g  pad, those sc r ibb led  notes.  S h a l l  w e  then say 
t h a t  one of the two perceptions i n  question resembles t h e  
o t h e r ?  B u t  t h i s  i s  even more absurd. For Hume, t o  say 
one perception resembles the  o t h e r  i s  t o  say t h a t  it i s  an 
image of t h e  same o r  a similar th ing  as t h e  o t h e r ,  but  i f  
my percept ion of a cof fee  cup i s  t o  be an image of 
anything a t  a l l  it must  be ' o f '  j u s t  t h a t ,  a co f fee  cup, 
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and no t  a pen. 

It  might be thought t he re  i s  a way i n  which any 
two of my percept ions can be s a i d  t o  be causa l ly  r e l a t e d :  
it is  j u s t  t h a t  it i s  always the  case t h a t  one of 9 per- 
cept ions i s  inva r i ab ly  followed by another of m y  
perceptions.  However, it i s  q u i t e  c l e a r  t h a t  H u m e  does 
n o t  mean anything so empty a s  t h i s .  When giving us 
i n s t ances  of t h e  causa l  r e l a t i o n s  which a r e  supposed t o  
ob ta in  between t h e  percept ions of a s i n g l e  mind H u m e  c i tes  
a s  an example t h e  f a c t  t h a t  "our impressions g ive  r ise t o  
t h e i r  correspondent ideas"  ( 2 6 1 ) .  And i f  w e  a r e  t o  l e t  
the  rest of t h e  T r e a t i s e  a c t  as our guide i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  
what t h i s  means, it can only be t h a t ,  f o r  example, t h e  
impression of  a tree gives  rise t o  i t s  corresponding 
idea  -- t hg  i d e a  of a tree. In o t h e r  words, t h e  terms of 
t h e  causa l  r e l a t i o n s  i n  quest ion are: t o  be individuated - 
a t  l e a s t  i n  p a r t  - by t h e  ob jec t s  o r  p ropos i t i ona l  
elements of t h e  percepts .  B u t  t e x t u a l  mat ters  a s i d e ,  it 
is  q u i t e  c l e a r  t h a t  i f  one proposes t o  explain t h e  idea  
of a s i n g l e  mind o r  mental h i s t o r y ,  and i f  t h i s  problem i s  
supposed t o  arise, as it does with Hume, because one's 
var ious mental s t a t e s  d i f f e r ,  then it is simply t o  r e fuse  
an explanat ion t o  say one of %menta l  states is  always 
followed by another of mental s t a t e s .  

Another way of p u t t i n g  H u m e ' s  s e l f  cr i t ic ism i n  
t h e  Appendix i s  t h a t  he perhaps comes t o  see t h a t  t he  
analogy he s t r i k e s  between t h e  un i ty  of a r epub l i c  and t h a t  
of a human mind mis f i r e s .  For it is  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  no te  
on t h i s  score t h a t  Hume does not make u s e  of t h e  examples 
he has  discussed a t  length and which a r e  n a t u r a l l y  
explained as causal  wholes -- p l a n t s  and animals -- when 
the un i ty  of a mind is  i n  question. Rather he t u r n s  t o  
a d i f f e r e n t  kind of e n t i t y ,  a republ ic ,  where t h e  changes 
of t h i s  ' v a r i a b l e  ob jec t '  a r e  t he  changes of members and 
changes of l a w s  (261). But here ,  su re ly ,  " the  r e c i p r o c a l  
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t ies  of government and subordination" (261) i n s o f a r  as 
they  do expla in  t h e  u n i t y  of a republ ic ,  a r e  n o t  causa l  
r e l a t i o n s .  Of course the c i t i z e n s  may b r ing  on a new 
government and the l eade r s  may a l l o c a t e  p o s i t i o n s  f o r  
t h e  c i t i z e n s  wi th in  t h e  p r i v i l e g e  system. But t h e  
r epub l i c  i s  n o t  one r epub l i c  because t h e s e  causa l  
r e l a t i o n s  obtain:  i n s t e a d  it is  t h a t  t h e  causa l  r e l a t i o n s  
can come about because t h e r e  a r e  a l ready  r e c i p r o c a l  t i es  -- 
s u b s t a n t i v e  laws and procedura l  r u l e s  -- which de f ine  t h e  
r i g h t s  and d u t i e s  and t h e  means of e f f e c t i n g  change wi th in  
a s i n g l e  republ ic .  Thus, i f  t h e r e  i s  any p o i n t  a t  a l l  
t o  t h i s  new analogy i n  he lp ing  us understand t h e  u n i t y  of 
a human mind, it would seem t o  be one t h a t  i s  a n t a g o n i s t i c  
t o  H u m e ' s  programme: t h a t  t h e  var ious  mental s t a t e s  a r e  
somehow non-associatively r e l a t e d  and it is t h e  presence 
o f  t hese  o t h e r  r e l a t i o n s  which accounts f o r  t h e  u n i t y  of 
a s i n g l e  mind. 

