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18.  

HUME ON IDENTITY 

The a n a l y s i s  of i d e n t i t y  which H u m e  p r e s e n t s  i n  t h e  
Trea t i se  of Human Nature i s  i n  l a r g e  p a r t  a development o u t  

of t h e  a u t h o r ' s  view of t i m e  and i t s  r e l a t i o n  t o  o b j e c t s .  
Here I w i l l  a t t empt  t o  trace through t h i s  a n a l y s i s  and t o  
a s s e s s  i t s  cogency. I w i l l  t r y  t o  show t h a t  Hume's view 
of t i m e ,  and t h e  d o c t r i n e  of i d e n t i t y  which stems from-it, 
a r e  l a r g e l y  independent  of t h e  a u t h o r ' s  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l i s m  
and h i s  impress ions- ideas  epistemology: I w i l l  a l s o  try t o  
c l a r i f y  the connec t ion ,  o r  l ack  of  connec t ion ,  between 
Hume's gene ra l  d o c t r i n e  of i d e n t i t y  and h i s  remarks on 
pe r sona l  i d e n t i t y  n e a r  t h e  end of Book I of t h e  Treatise. 
Regarding t h e  a n a l y s i s  of i d e n t i t y  i t s e l f ,  I w i l l  a rgue 
t h a t  t h i s  account  f a ; l s  through because Hume bases  it on a 
c e r t a i n  view of t i m e ,  and then  i s  fo rced  t o  reject c o v e r t l y  
t h i s  d o c t r i n e  of t i m e  i n  h i s  exp lana t ion  of how w e  acqu i r e  
t h e  concept  of  i d e n t i t y .  

? a r t  I11 of Book I ,  where H u m e  l ists  i d e n t i t y  as one of t h e  
ssven  k inds  of p h i l o s o p h i c a l  r e l a t i o n ,  b u t  t h i s  t o p i c  i s  
n o t  explored  i n  any d e t a i l  u n t i l  P a r t  I V .  This  s e r i o u s  
t r e a t m e n t  of i d e n t i t y ,  however, u n l i k e  t h e  pe r func to ry  
remarks i n  P a r t  111, draws h e a v i l y  on t h e  theory  of space  
and t i m e  which i s  developed i n  P a r t  II', s o  it i s  t h i s  
d o c t r i n e  which w e  m u s t  f i r s t  cons ide r .  Although it  is  
n o t  p o s s i b l e  he re  t o  e n t e r  i n t o  a d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  of 
Hume's arguments r ega rd ing  space and t i m e ,  w e  must have a t  
l e a s t  a b r i e f  look a t  them simply t o  see what Hume's view 
of space and t i m e  i s ,  s o  t h a t  w e  may see how he a p p l i e s  
t h i s  t o  i d e n t i t y .  Hume's t r ea tmen t  of t h i s  t o p i c  f a l l s  
i n t o  two main s e c t i o n s .  F i r s t ,  he  i s  concerned t o  show 
t h a t  any q u a n t i t y  of space o r  t i m e  must be  composed of a 
f i n i t e  number of i n d i v i s i b l e  p a r t s .  He then  a t t empt s  t o  
prove t h a t  t h e s e  i n d i v i s i b l e  p a r t s  must be p a r t i c u l a r  
o b j e c t s ,  and t h a t  space  and t i m e  j u s t  are t h e s e  o b j e c t s  i n  
t h e i r  d i f f e r e n t  modes of arrangement o r  p r e s e n t a t i o n .  

There are some b r i e f  remarks about  i d e n t i t y  i n  
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Of h i s  arguments a g a i n s t  t h e  i n f i n i t e  d i v i s i b i l i t y  
of space  and t i m e ,  one of them a t  l ea s t  does not  h inge  a t  
a l l  on what I s h a l l  c a l l  Hume's r ep resen ta t iona l i sm,  h i s  
view t h a t  w e  are d i r e c t l y  aware only  of our  own mental  con- 
t e n t s ,  and t h a t  any knowledge of t h i n g s  o t h e r  than  t h e s e  
"pe rcep t ions"  must be t h e  r e s u l t  of an in fe rence  of some 
kind.  This  argument begins  wi th  t h e  premise t h a t  

. . . e x i s t e n c e  i n  i t s e l f  b e l o n g s  o n l y  t o  u n i t y ,  
and  i s  n e v e r  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  number, b u t  on 
a c c o u n t  o f  t h e  u n i t e s ,  of w h i c h  t h e  number i s  
c o m p o s e d .  (T30) 2 

If space  and t i m e  were i n f i n i t e l y  d i v i s i b l e ,  however, t h e r e  
would be no units, for any p a r t  of space o r  l eng th  of t i m e  
which w a s  chosen, however sma l l ,  would be a complex composed 
of smaller p a r t s .  Thus i f  space  and t i m e  were i n f i n i t e l y  
d i v i s i b l e ,  t h e r e  would be no u n i t s  of which they  were com- 
posed, and t h u s  space  and t i m e  as aggrega tes  of u n i t s  cou ld  
n o t  e x i s t  e i t h e r ,  So i f  space  and t i m e  e x i s t  a t  a l l ,  t hey  
must be  composed of i n d i v i s i b l e  p a r t s .  

