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REID 'S  CRITICISM OF HUME'S THEORY 

O F  PERSONAL IDENTITY 

One of t h e  most i n t e r e s t i n g  phi losophical  contro- 
v e r s i e s  i s  t h a t  between Reid and H u m e ,  considered as, 
r ep resen ta t ives  of two d i f f e r e n t  s o r t s  of empiricism. H u m e ,  
f o r  these purposes , r ep resen t s  ' radical '  empiricism, and t h e  
attempt to  base knowledge s o l e l y  on experience and what can 
be v a l i d l y  i n f e r r e d  from it, rega rd le s s  of  how f a r  t h i s  
l eads  one from everyday not ions and b e l i e f s .  Reid, i n  
c o n t r a s t ,  r ep resen t s  'common sense '  empiricism, and t h e  
view t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  of axperience and deduction must con- 
form t o  a number of ' f i r s t  p r i n c i p l s s  o r  i n t u i t i v e  judgments' 
(Essays on t h e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  powers of man, V I ,  4 )  , which aze 
unprovable, b u t  which no one can avoid accepting. 

Reid's  ' i n t u i t i v e  judgments' ,' o r  ' p r i n c i p l e s  of common 
sense ' .  They are n o t  merely t h e  general  b e l i e f s  of a par- 
t i c u l a r  c u l t u r e ,  which could be 'vulgar  errors o r  prejudics' . 
Nor are they merely b e l i e f s  general ly  he ld  by people un- 
corrupted by philosophy. They are assumptions which have 
t o  be made i f  t h e o r e t i c a l  o r  p r a c t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  i s  t o  be 
poss ib l e  a t  a l l ,  p r i n c i p l e s  which are always accepted i i l  

p r a c t i c e  even by those who deny them i n  theory.  For 
example, although t h e  uniformity of nature  i s  n o t  a l og ica l ly  
necessary t r u t h ,  everybody always th inks  and ' ac t s  i n  ways 
t h a t  presuppose t h a t  it is t r u e :  'Nature i s  govern-ed by 
f ixed  laws, and i f  it were no t  so, t h e r e  could be no such 
th ing  as prudence i n  human conduct .... t h e  whole f a b r i c  of 
n a t u r a l  philosophy is  b u i l t  upon t h i s  p r i n c i p l e . '  (Essays, 
VI, 5) Again, everyone, even a t h e o r e t i c a l  de t e rmin i s t ,  
makes moral judgments and d e l i b e r a t e s  what t o  do; and 
these  a c t i v i t i e s  presuppose a b e l i e f  i n  human f r e e  w i l l .  
(Essays, i b id . )  