may be t r u e  t h a t  t h e  Humean r e l a t i o n s  of resemblance and 
causa t ion  do n o t  hold between every p a i r  of t h e  percepts  
of one ' s  mind, nonethe less  such r e l a t i o n s  do hold between 
many subse t s  of t h e  percept ions  of a s i n g l e  mind, and 
taken toge the r  t h e s e  resembling and causa l ly  r e l a t e d  
s u b s e t s  c o n s t i t u t e  one mind f o r  H u m e .  I n  response t o  t h i s  
sugges t ion  I wish t o  maintain t h a t  given t h e  s k e p t i c a l  
or cr i t ical  s t r a i n  of t h e  Treatise, t h i s  problem of t h e  
u n i t y  or  t h e  oneness of t h e  mind must s t i l l  remain 
i n s o l u b l e  f o r  H u m e .  H e r e  I begin t o  echo a Kantian theme 
which c e n t e r s  on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it i s  o f t e n  H u m e ' s  concern 
t o  emphasize t h e  r a d i c a l  contingency of un i fo rmi t i e s  i n  
the world. 

Someone may want t o  respond t h a t  even though it 

For, as we a l l  know, Hume w i l l  say  t h a t  even 
though it has  always happened t h a t  a flame g ives  h e a t ,  it 
could  come about even i n  t h e  m o s t  i d e a l  circumstances 
t h a t  I perce ive  a flame and r ece ive  a f e e l i n g  of co ld  from 
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it. 

flame and then experience cold i s  j u s t  t o  say my per- 
ception of a flame need not  always be followed by a 
perception of heat .  And t h i s  is t o  suppose t h a t  it does 
make sense t o  speak of t h e  perceptions of one mind even 
where t h e  causal  and resembling r e l a t i o n s  do n o t  ob ta in  
between t h e  percepts.  Indeed, Hume general izes  t h i s  
po in t  about t h e  r a d i c a l  contingency o r  accidentalness  of  
t h e  order  of one ' s  percepts  t o  apply t o  all the 
a s s o c i a t i v e  r e l a t i o n s .  Toward the beginning of t h e  
Treatise where Hume explains  h i s  notion of a s soc ia t ion  
of i deas ,  he e x p l i c i t l y  recognizes t h a t  i n  t h e  absence 
of a s s o c i a t i v e  connections w e  could s t i l l  speak of one 
mind. Thus 

B u t  t o  say it could come about t h a t  I perceive a 

,This u n i t i n g  p r i n c i p l e  among i d e a s  i s  n o t  t o  be  
c o n s i d e r ' d  as an inseparabk connexion;  . . . nor 
y e t  are we t o  conclude ,  t h a t  w i t h o u t  i t  t h e  mind 
cannot  j o i n  t w o  i d e a s ;  f o r  n o t h i n g  is more f r e e  
t h a n  t h a t  f a c u l t y :  b u t  we are o n l y  t o  regard  i t  
a s  a g e n t l e  f o r c e ,  which commonly p r e v a i l s . .  . ( 1 0 1 .  

Generally speaking human minds operate  v i a  t h e  g e n t l e  
force of a s soc ia t ion .  However it is e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  
Humean p i c t u r e  t h a t  t he re  is no necess i ty  i n  t h i s .  For 
even where t h e r e  i s  no un i t ing  p r inc ip l e  of a s soc ia t ion  
t h e r e  can s t i l l  be a mind, *.,one which jo ins  ideas  i n  
an e n t i r e l y  ' f a n c i f u l '  way. So again,  Hume's  c r i t i c a l  
thoughts of t h e  Appendix a re  pe r fec t ly  understandable: 
i f  w e  can speak of mind where associat ion i s  not  p re sen t ,  
we cannot expect t o  explain the idea of a s i n g l e  mind i n  
terms of a bundle of  t he  perceptions connected by t h e  
a s soc ia t ing  p r i n c i p l e s  of causation and resemblance. 

Thus t h e  depth of h i s  despair  compels him t o  
toy with doc t r ines  he previously r e j ec t ed  with confidence: 

D i d  our p e r c e p t i o n s  e i t h e r  i n h e r e  i n  someth ing  
s imple  and i n d i v i d u a l ,  o r  d i d  t h e  mind p e r c e i v e  
some r e a l  connexion among them, t h e r e  w o u l d  be 
no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  t h e  case .  For m y  p a r t ,  I must  
p l e a d  t h e  p r i v i l e g e  of a sce  t i c ,  and c o n f e s s ,  
t h a t  t h i s  d i f f i c u l t y  i s  t o o  l a r d  f o r  my under-  
s t a n d i n g  (636). 
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But of  course: i f  he cauld say that h i s  perceptions w e r e  
s tates of a mental substance "then t h e r e  would be no 
d i f f i c u l t y  i n  t h e  case" ,  i.e. - he could thereby explain t h e  
u n i t y  of h i s  mental s t a t e s .  L i k e w i s e ,  i f  he could discover 
some " r e a l  connexion" between perceptions -- minimally, 
some connection such t h a t  i n  i t s  absence it could not be 
s a i d  t h a t  the perceptions made up one mind -- he could 
thereby explain the  idea t h a t  he has ,  + . , t ha t  h i s  
percept ions c o n s t i t u t e  a unity.  