Although Hume claims t o  have de r ived  t h i s  " s t r o n g  
and b e a u t i f u l "  argument from a French phi losopher  named 
Malezieu, it could  a l s o  be regarded  a s  an a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  
space  and t i m e  of Le ibniz '  argument i n  t h e  Monadology t h a t  
r e a l i t y  must c o n s i s t  of  monad^.^ I t  would be i n t e r e s t i n g  
t o  know i n  t h i s  connec t ion  how f a m i l i a r  Hume ( o r  Malezieu) 
was wi th  t h e  w r i t i n g s  of Le ibniz .  A t  any  r a t e ,  t h i s  i s  
perhaps  t h e  most powerful  argument of P a r t  I1 , even though 
it is  ha rd ly  o r i g i n a l  wi th  Hume. 

Having e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  h i s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
t w o  s e c t i o n s  o f  P a r t  I1 t h a t  space  and t i m e  are composed of 
i n d i v i s i b l e  p a r t s ,  Hume a t t empt s  i n  t h e  t h i r d  s e c t i o n  t o  
show t h a t  t h e s e  p a r t s  must be o b j e c t s ,  more s p e c i f i c a l l y  
co lo red  p o i n t s ,  and t h a t  space  and t i m e  simply a r e  t h e s e  
p o i n t s  i n  two d i f f e r e n t  modes of arrangement.  Hume begins  
t h i s  argument by reminding t h e  r eade r  t h a t  every i d e a  f i r s t  
makes i t s  a p p e a r a n c e  i n  a c o r r e s p o n d e n t  i m p r e s s i o n .  ( T 3 3 )  
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H e  t hen  a sks  from wha t  impress ions  ou r  i d e a s  of space and 
t i m e  are der ived .  The i d e a  o f  space ,  a t  any r a t e ,  cannot  
a r i s e  from i n t e r n a l  impress ions  such a s  our  pas s ions  and 
emotions,  s o  i t  must be a copy of impress ions  which are 
r e c e i v e d  through t h e  senses .  

But  my s e n s e s  convey t o  me o n l y  t h e  i m p r e s s i o n s  
of c o l o r ' d  p o i n t s ,  d i s p o s ' d  i n  a c e r t a i n  manner , .  . 
[Thereforel  We may conc lude  w i t h  c e r t a i n t y ,  t h a t  
t h e  i d e a  of e x t e n s i o n  i s  n o t h i n g  b u t  a copy of 
t h e s e  color'd p o i n t s ,  and of t h e  manner of 
t h e i r  appearance.  (T34) 
The idea  of t i m e  i s  de r ived  n o t  only from impres- 

s i o n s  of s e n s a t i o n ,  b u t  from p e r c e p t i o n s  of e v e r y  k i n d ,  
i d e a s  a s  w e l l  as  i m p r e s s i o n s ,  and i m p r e s s i o n s  of r e f l e c t i o n  
u s  w e l l  a s  of s e n s a t i o n .  (T35) A l l  of t h e s e  pe rcep t ions  
a r e  presented  t o  us  i n  a c e r t a i n  manner, which w e  c a l l  
success ion .  A f t e r  a rguing  t h a t  w e  are unaware of  any 
p a s s a g e  of t i m e  when w e  a r e  unaware of a change i n  ou r  
pe rcep t ions ,  Hume concludes t h a t  

. . . t i m e  cannot  Take i t s  appearance t o  t h e  mind,  
e i t h e r  a l m s ,  o r  a t t e n d e d  Q i t h  a s t e a d y  unohnnae- 
a b l e  o b j e c t ,  b u t  i s  ulwuys d i s c o v e r ' d  by scme 
~ c c ~ d i r c b l e  s u c c e s s i o n  of changeab le  o b j e c t s .  (T35) 
Having shodn t o  h i s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  t h a t  oiir idea of  

t i m e  i s  de r ived  from a series of impressions of changeable  
( n u n o r i c a l l y  distinct) o b j e c t s ,  Hume i n q u i r e s  whether t i m e  
ceii be cmc.eived as anyth ing  d i s t i n c t  from such a series. 
This  i s ,  f o r  iiume, t o  ask whether  w e  can have an impres- 
sj9.n c;f tiilie Z i s t inc r :  from t h e  impress ions  of i n d i v i d u a l  
o l r j sc ts  i n  success ion .  Hume argues  t h a t  t h e  most cursory  
r e f l e c t i o n  on our  expe r i ecce  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  sho-w t h a t  w e  
have no such s e p a r a t e  impression.  F ive  no te s  p layed  on a 