d i t y  of some p r i n c i p l e s  of t h i s  sort, notably of t h e  

I t  i s  important t o  be c l e a r  about t h e  s ta tus  of 

Hume himself ,  as Reid w a s  aware, accepted t h e  v a l i -  
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uniformity of nature .  But Reid was d i s s a t i s f i e d  with Hume's 
account, p a r t l y  because he thought Hume had rejected f a r  
too much, and p a r t l y  because of t h e  grounds Hume gives for 
accepting, f o r  example, t h e  v a l i d i t y  of induct ion,  and t h e  
ex i s t ence  of t h e  e x t e r n a l  phys i ca l  world. H u m e  regards  
these beliefs as non-rat ional ,  and de r iv ing  from our psycho- 
l o g i c a l  make-up; it i s  na tu re  and not  reason which causes 
t h e  b e l i e f  i n  an ordered phys ica l  r e a l i t y .  In  Hume's eyes 
t h i s  is a s u f f i c i e n t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n :  i f  ou r  na tu re  compels 
us t o  b e l i e J e  something, t h i s  i s  as good .a ground f o r  
be l i ev ing  it a s  any o the r .  
bel ieved,  f i r s t ,  t h a t  t h e r e  were many more p r i n c i p l e s  of 
t h i s  s o r t  than Hume had acknowledged, and seccndly,  t h a t  
tho j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of them w a s  r a t i o n a l ,  ar.d n o t  merely 
psychologicclly determined, s i n c e  it was based on t h e  impos- 
s i b i l i t y  of t h ink ing  arid a c t i n g  coherent ly  without them. 
Hence, even though Hume b u i l d s  up with one hand what he 
p u l l s  'down with the  o tke r ,  and des t roys  t h e  r a t i o n a l  b a s i s  
f o r  b e l i e f  only t o  r ep lace  it by one based on human na tu re  
and psychology, R e i d  continues t o  t rea t  him as  t h e  arch- 
s c e p t i c  . 
Essays, VI, 5 ,  Reid e x p l i c i t l y  o r  i m p l i c i t l y  a t t a c k s  Hume's 
' scept ic ism'  on € ive  po in t s  - t h e  ex i s t ence  of t h e  mind; 
t he  ex i s t ence  of t h e  phys ica l  world and t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of 
our senses;  t h e  r e l i a b i l i ' t y  of memory; t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of  
reason; and t h e  uniformity of nature .  Against t h i s  scept i -  
cisxi ke dep!.oys t h r e e  types of argument. The f i r s t  i s  t h e  
a r g m e n t  from t h e  un ive r sa l  b e l i e f s  of mankind, pa r t i cu la r ly  
a s  displayed i n  t h e - s t r u c t u r a l  f e a t u r e s  supposedly'common 
t o  a l l  languages. The second is  t h e  argument t h a t  t h e  
pos i t i on  of t h e  s c e p t i c  i s ,  when i ts  consequences are wolked 

out ,  e i t h e r  s e l f - con t r ad ic to ry  o r  incoherent .  And t h e  
t h i r d  i s  t h e  argument a l ready mentioned, t h a t  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  
is i n c o n s i s t a n t  with o t h e r  b e l i e f s  which t h e  s c e p t i c  inevi-  
t a b l y  holds, since he th inks  and acts i n  ways which a r e  

Reid, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

I n  cons t ruc t ing  hi8 l i s t  of f i r s t  p r i n c i p l e s  i n  
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i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  their  f a l s i t y ,  and cannot  avoid doing  
so. 

To a s s e s s  t h e  f o r c e  of  Reid's  a t t a c k s ,  w e  have t o  
cons ide r  both t h e  s t r e n g t h  o f  arguments of t h i s  sort i n  
g e n e r a l  and whether  they  apply  i n  a l l  t hese  . f i v e  cages. I n  
t h i s  ar t ic le ,  I want t o  congen t ra t e  on t h e  f i r s t  i s s u e  o f  
t h e  f i v e ,  t h a t  of  pe r sona l  i d e n t i t y .  Apart  from d i s p l a y i n g  
Reid's arguments a t  t h e i r  most developed, t h i s  is i n  a t  
l e a s t  one r e s p e c t  t h e  most i n t e r e s t i n g  of  t h e  f i v e  p o i n t s  
of cont roversy .  On t h e  o t h e r  f o u r  p o i n t s  Reid and Hume do 
n o t  d i s a g r e e  about  what is t h e  case, b u t  on ly  about  !ihat 
can be  known.to be t h e  case :  they accep t  t h e  same set o f  
b e l i e f s ,  a t  l e a s t  on a real is t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  H u m e ,  and 
are a rgu ing  on ly  about  whether  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  them is rat- 
i o n a l .  But about  t h e  ' s e l f '  Reid and t h e  Hume of t h e  
T r e a t i s e  of  Human Nature  are i n  o n t o l o g i c a l  disagreement. 