recall  t h a t  much of h i s  discussion of un i f i ed  ob jec t s  i n  
t h e  T r e a t i s e  seems intended t o  show us  t h a t  when w e  speak 
of var ious q u a l i t a t i v e  states of one th ing  w e  mean t o  r e f e r  
t o  more than a heap of p a r t s .  A mere c o l l e c t i o n  of  limbs 
and t runks and r o o t s  and leaves i s  a f u t u r e  bonf i r e ,  n o t  
a l i v i n g  tree. By analogy - and t h i s  is t h e  kind of 
analogy H u m e  wants t o  stress - it would seem t h a t  t h e  
perceptual  s t a t e s  of  a s i n g l e  mind would have t o  e x h i b i t  
some connection; by analogy it would seem t h a t  j u s t  any 
c o l l e c t i o n  of perceptions could no t  account f o r  the idea  
of t h e  un i ty  of one's mind. Y e t  a s  w e  have seen by t h e  
way he t r e a t s  h i s  connecting p r inc ip l e s  ( h i s  a s s o c i a t i v e  
ones) a s  merely contingent l i n k s ,  he i s  forced t o  admit 
t h a t  t h e  percept ions of a mind need not  be connected i n  
any way whatsoever. 

H u m e ' s  problem seems pecu l i a r ly  poignant when w e  

This seems t h e  proper place t o  consider  two 
i n t r i g u i n g  counter i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of Hume's misgivings 
i n  t h e  Appendix. Although it is probably t h e  case t h a t  
our agreements i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  outweigh our disagree- 
ments, Stephen Nathanson voices a rendering of Hume's 
d e s p a i r  t h a t ,  a t  l e a s t  i n  p a r t ,  runs counter t o  mine. 
According t o  Nathanson Hume's f i r s t  thought a s  enunciate  
i n  "Of Personal I d e n t i t y , "  is  t h a t  a mind i s  nothing bu t  
a bundle of perceptions; but then,  be l a t ed ly  ( i n  the 
Appendix), he comes t o  r e a l i z e  t h a t  he has  tucked something 
e x t r a  i n t o  h i s  bundles, e., t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of a s soc ia t ion .  

8 
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Thus, f o r  Nathanson, t h e  c o n f l i c t :  Hume wants t o  say t h a t  
t h e  idea  of a human mind i s  simply t h a t  of a c o l l e c t i o n  of 
percept ions,  but  he f i n d s  himself saying as w e l l  t h a t  t h i s  
i dea  involves a set  of perceptions 
a s soc ia t ion .  

t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of 

Now, a s  Nathanson notes ,  one w i l l  be quick t o  
respond t h a t  t h e r e  need no t  be any real c o n f l i c t  i f ,  a s  
seems n a t u r a l ,  " . . . the  p r i n c i p l e  of a s soc ia t ion  is 
reducible  t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of resemblance, con t igu i ty  
and c a u s a l i t y " ,  e., f e a t u r e s  of t he  percepts.  But 
Nathanson meets t h i s  ob jec t ion  head on. According t o  him 
t h e r e  is s t r o n g  t e x t u a l  evidence t h a t  f o r  Hume the  
p r i n c i p l e  of a s soc ia t ion  is  no t  reducible t o  r e l a t i o n s  

9 

between percept ions,  but  involves mental p ropens i t i e s  (of 
t h e  imagination and memory) a s  w e l l .  lo so now the 
c o n f l i c t  t h a t  Nathanson f inds  can take i t s  f i n a l  form: 
Hume f i r s t  proposes t o  account f o r  the idea of a mind 
s o l e l y  i n  terms of percepts ,  and y e t  he f inds  that  he must 
also invoke mental p ropens i t i e s  which he himself g r a n t s  
cannot be reduced t o  perception t a l k .  