f l u t e ,  he s a p ,  g i v e  us t h e  impress ion  of t i m e ,  a l though 
t i ne  i s  ncjt a s i x t h  impress ion  a longs ide  t h e  inp res s ions  
of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  no tes .  S ince  t h e r e  does n o t  appear  any 
p r i n a r y  d i s t i n c t  i m p r e s s i o n  which i s  our  impression of 
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t i m e ,  t i m e  i t s e l f  must b e  s imply  d i f f e r e n t  i d e a s ,  o r  im- 
p r e s s i o n s ,  o r  o b j e c t s  d i s p o s ' d  i n  a c e r t a i n  manner, t h a t  i s ,  
succeed ing  each o t h e r .  (T37) 

l i n k e d  w i t h  h i s  d o c t r i n e  t h a t  one  i s  " d i r e c t l y  aware" o n l y  
o f  o n e ' s  own i m p r e s s i o n s  and i d e a s .  What it i s  dependent  
upon i s  Hubiie's view t h a t  w e  c a n n o t  have an i d e a  which i s  
n o t  d e r i v e d  from e x p e r i e n c e .  W e  c o u l d  p a r a p h r a s e  Hume's 
arguments t o  s a y  t h a t  i n  o u r  apprehens ion  o f  s p a c e  what w e  
apprehend i s  u l t i m a t e l y  o n l y  a number o f  c o l o r e d  p o i n t s  
which a r e  p r e s e n t e d  i n  a c e r t a i n  manner, and t h a t  t h e r e f o r e  
o u r  c o n c e p t i o n  o f  s p a c e  can o n l y  2 a c o n c e p t i o n  o f  a 
number of p o i n t s  a s  so p r e s e n t e d .  Likewise ,  i n  o u r  aware- 
n e s s  of  t i m e  w e  p e r c e i v e  n o t h i n g  b u t  a number o f  d i s t i n c t  
i t e m s  ( e x t e r n a l  e n t i t i e s  or i n t e r n a l  menta l  s t a t e s )  i n  
s u c c e s s i o n ,  so o u r  i d e a  of  t i m e  i s  no more t h a n  a r e f l e c t i o n  
of  t h i s  s u c c e s s i o n  o f  t h i n g s .  One c o u l d  u s e  Hume's 
" L e i b n i z i a n "  argument a b o u t  u n i t y  b e i n g  l o g i c a l l y  p r i o r  t o  
number t o  show t h a t  t i m e  and s p a c e  cannot  be  i n S i n i t e l y  
d i v i s i b l e  and t h u s  must be composed of i n d i v i s i b l e  p a r t s .  
S i n c e  t h e  above arguments  have,  a c c c r d i n g  t o  Hume, s h w n  
t h a t  w e  have no c o n c e p t i o n  o f  e i t h e r  s p a c e  or t i n e  a p a r t  
f rom o u r  i d e a s  of t h e  i t e m s  which w e  s a y  a r e  & s p a c e  and 
t i m e ,  it f o l l o w s  t h a t  s p a c e  and t i m e  are these i t e m s  i n  
t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  r e l a t i o n s  t o  one a n o t h e r .  T h e s e  u l t i m a t e  
o b j e c t s ,  t h e n ,  which need n o t  be  i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  p e r c e p t i o n s  
of any s o r t ,  p o s s e s s  n e i t h e r  e x t e n s i o n  n o r  d u r a t i o n ,  s i n c e  
t h e s e  l a t t e r  a r e  merely modes of arrangement  o f  a p l u r a l i t y  
of t h e  items which are t h e  b u i l d i n g  b l o c k s  o f  Hume's uni-  
v e r s e .  

Hume's view o f  s p a c e  and t i m e  i s  n o t  i n s e p a r a b l y  

I n  P a r t  I V  o f  Book I ,  Hume renews h i s  examinat ion  
of i d e n t i t y  through an a t t e m p t  t o  b u t t r e s s  h i s  argument 
t h a t  it is t h e  cons tancy  and coherence  of  o u r  p e r c e p t i o n s  
which g i v e s  u s  a b e l i e f  i n  t h e  cont inuous  e x i s t e n c e  o f  ob- 
jects d i s t i n c t  f r o m  t h e  mind. hmong t h e  t h i n g s  which are 
r e q u i s i t e  t o  j u s t i f y  this sys tem,  Hume s a y s ,  i s  an explan-  
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a t i o n  o f  t h e  pr inc ip ium i n d i v i d u a t i o n i s ,  o r  p r i n c i p l e  of 
i d e n t i t y .  That  is ,  w e  must e x p l a i n  what w e  mean when w e  
p r e d i c a t e  i d e n t i t y  of an o b j e c t ,  and w e  mus t  account  f o r  
how t h e  mind comes t o  have t h i s  i d e a  of numerical  sameness. 
Hume begins  h i s  account  by remarking t h a t  t h e  view of a 
s i n g l e  o b j e c t  is n o t  by i t s e l f  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  g i v e  u s  t h e  
i d e a  of i d e n t i t y .  Here Hume d e p a r t s  from what appears  t o  
be h i s  view of i d e n t i t y  i n  P a r t  111, and argues  t h a t  w e  do 
n o t  s ay  s imply t h a t  an o b j e c t  i s  i d e n t i c a l  w i th  i t s e l f .  

For i n  t h a t  p r o p o s i t i o n .  . . i f  t h e  i d e a  
e x p r e s s ' d  by t h e  word, o b j e c t ,  were no ways . 

d i s t i n g u i s h ' d  from t h a t  meant by i t s e l f ;  
we r e a l l y  s h o u l d  mecn n o t h i n g .  (T200)  

A s i n g l e  o b j e c t ,  s ays  Hume, conveys only  t h e  i d e a  of u n i t y ,  
n o t  t h a t  of i d e n t i t y .  But a m u l t i p l i c i t y  of  o b j e c t s  g ives  
us only  t h e  i d e a  of number. The i d e a  o f  i d e n t i t y  i s  
n e i t h e r  t h a t  o f  u n i t y  nor  t h a t  o f  number, b u t  must  somehow 
i i e  between t h e s e  two ideas .  To b r idge  t h i s  gap Hume 
b r ings  i n  t h e  no t ion  of t i m e .  H e  n o t e s  t h a t  h i s  prev ious  
a n a l y s i s  of t i m e  has  shown t h a t  t i m e  i s  a success ion  of 
o b j e c t s ,  so t h a t  

. . .when we a p p l y  i t s  i d e a  t o  any unchangeab le  
o b j e c t ,  ' t < s  o n l y  by a f i c t i o n  o f  t h e  imag in -  
a t i o n ,  by wh ich  t h e  unchangeable  o b j e c t  i s  
s u p p o s ' d  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  o f  t h e  changes o f  t h e  
c o - e x i s t e n t  o b j e c t s .  (T200-201)  

Since  t h i s  account  of t i m e  has  been p resen ted  as a p i e c e  o f  
conceptua l  a n a l y s i s ,  Hume cannot  say  s imply t h a t  ou r  i d e a  
o f  a single o b j e c t  p e r s i s t i n g  through t i m e  does n o t  f i t  t h e  
r ea l  world.  H e  must r a t h e r  s ay  t h a t  w e  do n o t  have t h i s  
i d e a  a t  a l l ,  even though w e  appear  t o .  The problem of 
i d e n t i t y  then  becomes, f o r  Hume, t h a t  of e x p l a i n i n g  how it 
i s  t h a t  w e  ~ e e m  t o  be a b l e  t o  t h i n k  of a s i n g l e ,  i n d i v i d u a l  
o b j e c t  l a s t i n g  over  an i n t e r v a l  of  t i m e .  

b a s i c a l l y ,  the same account  which is given  i n  h i s  a n a l y s i s  
Hume's account  o f  how w e  seem t o  have t h i s  i d e a  i s ,  
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of t i m e  f o r  how w e  seem t o  have t h e  i d e a  of t i m e  wi thout  a 
success ion  of o b j e c t s .  Hume s a y s  t h a t  when w e  cons ider  
a number of p o i n t s  of t i m e  (e. when w e  cons ider  a number 
of o b j e c t s  i n  s u c c e s s i o n ) ,  w e  may cons ide r  them i n  two ways. 
F i r s t ,  w e  may cons ide r  them "at  t h e  very same i n s t a n t , "  
ho ld ing  both  an ea r l i e r  and a l a t e r  o b j e c t  t o g e t h e r  i n  t h e  
mind. I n  t h i s  ca se  t h e  ear l ie r  o b j e c t  which w e  cons ider  
must  be  m u Z t i p Z y ' d , i n  o r d e r  t o  be c o n c e i v ' d  a t  once,as  
e x i s t e n t  i n  t h e s e  two d i f f e r e n t  p o i n t s  o f  t i m e .  (T201)  

What w e  are doing i s  t o  cons ide r  t h e  ear l iez  o b j e c t  twice 
ove r ,  so  as t o  t h i n k  of it whi l e  w e  a r e  pe rce iv ing  t h e  
second. Th i s  s imultaneous cons ide ra t ion  of two o r  more 
o b j e c t s  g ives  us t h e  i d e a  of  number. As a second possib-  
i l i t y ,  w e  may conceive of  t h e s e  i n s t a n t s  of t ine ,  t h e s e  
o b j e c t s ,  i n  t h e  o rde r  i n  which they are p resen ted ,  . . .and c o N c e i v i n g  f i r s t  one moment, a long  w i t h  

t h e  o b j e c t  t h e n  e x i s t e n t ,  imag ine  a f t e r w a r d s  a 
change i n  t h e  t i m e  w i t h o u t  any v a r i a t i o n  o r  
i n t e r r u p t i o n  i n  t h e  o b j e c t .  (T201)  