l i n e s  of inquiry and n i ce ly  suggests one way i n  which H u m e ' s  
bundle theory might be de fec t ive  a s  a complete account of  
mind, bu t  nonetheless I th ink  t h e  c r u c i a l  quest ion remains: 
is  t h i s  a f a i r  treatment of Hume's i n t e n t i o n s ,  does it 
properly diagnose Hume's despa i r  i n  t h e  Appendix? I have 
my doubts. For Nathanson, i n  c i t i n g  t h e  same passages I 

quote a t  t he  beginning of  t h i s  paper," must  thereby 
acknowledge t h a t  Hume says t h a t  he cannot explain the  
p r i n c i p l e s  which u n i t e  h i s  percepts ;  
account this must mean t h a t  he cannot explain those 
p r i n c i p l e s  captured by the l a b e l  of ' a s soc ia t ion '  and 
understood as p ropens i t i e s  of mind. But whether or no t  
w e  view the  p r i n c i p l e  of a s soc ia t ion  a s  r e f e r r i n g  t o  mental 
p ropens i t i e s ,  t h e  f a c t  remains -- a s  I have argued e a r l i e r  
on i n  t h i s  paper -- t h a t  H u m e  sees the  p r i n c i p l e  of 
association a s  a f i r s t  p r i n c i p l e ,  acknowledges t h a t  it 

I t  seems t o  m e  t h a t  Nathanson does open up new 

and on Nathanson's 
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cannot be explained, and i n s i s t s  by analogy w i t h  o t h e r  
s c i ences  t h a t  t h i s  i s  not a defect .  
he re  is sound, Nathanson's reading of H u m e ' s  i n t e n t  i n  the 
Appendix e n t a i l s  a curious inconsistency i n  Hume's a t t i t u d e  
toward t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of associat ion.  

Thus, i f  my reasoning 

The o t h e r  counter i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  I wish t o  
consider  could cause d i f f i c u l t i e s  f o r  both Nathanson and 
myself. l2 
Treatise H u m e  voices what is sometimes r e f e r r e d  t o  - 
unhappily, I think - as  the  'no ownership' theory of mind. 
Thus Hume:  " . . . there  is  no absurdi ty  i n  sepa ra t ing  any 
p a r t i c u l a r  perception from t h e  mind;. . .I' (207) . 
remark l i k e  t h i s  seems t o  suggest is t h a t  H u m e ,  mistakenly 
without doubt, considers it l o g i c a l l y  poss ib l e  f o r  
percept ions t o  e x i s t  unowned. N o w  t he  t h r u s t  of t h i s  
counter  comes r i g h t  here:  I s n ' t  it simpler ,  and perhaps 
more n a t u r a l  as w e l l ,  t o  view Hume's second thoughts i n  
t h e  Appendix 2s a recogni t ion t h a t  t he  l o g i c a l  inde- 

On t h i s  account it i s  noted t h a t  i n  t h e  

What a 

pendence of perceptions precludes t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of even 
t h e  loose r  and t e n t a t i v e  s o r t  of connection #at H u m e  
a t tempts  t o  e l u c i d a t e  by h i s  analogy with a republic? 

On f i r s t  v i ew. th i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  does seem 
tempting, bu t  r e f l e c t i o n  prompts doubts. My reasons f o r  
saying t h i s  are both t e x t u a l  and l o g i c a l .  F i r s t ,  even 
though H u m e ' s  de sc r ip t ion  of perceptions as d i s t i n c t  
e x i s t e n c e s  does seem t o  commit him t o  the  view t h a t  
percept ions can ( l o g i c a l l y )  e x i s t  unmed, it is a f a c t  that 
he argues t h a t  t h e r e  are " a  few ... experiments, which 
convince u s ,  t h a t  our  percept ions a r e  no t  possest  of any 
independent exis tence" (210)  . In  o t h e r  words, even 
though H u m e  seems wedded t o  t h e  pos i t i on  t h a t  a proposi t ion 
l i k e  ' A l l  S's percept ions are S ' s '  is n o t  l o g i c a l l y  
necessary,  he nonetheless  cons t ruc t s  a case f o r  claiming 
t h a t  t h a t  same proposi t ion represents  a compelling 
cont ingent  b e l i e f  (it is  a b e l i e f  which is confinned by 
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empi r i ca l  experiments).  Second, and connected, t h e r e  need 
be nothing i n c o n s i s t e n t  f o r  H u m e  t o  continue on and g i v e  
a psycho-genetic account of t h i s  supposedly f a c t u a l  
b e l i e f  - j u s t  as he seems t o  do i n  t h e  r epub l i c  passage. 
Indeed, i f  w e  l e t  H u e ' s  t rea tment  of causa t ion  guide  us  
as a model - where he f i r s t  argues t h a t  causa l  b e l i e f s  are 
n o t  l o g i c a l l y  necessary,  then  acknowledges t h e i r  
compellingness, and then  expla ins  t h e i r  genes is  -- the 
h e a r t  of t h e  programme of t h e  T r e a t i s e  would recommend 
j u s t  t h i s  t rea tment  of t h e  idea  of mental un i ty .  Thus f o r  
t hese  reasons , I th ink  t h e  counter i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  questioI) 
i f  accepted as an explana t ion  of Hume's  misgivings i n  t h e  
Appendix, l eaves  us  wi th  a s e r i o u s  puzzle. Why should 
Hume f i n d  h i s  acccunt of t he  p u t a t i v e l y  cont ingent  b e l i e f  
i n  mental Ynity i n  t h e  r epub l i c  passage i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h a t  b e l i e f  is not  l o g i c a l l y  necessary? 