What t h e  mind i s  doing he re  is t o  focus i t s  a t t e n t i o n  on 
t h e  f i r s t  o b j e c t  and t o  t h i n k  of it as s t i l l  e x i s t i n g ,  
wh i l e  a l s o  be ing  aware of t h e  flow of t i m e ,  t h e  success ion  
o f  o b j e c t s ,  "behind" it. Such an a c t i o n  of t h e  mind g ives  
us t h e  i d e a  of  u n i t y ,  s i n c e  it i s  one o b j e c t  which t h e  mind 
is  apprehending, even though it is apprehending t h i s  s i n g l e  
o b j e c t  "along wi th"  f i r s t  one and then  another  i n s t a n t  of 
t i m e ,  e. one and then  another  o b j e c t  i n  success ion .  Thus 
one i s  conce iv ing  of one o b j e c t  a longs ide  of a number of  
o b j e c t s  i n  temporal series. 

Here t h e n  i s  an i d e a ,  which i s  a medium b e t w i x t  
u n i t y  and number; or more p r o p e r l y  s p e a k i n g ,  
i s  e i t h e r  o f  them, accord ing  t o  t h e  v i e w ,  i n  
which we t a k e  i t .  (T201) 

S ince  t h e  i d e a s  both  of u n i t y  and number are involved i n  
ou r  n o t i o n  of i d e n t i t y ,  one could say  equa l ly  w e l l  t h a t  our  
i d e a  of i d e n t i t y  is t h e  i d e a  of u n i t y  ( t h a t  is, t h e  i d e a  of 
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a s i n g l e  o b j e c t )  as conceived a g a i n s t  ( o r  a longs ide  o f ,  o r  
i n  comparison wi th )  t h e  i d e a  of  number i n  success ion ,  o r  
t h a t  it is t h e  i d e a  of number i n  success ion  seen  a g a i n s t  a 
background of a s i n g l e  ob jec t .  I t  i s  t h i s  j u x t a p o s i t i o n  of 

i d e a s  which t h e  mind a f f e c t s ,  when w e  s a y  t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t  
e x i s t e n t  a t  one t i m e  i s  t h e  same w i t h  i t s e l f  e x i s t e n t  a t  
a n o t h e r ;  (T201) and it i s  by t h i s  l a t t e r  formula t ion  of  
t h e  concept  of  i d e n t i t y  t h a t  when w e  say  t h a t  an o b j e c t  i s  
i d e n t i c a l  w i th  i t s e l f ,  w e  can make a d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
t h e  meanings of "ob jec t "  and " i t s e l f "  , w i t h o u t  go ing  t h e  
l e n g t h  of number, and a t  t h e  same t i m e  w i t h o u t  r e s t r a i n i n g  
o u r s e l v e s  t o  a s t r i c t  and a b s o l u t e  u n i t y .  (T201)  The 
p r i n c i p l e  of  i d e n t i t y  i s  t h u s  n o t h i n g  b u t  t h e  i n v a r i a b t e n e s s  
and u n i n t s r r u p t e d n e s s  of any o b j e c t ,  t h r o '  a suppos ' d  

v a r i a t i o n  of t i m e .  (T201) 
I n  a s s e s s i n g  t h i s  account ,  emphasis should  be p u t  

upon t h e  t e r m  "supposed" i n  t h e  above passage.  A s i n g l e  
o b j e c t  does n o t  t r u l y  p e r s i s t  through a d u r a t i o n  of t i m e ,  
b u t  on ly  through a "supposed" d u r a t i o n ;  t h e  reason why w e  
seem t o  be able t o  conce ive  of  one o b j e c t  a c t u a l l y  per-  
s i s t i n g  through a d u r a t i o n  is t h e  j u x t a p o s i t i o n  of  i d e a s  as 
desc r ibed  above. I t  is l a r g e l y  a v e r b a l  matter whether  
one wishes t o  say  t h a t  w e  do no t  a c t u a l l y  have t h e  i d e a  of  
i d e n t i t y ,  b u t  r a t h e r  on ly  t h e  i d e a s  of u n i t y  and number-in- 
success ion  jux taposed ,  o r  whether  one says  t h a t  w e  do have 
t h e  i d e a  of i d e n t i t y ,  which is merely those  of  u n i t y  and 
number-in-succession seen  toge the r .  I t  is  c l e a r  from 
Hume's arguments t h a t  he p r e f e r s  t h e  f i r s t  formula t ion :  
t h a t  w e  d e s c r i b e  ou r  not ion  of i d e n t i t y  as t h a t  of  one 
o b j e c t  p e r s i s t i n g  through t i m e ,  t h a t  it i s  only  by a " f i c t -  
i on  of  t h e  imaginat ion" t h a t  w e  t h i n k  w e  have t h i s  i d e a ,  ard 
t h a t  t h e r e f o r e  w e  r e a l l y  have no such t h i n g  as t h e  i d e a  of  
i d e n t i t y  a t  a l l .  