2.  Ref lec t ing  on Hume's Question: The Kantian Turn 

about t h e  u n i t y  of h i s  mind? Better s t i l l ,  does H u m e ' s  
ques t ion  deserve an answer? I should l i k e  t o  make one 
suggestaon as t o  how Hume's dilemma about t he  u n i t y  of t h e  
mind i s  t o  be resolved: t h a t  Hume's ques t ion  does n o t  need 
a r e s t a t i n g  or  reformulating so much as an underscoring o f  
one f e a t u r e  of t h e  ques t ion .  I f  I am successfu l  i n  
e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h i s  po in t ,  p a r t  of t h e  anti-Humean importance 
of ' se l f -consc iousness '  i n  Kant 's  t ranscendenta l  deduction 
should be obvious. 

How does one go about answering H u e ' s  ques t ion  

Consider one important d i f f e rence  between ask ing  
a ques t ion  about t h e  na tu re  of one ' s  own mind and ask ing  
a s i m i l a r  ques t ion  about t h e  mind of another. When, as 
an h e u r i s t i c  device,  Hume proposes t h a t  w e  imagine looking 
i n t o  t h e  b reas to f  another,  he sugges ts  t h a t  w e  would see 
a connected concatenation of percept ions ,  some i n  causa l  
r e l a t i o n s  wi th  o t h e r s ,  some resembling o t h e r s  (260). But 
now no te  t h a t  when Hume supposes t h a t  w e  look i n t o  a n o t h e r ' s  
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b r e a s t ,  say 2, the whole question of 2 ' s  r a t i o n a l i t y  o r  
5 ' s  s a n i t y  i s  l e f t  e n t i r e l y  undetermined. Thus, r a t h e r  
than the  o rde r ly  mind of Hume's acquaintance I might choose 
t o  p i c t u r e  myself perusing a p e c u l i a r l y  untidy mind, t h e  
mind of a l u n a t i c  say,  where t h e  mental l i f e  is  one of 
t o t a l  disarray.  Y e t ,  t o  draw ou t  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i f f e rence  i n  the  f i r s t  person case, when I look within my 
b r e a s t ,  when I make my own perceptions o b j e c t s  of 
i n t rospec t ion ,  my r a t i o n a l i t y  o r  s a n i t y  is assumed, a t  
least  i n  a minimal sense. The minimal sense of r a t ion -  
a l i t y  I am r e f e r r i n g  t o  here is j u s t  t h a t  of being able t o  
d i s t i n g u i s h  between t h e  o b j e c t s  of awareness, t o  be able 
t o  say th ings  l i k e  ' t h i s  i s  a $I' and ' t h i s  i s  a J I ' .  I n  
t h e  case where t h e  ob jec t s  of awareness a r e  elements of 
o n e ' s  own mental l i f e  t h i s  f a c i l i t y  f o r  d i s t i ngu i sh ing  
between one 's  perceptions comes down t o  an a b i l i t y  t o  
desc r ibe  one 's  percept ions,  an a b i l i t y  t o  say (as does t h e  
author  of t h e  Treatise), ' t h i s  is a percept ion of a house 
and here i s  one of  a chimney'. 

f i r s t  person quest ion about the un i ty  of h i s  mind is  a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  one only i f  it is  taken i n  a c e r t a i n  way. I 

am suggest ing it should be s p e l l e d  ou t  thus: 

The po in t  of t h e  previous remarks i s  t h a t  Hume's 

What s o r t  of connection must  t he re  be between the 
percept ions of my mind i f  I am t o  know t h a t  they 
a r e  t h e  percept ions of my mind, r a t h e r  than not 
t o  have any knowledge a t  a l l  about my perceptual  
states ? 

I n  underl ining the second ha l f  of  t h i s  quest ion I mean t o  
reiterate the po in t  made a t  t he  beginning of t h i s  s ec t ion  
t o  the e f f e c t  t h a t  t h e  so lu t ion  t o  H u m e ' s  problem l ies i n  
apprec i a t ing  where t h e  emphasis should be placed. For 
H u m e ' s  quest ion cannot s i g n i f i c a n t l y  be 

What s o r t  of order  must there be between my 
perceptions i f  I a m  t o  know t h a t  they are the  
oerceot ions of ICV mind. r a t h e r  than t o  have 
'some o t h e r  b i t  02 knowiedge about t h e  ownership 
of t hese  percept ions? 
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f o r  t h e r e  j u s t  is  n o t  any o t h e r  b i t  o f  knowledge I could 
have about  t h e  ownership o f  my pe rcep t ions  (e.g. I could 
n o t  know they  were yours ,  no r  could I know they belonged 
t o  nobody). l4 On the o t h e r  hand, w e  can make sense  of  t h e  
i d e a  t h a t  o n e ' s  p e r c e p t u a l  l i f e  might be i n  such a d i s a r r a y  
t h a t  one can have no consciousness  a t  a l l  t h a t  h i s  
pe rcep t ions  are h i s .  I t  i s  t h i s  f e a t u r e ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
one ' s  ques t ion  must be about  t h e  connect ion r equ i r ed  €o r  
be ing  able t o  i n t r o s p e c t  o n e ' s  exper iences ,  t h a t  H u m e  seems 
t o  m i s s  i n  h i s  r e f l e c t i o n s .  

L e t  m e  p u t  my p o i n t  a b i t  d i f f e r e n t l y .  H u m e  h a s  

- 

been c r e d i t e d  f o r  e x c i s i n g  t h e  not ion  of mental subs tance  
f r o m  d e l i b e r a t i o n s  about  t h e  na tu re  of mind. But i n  
execu t ing  t h i s  b i t  of ph i losoph ica l  surgery  Hume is 
forced  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  knowledge he  has  of h i s  own mind i n  
terms o f  connec t ions  between h i s  percept ions .  So how 
does Hume exp la in  t h e  u n i t y  of h i s  own mind? What I am 
sugges t ing  is  t h a t  H u m e  cannot  even begin t o  answer h i s  
ques t ion  u n t i l  he r e a l i z e s  t h a t  h i s  f i r s t  person ques t ion  
calls  f o r  a d i f f e r e n t  t r ea tmen t  t han  ques t ions  o f  s i m i l a r  
form which are r e q u e s t s  f o r  exp lana t ions  of t h e  u n i t y  of 
a t h ing .  

\ 

That  is  t o  say when I ask ,  as H u m e  does (2571, 
about  t h e  u n i t y  o f  a complex t h i n g  l i k e  a s h i p  I could  p u t  
my q u e s t i o n  as 

(1) What s o r t ' o f  connect ion must t h e r e  be between 
t h e  p a r t s  of  a s h i p  f o r  m e  t o  know t h a t  they a r e  
a l l  p a r t s  of  a s i n g l e  t h G g ,  a s h i p ?  

But I could  j u s t  as w e l l  a sk  
( 2 )  What s o r t  of connect ion must there  be between 

t h e  p a r t s  of  a s h i p  f o r  one t o  know t h a t  they  
are a l l  p a r t s  of a s i n g l e  t h i n g ,  a sh ip?  

Y e t  I could  p r e s s  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  same ques t ion  wi th  
( 3 )  What s o r t  o f  connect ion must t h e r e  be between 

t h e  p a r t s  of  a s h i p  f o r  it t o  be a s i n g l e  
th ing ,  a sh ip?  

My p o i n t  i n  showing t h e  n a t u r a l  reduct ion  of  t h e  q u e s t i o n  
asked i n  (1) to t h a t  posed i n  ( 3 )  is  j u s t  t h e  r a t h e r  
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obvious  one t h a t  u s u a l l y  when w e  ask about  t h e  u n i t y  or 
oneness  of a complex e n t i t y  the re fe rence  t o  t h e  knowing 
subject i s  otiose -- a d i scuss ion  of  t h e  knowing subject 
i s  n o t  e s s e n t i a l  t o  an account  o f  t h e  i d e a  o f  a complex 
t h i n g  l i k e  a sh ip .  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, when I ask 

pe rcep t ions  for me t o  
pe rcep t ions  of  one th ing ,  %mind? 

1') What s o r t  of  connect ion must t h e r e  be between my 
know t h a t  they  are a l l  

I cannot  exchange t h i s  ques t ion  f o r  
( 2 ' )  What s o r t  of connect ion must t h e r e  be between my 

pe rcep t ions  f o r  one t o  know t h a t  t hey  a r e  a l l  
pe rcep t ions  of one t h i n g ,  mind? 

N o r  can I be ask ing  
( 3 ' )  What s o r t  of connect ion must t h e r e  be between my 

pe rcep t ions  f o r  them t o  be pe rcep t ions  of a 
s i n g l e  t h i n g ,  mind? 

For even though (1') is  a p e r f e c t l y  s e n s i b l e  ques t ion  about  
t h e  u n i t y  o f  my mind, it cannot ,  by analogy w i t h  o t h e r  
u n i t y  q u e s t i o n s ,  be reduced t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  posed i n  ( 2 ' )  