Hue's exp lana t ion  of our bogus concept  of i d e n t i t y  
i s  t h e  same as h i s  exp lana t ion  of o u r  f a l l a c i o u s  b e l i e f  
t h a t  we have an i d e a  of unchanging d u r a t i o n :  The mind 
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conceives  a s i n g l e ,  unchanging o b j e c t  a g a i n s t  a background 
of a number of o b j e c t s  i n  success ion ,  and because of i ts  

tendency t o  confuse i d e a s  it supposes  t h a t  t h e  unchanging 
o b j e c t  pa r t akes  of t h e  temporal  arrangement of t h e  series. 
Where t h i s  account  breaks  down is i n  i t s  l a c k  of any 
exp lana t ion  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  one unchanging 
o b j e c t  and t h e  success ion  of  o b j e c t s  a g a i n s t  which it i s  
seen.  I n  t h e  account  of t h e  i d e a  of t i m e  wi thout  a change- 
a b l e  e x i s t e n c e ,  t h e  unchanging o b j e c t  i s  s a i d  t o  be c o m p a d  

w i t h  t h e  success ion  of pe rcep t ion ,  whereas i n  t h e  account  
of i d e n t i t y  t h e  s i n g l e  o b j e c t  is  conceived along wi th  t h e  
success ion .  But what do t h e s e  expres s ions  mean here? By 
t h i s  p o i n t  i n  t h e  T r e a t i s e  Hume has a very small  s tock  of 
r e l a t i o n s  t o  work wi th ,  and it is  d i f f i c u l t  t o  see which 
one he can use.  S p a t i a l  c o n t i g u i t y  w i l l  n o t  work, because 
f o r  Hume a temporal  success ion  can c o n s i s t  o f  "ob jec t s "  of 
any s o r t ,  even those  t o  which t h e  no t ion  of s p a t i a l  con- 
t i g u i t y  cannot  apply.  That  i s ,  a success ion  of  sounds,  
o r  s m e l l s ,  o r  emotions would do j u s t  as w e l l  t o  c o n s t i t u t e  
t i m e  as would any o t h e r  k ind  of success ion .  But i f  t h e  
"a longs ide  of" i n  Hume's a n a l y s i s  does no t  mean s p a t i a l  
p roximi ty ,  what does it mean? 

None of t h e  o t h e r  k inds  of r e l a t i o n  which Hume 
recognizes  i n  t h e  Treat ise  seems any more promising. Hume 
never  sugges t s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a causa l  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  
s i n g l e  o b j e c t  and t h e  series, nor  w i l l  any of  t h e  fou r  
r e l a t i o n s  o f  knowledge (resemblance,  p ropor t ion  i n  q u a n t i t y  
of number, degrees  i n  any q u a l i t y ,  and c o n t r a r i e t y )  s u f f i c e  
he re  t o  c o n s t i t u t e  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of  "comparison with.  'I 
And a t  any r a t e ,  i f  Hume had had any o f  t h e s e  o t h e r  re- 
l a t i o n s  i n  mind he s u r e l y  would have made t h i s  e x p l i c i t .  
But i f  H u m e  does not  i n t e n d  t o  use  e i t h e r  s p a t i a l  cont ig-  
u i t y ,  causa t ion ,  or any of t h e  fou r  r e l a t i o n s  of knowledge 
h e r e ,  he  must mean t h a t  t h e  one o b j e c t  i s  apprehended, o r  
conceived o f ,  a t  t h e  same t i m e  as each of t h e  members of 
t h e  success ion .  This  i s  p r e t t y  c l e a r l y  what Hume does 
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mean, a l though he  cannot  make t h i s  e x p l i c i t  e i t h e r  t o  h i m -  

s e l f  o r  h i s  r e a d e r s ,  f o r  t o  say  t h i s  i s  t o  say  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
one t i m e  which i n c l u d e s  both t h e  s i n g l e  o b j e c t  and t h e  
series. Whatever t i m e  is, i f  it i s  one " th ing"  or medium 
which inc ludes  both  t h e  s i n g l e  o b j e c t  and t h e  series,  surely 
i t  could  inc lude  one wi thou t  t h e  o t h e r ,  i n  which case one 
o b j e c t  could  endure a lone  through a pe r iod  of  t i m e ,  t h e  
same pe r iod  of t i m e  which would have been a l s o  t aken  up by 
t h e  series. 
t h e  series i t s e l f  i n  t h a t  mode of arrangement which i s  
success ion .  

A l l  of  t h i s  imp l i e s  t h a t  t i m e  cannot  be simply 

There remains only Hume's view of pe r sona l  i d e n t i t y  
t o  b e  cons idered .  Y e t  upon comparing h i s  d o c t r i n e  of i d e n t -  
i t y  p e r  se t o  what i s  s a i d  i n  s e c t i o n  #6 of Book I V  (en- 
t i t l e d  !'Of P e r s o n a l  I d e n t i t y " )  , it  seems t h a t  t h i s  l a t t e r  
s e c t i o n  i s  n o t  about  i d e n t i t y  a t  a l l  a s  Hume unders tands  it. 
When I look  i n t o  my mind, Hume says ,  I am aware only of  a 
success ion  of impressions and i d e a s  of va r ious  s o r t s .  Now 
i f  w e  s t o p  Hnme's a n a l y s i s  of  i n n e r  exper ience  a t  t h i s  
p o i n t ,  it would seem t h a t  t h e  only way i n  which t h e  bogus 
r e l a t i o n  of i d e n t i t y  could  even e n t e r  t h e  p i c t u r e  he re  
would be  i f  there were some one o b j e c t  which w a s  "seen 
a g a i n s t "  t h e  series of p e r c e p t i o n s ,  and which w a s  mis takenly  
thcught  t o  p a r t a k e  of  t h e  t empora l i t y  of  t h e  series. But 
of cour se  Hume i s  adamant i n  denying t h a t  t h e r e  i s  any such 
s i n g l e  i t e m  which i s  seen a longs ide  t h e  series -- t h e r e  i s  
only  t h e  success ion  of pe rcep t ions  i t s e l f .  

Hume does  go i n t o  some d e t a i l  i n  a t t empt ing  t o  f i n d  . 
t h e  l i n k  between t h e s e  p e r c e p t i o n s ,  which makes a person  run 
them toge the r  i n  h i s  awareness of them. H e  s a y s  t h a t  when- 
eve r  a number of  o b j e c t s  i n  success ion  are r e l a t e d  by 
resemblance,  c o n t i g u i t y ,  or cause  and e f f e c t ,  t h e  mind 
"passes  e a s i l y "  from cons ide r ing  one t o  cons ide r ing  ano the r ,  
so t h a t  t h e  mental  e f f o r t  involved  i n  cons ide r ing  t h e  series 
is much l i k e  t h a t  involved  i n  viewing a s i n g l e  o b j e c t .  My 
pe rcep t ions  are i n  f a c t  r e l a t e d  by resemblance and cause  and 
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e f f e c t ,  and so  when I d i r e c t  my i n n e r  gaze upon t h i s  suc- 
c e s s i o n  of  menta l  s ta tes  t h e  e a s y  t r a n s i t i o n  o f  my awareness 

from one o f  them t o  a n o t h e r  creates t h e  i l l u s i o n  t h a t  I a m  
r e a l l y  viewing o n l y  a s i n g l e  o b j e c t ,  and t h a t  t h e r e f o r e  my 
mind i s  one  t h i n g  i n s t e a d  o f  many. 

Hume's own a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  a s i n g l e  o b j e c t ,  or 
t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  many o b j e c t s  which are r e g a r d e d  a s  one,  
s h o u l d  g i v e  u s  o n l y  t h e  i d e a  of u n i t y  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h a t  of  
i d e n t i t y .  I t  would seem t h e r e f o r e  t h a t  t h i s  s e c t i o n  of  t h e  
Treat ise  s h o u l d  have been e n t i t l e d  "Of P e r s o n a l  Unity."  Y e t  

Hume m a k e s  it v e r y  c l e a r  t h a t  what he  i s  t r y i n g  t o  e x p l a i n  
i s  o u r  c o n c e p t i o n  of  o u r  own i d e n t i t y ,  o u r  endurance as t h e  
same o b j e c t s  th rough t i m e .  I a m  r e l u c t a n t  t o  say  t h a t  Hume 
was s imply  confused a b o u t  what h e  w a s  do ing  h e r e ,  b u t  I 