and ( 3 ' ) .  The reason t h i s  i s  so is  t h a t  whereas (1') 
does  m a k e  sense ,  ( 2 ' )  and ( 3 ' )  do not .  l5 
t o  ( 2  ' )  , t h e r e  could  n o t  be any o r d e r  which e x p l a i n s  how 
one (I>. 'anyone') knows my pe rcep t ions  are mine, j u s t  
because l o g i c a l l y  no one else could be acquain ted  w i t h  my 
pe rcep t ions .  Likewise wi th  ( 3 ' ) .  Unless  one t a k e s  it 
as a t r u n c a t e d  or abbrevia ted  form of  (1') , ( 3 ' )  is  a s  w e l l  
a non-question. For there can be no connec t ion  among my 
p e r c e p t i o n s  which exp la ins  how they  are states o f  my mind 
r a t h e r  than  those  o f  another ,  or simply f r e e - f l o a t i n g .  
With r ega rd  t o  ( 2 ' )  and ( 3 ' )  one is p e r f e c t l y  j u s t i f i e d  i n  
responding wi th  an a n a l y t i c  club: 'Your pe rcep t ions  are 
your s ,  pe r iod ' .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand (1') does make sense  
because  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i m p l i c i t  i n  ask ing  it i s  j u s t  t h a t  
between one who is  Ale t o  know o r  be aware o f  h i s  per- 
c e p t i o n s  and one who can have no such a b i l i t y .  And t h e  
ve ry  f a c t  t h a t  (1') cannot  be reduced t o  ( 2 ' )  and ( 3 ' )  i n  
a way analogous t o  t h e  r educ t ion  w e  can make i n  q u e s t i o n s  

For ,  w i th  r ega rd  
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about t he  un i ty  of o t h e r  compex th ings ,  shows us  t h a t  
reference t o  t h e  knowing s u b j e c t  must be an essent ia l  
element i n  any account of what s o r t  of connection there 
must be between my percept ions i f  I am t o  know t h a t  they 
are a l l  mine, those of my mind. 1 6  

conclusion: 
The moral of t hese  d e l i b e r a t i o n s  i s  t h a t  I want 

t o  follow an i n s i g h t  of Kant's and f a u l t  H u m e  f o r  n o t  
perceiving c l e a r l y  t h e  nature  of h i s  f i r s t  person quest ion.  
That i s  t o  say,  contemporary philosophers are r i g h t ,  I 
th ink ,  t o  applaud H u m e ' s  a t t a c k  on t h e  idea of mental 
substance. Equally H u m e  is t o  be commended f o r  seeing 
t h a t  any account of t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  a l l  my percept ions have 
a un i ty  must be given i n  t e r m s  of a c e r t a i n  connection 
between my percept ions.  But what he does n o t  see - and 
this seems t o  be t h e  source of h i s  pe rp lex i ty  i n  t h e  
Appendix - is  t h a t  a f i r s t  person quest ion about t h e  u n i t y  
of %mind has  sense only i f  it i s  a quest ion about what 
s o r t  of perceptual  connection i s  required i f  I am t o  know 
o r  be aware t h a t  I have them, r a t h e r  than not  t o  be aware 
of my percept ions a t  a l l .  

f u l l  force of h i s  f i r s t  person query about t h e  un i ty  of  
h i s  mind he would have discovered a t  i e a s t  t h e  beginnings 
of an answer t o  h i s  question. I t  would have been an 
answer which a n t i c i p a t e d  Kant  i n  s t r e s s i n g  t h e  importance 
of t h e  concept of self-consciousness.  

\ 

Thus I a m  suggesting t h a t  i f  H u m e  had seen t h e  
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1. See Terence Penelhum, " H u m e  on Personal I d e n t i t y , "  
r ep r in t ed  i n  Human  Understanding, ed. by A. S e s o k k e  
and N .  Fleming (Belmont: Wadsworth, 1965), 99-114. 

2. See David Pears, "Hume on Personal I d e n t i t y , '  
David Hume:  A Symposium (London: Macmillan, 19661 ,  - 
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4.  

5. 
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7. 
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9. 

10.  

11. 

12. 

H e r e ,  a s  throuqhout ,  paqe r e f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  t e x t  
refer t o  A T r e a t i s e - o f  Human Nature ,  ed.  by 
L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Oxford Un ive r s i ty  
P r e s s ,  1888; r e p r i n t e d ,  1965) .  

I n  t h i s  paper  I use  t h e  l o c u t i o n ,  ' an  account  of t h e  
i d e a  of  t h e  u n i t y  of mind ' ,  and similar expres s ions  
w i t h  t h e  same sense ,  i n  such a way t h a t  one could  
view H u m e  a s  o f f e r i n g  e i t h e r  a meaning account  or a 
psycho-genet ic  one. I adopt  t h i s  ambigui ty  so t h a t  
the soundness  of t h e  p o i n t s  of  t h i s  e s say  can be 
cons ide red  independent ly  o f  whether or n o t  one i s  
i n c l i n e d  t o  say  t h a t  H u m e  is  engaged i n  meaning 
a n a l y s i s  or psychology. However, f o r  compel l ing 
arguments t h a t  H u m e ' s  d i scuss ion  o f  mental  u n i t y  i s  
predominate ly  psychologica l  see Penelhum's recent 
paper ,  "Hume 's  Theory o f  t h e  S e l f  Rev i s i t ed , "  
Dialogue,  vo l .  X I V ,  No.3, 389-409, e sp .  403-6. 