would b e  even more r e l u c t a n t  t o  a t t r i b u t e  t o  him t h e  view 
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some one i n n e r  o b j e c t  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  series 
of p e r c e p t i o n s  which is  r e g a r d e d  as i d e n t i c a l  because  it is 
viewed a g a i n s t  t h e  tempora l  r e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  series. This  
a d d i t i o n a l  t h i n g  would look  too much l i k e  t h e  C a r t e s i a n  s e l f  
which Hume i s  de termined  t o  avoid.  The o n l y  Humean s o l u t i o n  
which I can  see would b e  t o  s a y  t h a t  t h e  mind views t h e  series 
of p e r c e p t i o n s  t w i c e  over, i n  t h a t  it c o n s i d e r s  it a s  one 
w h i l e  a l s o  b e i n g  aware o f  it as a number o f  t h i n g s  i n  suc-  
c e s s i o n .  Only i n  t h i s  way c o u l d  one a t t a i n  t h a t  j u x t a -  
p o s i t i o n  o f  i d e a s  which would be  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  a p e r s o n  t o  
t h i n k  of h i s  mind as  02 t h i n g  which l a s t s  th rough t i m e ,  
and hence f o r  him t o  t h i n k  o f  h i s  own i d e n t i t y .  I must con- 
fess, however, t h a t  I a m  u n a b l e  t o  f i n d  t h i s  "Humean" sol- 
u t i o n  i n  t h e  t e x t  of  t h e  Treatise.  

The t r o u b l e  w i t h  a l l  of  t h i s  i s  t h a t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  

Whatever w e  s h o u l d  s a y  about  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  of  per-  
s o n a l  i d e n t i t y ,  it i s  a t  l e a s t  clear t h a t  Hume's a t t e m p t  t o  
account fo r  o u r  c o n c e p t  of  i d e n t i t y ,  per se, and i t s  r e l a t i o n  
t o  t i m e ,  must b e  pronounced a f a i l u r e .  Because o f  h i s  view 
of t i m e ,  Hume must s a y  t h a t  o u r  common n o t i o n  o f  i d e n t i t y  i s  
a mere f i c t i o n  o f  t h e  i m a g i n a t i o n .  I n  h i s  a t t e m p t  t o  explain 



2 8 .  

how it i s  t h a t  w e  have t h i s  f i c t i o n ,  however, Hume isforced, 
i n  e f f e c t ,  t o  r e j e c t  t h i s  view of t i m e  i t s e l f .  That  i s ,  
un le s s  he i s  w i l l i n g  t o  recognize  a new a d d i t i o n  t o  h i s  
s t o c k  o f  r e l a t i o n s ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of "a longs ide  of" o r  " i n  
comparison w i t h , "  d i v e s t e d  of a l l  s p a t i a l  conno ta t ions ,  he  
must see t i m e  as something which i n c l u d e s  both  t h e  s i n g l e  
( i d e n t i c a l )  o b j e c t  and t h e  series. I n  t h i s  case, t h e  view 
of t i m e  which u n d e r l i e s  Hume's d o c t r i n e  of i d e n t i t y  t u r n s  
o u t  t o  be q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  view o f  t i m e  which i s  

impl ied  by i t ;  
and of t i m e  c o l l a p s e  t o g e t h e r .  

i n  which case Hume's views both  of i d e n t i t y  

1. 

2 .  

3 .  

P h i l i p  J. Neujahr 
Oglethorpe Un ive r s i ty  

Th i s  i s  ev idence  t h a t  t h e  m a t e r i a l  i n  Book I does no t  
appear  i n  t h e  o r d e r  i n  which it w a s  w r i t t e n .  Hume may 
have w r i t t e n  t h e  ske tch  i n  P a r t  I11 of  t h e  seven ph i lo -  
s o p h i c a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  and then  du r ing  h i s  w r i t i n g  on 
causa t ion  dec ided  t h a t  he needed an account  of  space  and 
t ime,  and w r i t t e n  t h e  m a t e r i a l  which appears  i n  P a r t  11. 
T h i s  view of space  and t i m e  w a s  then  used i n  deve loping  
t h e  more s o p h i s t i c a t e d  view of i d e n t i t y  i n  P a r t  I V .  

D. Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature ,  Selby-Bigge e d i t i m ,  
(Oxford: Oxford Un ive r s i ty  Press, 1888;  r e p r i n t e d  
1 9 6 7 ) .  

"And there  must be s imple  subs t ances ,  because t h e r e  a r e  
comDounds: f o r  t h e  comDound i s  n o t h i n s  b u t  a c o l l e c t i o n  
o r  k r e q a t u m  of simple;. 
Le ibniz  P h i l o s o p h i c a l  Wr i t in  s G. H. R. Parkinson 
(London: J. M. Dent,  1 d: el?;. Le ibniz  would n o t  

Le ibn iz ,  Monadology i n  

have a p p l i e d  t h i s  t o  space  and t i m e ,  because i t  seemed 
obvious t o  him t h a t  any area of space  o r  d u r a t i o n  Qf 
t i m e ,  however s m a l l ,  could  be d iv ided .  Th i s  con- 
t r i b u t e d  t o  Leibniz '  -that space  and t i m e  are pheno- 
mena bene fundata .  