I n  say ing  t h a t  Hume misses c e r t a i n  f e a t u r e s  of  h i s  
f i r s t  person ques t ion  I do n o t  mean t o  sugges t  t h a t  
he  f a i l s  t o  see t h a t  h i s  concern wi th  t h e  u n i t y  of 
mind i s  a f i r s t  person e n t e r p r i s e .  Although b r e v i t y  
p r e c l x e s  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h i s  p o i n t ,  I a g r e e  com- 
p l e t e l y  wi th  the t r a d i t i o n  which ho lds  t h a t  H u m e  is - n o t  d e a l i n g  wi th  t h e  problem of  i n d i v i d u a t i n g  minds 
or persons  i n  "Of Pe r sona l  I d e n t i t y " ,  b u t  r a t h e r  
a i m s  t o  account  f o r  t h e  u n i t y  one a s c r i b e s  t o  o n e ' s  
own p e r c e p t u a l  l i fe .  On t h i s  see e s p e c i a l l y  
Penelhum, w., 399f. and 401-3. 

I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  Kant never  mentions Hume 's  bundle  
theo ry  by just t h a t  t i t l e ,  b u t  t h e  Humean s e p a r a b i l i t y  
of p e r c e p t i o n s  is a clear t a r g e t  of t h e  C r i t i q u e  of 
Pure  Reason. 

S p a t i a l  c o n t i g u i t y  has ,  o f  course ,  no p l a c e  i n  H u m e ' s  
d i s c u s s i o n  of minds s i n c e  p e r c e p t i o n s  do n o t  take 
s p a t i a l  p r e d i c a t e s  (see 260).  

" H u m e ' s  Second Thoughts on t h e  S e l f  ,'I Hume S t u d i e s ,  
1-12 .  See e s p e c i a l l y  s e c t i o n s  4.  and 5. 

I b i d . ,  10. 

I b i d . ,  10 f .  

- 
- 
See  above, 2 ,  and Nathanson, i b i d . ,  5. 

1 am g r a t e f u l  t o  the anonymous r e f e r e e  for Hume 
S t u d i e s  f o r  making clear t h e  f o r c e  o f  the objection 
w 7 l r c h o l l o w s .  

- 
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13. O r  again: "...When w e  compare ex?eriments, and 

reason a l i t t l e  upon them, we qu ick ly  perce ive ,  
t h a t  t h e  doc t r ine  of t h e  independent ex i s t ence  of 
our s e n s i b l e  percept ions  is con t r a ry  t o  t h e  p l a i n e s t  
experience" ( 2 1 0 ) .  For a l u c i d  c r i t i q u e  of t hese  
'experiments' see Jonathan Bennett, Iacke,  Berkeley, - Hume (Oxford: Oxford Univers i ty  Press, 1971)  , 346f. 

See e.g. Pears, 9 c&, 52. 

which do n o t  reduce t o  t h e i r  corresponding ( 2 ' )  and 
( 3 ' )  forms. Thus, e.g.  , t h e  myopic ind iv idua l  may 
ask what he needs t o s e e  t h e  road o r  t h e  c h a i r  o r  
h i s  book, without suggesting i n  t h e  least  t h a t  o t h e r s  
may r equ i r e  t h e  same therapy ,  o r  t h a t  t h e  informat ion  
he d e s i r e s  bea r s  on t h e  ontology o f  roads,  c h a i r s  
and books. 

14. This po in t  has been made a s  a charge a g a i n s t  H u e .  

15. There a r e  abundant 'psychological '  analogues t o  (1') 

16 .  A t  t h i s  p o i n t  I have only been arguing t h a t  t h e  
Kantian v a r i a n t  of Hume 's  mental un i ty  ques t ion  
represented  by (1') makes sense. Whether o r  n o t  
Kant can a c t u a l l y  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  
connection among percept ions  is  needed f o r  s e l f -  
consciousness is  a complicated mat te r  t h a t  goes w e l l  
beyond t h e  purposes of t h i s  paper. The r e l a t i o n  
between self-consciousness and perceptua l  connection 
i n  Kant i s  d iscussed  i n  p a r t  i n  my "An Anti-Skeptical  
Argument a t  t h e  Deduction, Kant-Studien , forthcoming. 

criticism: my colleagues a t  Lethbridge, e s p e c i a l l y  
Ron Yoshida, Mike Kubara and P e t e r  Preuss ;  
Professor  Graham Bird a t  S t i r l i n g ;  and t h e  
anonymous r e f e r e e  f o r  H u m e  S tud ie s ,  This paper 
w a s  completed while a s s i s t e d  by a Canada C o u n c i l  
r esearch  fellowship.  

17. I am g r a t e f u l  t o  s e v e r a l  people f o r  h e l p f u l  