Th i s  disagreement  i s ' n o t  so much a d i s p u t e  about  
t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e  s o u l ,  mind or s e l f  ( t h e s e  t h r e e  words 
a r e ,  f o r  o u r  purposes ,  e q u i v a l e n t ) ,  a s  about  i t s  n a t u r e .  
Hume i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  s o u l  w i t h  t h e  cont inuous p rocess  of  
' p e r c e p t i o n ' ,  u. mental  a c t i v i t y ,  whether thought ,  f e e l -  
i n g ,  s e n s a t i o n ,  d e c i s i o n ,  imagina t ion  or anyth ing  else. I t  
is  n o t  a subject o f  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  and expe r i ences ,  d i s -  

t i n c t  from them and unchanging, b u t  is the stream o f  
exper ience  i t s e l f :  [mankind] a r e  n o t h i n g  b u t  a bundte  o r  
c o l t e c t i o n  of d i f f e r e n t  p e r c e p t i o n s ,  which s u c c e e d  each 
o t h e r  w i t h  an i n c o n c e i v a b l e  r a p i d i t y ,  and a r e  i n  c perpstuat 
f l u x  and movement (T252). I cannot  compare t h e  s o u l  more 
p r o p e r l y  t o  any t h i n g  than  t o  a r e p u b l i c  or commonwealth, 
i n  which t h e  s e v e r a l  members a r e  u n i t e d  b y  t h e  r e c i p r o c a t  
t i e s  of government and s u b o r d i n a t i o n ,  and g i v e  r i s e  t o  
o t h e r  p e r s o n s ,  who p r o p a g a t e  t h e  same r e p u b l i c  i n  t h e  i n -  
o e s s a n t  changes  of i t s  p a r t s .  (T261). Reid on t h e  o t h e r  
hand, i d e n t i f i e s  s o u l  o r  mind p r e c i s e l y  wi th  an unchanging 
subject of a c t i v i t y  and exper ience :  'I a m  n o t  thought ,  I 
am n o t  a c t i o n ,  I am not  f e e l i n g ;  I a m  something t h a t  
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t h i n k s ,  and a c t s  and s u f f e r s .  My thoughts  and a c t i o n s ,  and 
f e e l i n g s ,  change every  moment; they  have no cont inued ,  b u t  
a success ive ,  e x i s t e n c e ;  b u t  t h a t  s e l f  o r  I, t o  which they  
belong, i s  permanent. ' (Essays,  III,4) 

h i s  p o s i t i o n  and a g a i n s t  Hume's , t o  be found a l r eady  i n  
Essays,  I, 1-2, i s ,  a s  I have i n d i c a t e d ,  an argument from 
language; indeed ,  it is no tab ly  l i k e  some of  t h e  arguments 
popu la r  w i t h  B r i t i s h  and American ph i losophe r s  i n  t h e  
f i f t i e s  and e a r l y  s i x t i e s .  It i s  n o t  i n t ended  a s  a con- 
c l u s i v e  p roof ,  bu t  as ev idence  f o r  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  a be l ie f  
which R e i d  c la ims  t o  be sha red  by a l l  r a t i o n a l  people  un- 
co r rup ted  by philosophy,  and t h e r e f o r e  t o  be r e spec ted  u n t i l  
proved f a l s e .  There are r e a l l y  t w o  arguments i n  Reid, one 
seek ing  t o  show t h a t  t h e  b e l i e f  i n  a s e l f  is v i r t u a l l y  uni- 
v e r s a l ,  t h e  o t h e r  t h a t  Hume's 'no  s e l f '  theory  cannot  be 
cohe ren t ly  s t a t e d :  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  second argument 
w i l l  l e a d  us i n t o  cons ide r ing  t h e  coherence of Hume's 
t heo ry  a s  such. 

t h e  s t r o n g e r .  The f i r s t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g ,  b u t  h igh ly  dubious. 
Reid a rgues  t h a t  ' i n  a l l  languages '  t h e  ve rbs  f o r  ' t o  th ink ' ,  
' t o  p e r c e i v e ' ,  etc. a r e  i n v a r i a b l y  a c t i v e ,  and ' t h a t  t h i s  
shows t h a t  i n  a l l  s o c i e t i e s  thought ,  pe rcep t ion ,  etc. a r e  
b e l i e v e d  t o  be  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and a s  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  be t h e  
p roduc t s  of an agen t ,  k. a mind d i s t i n c t  from t h e  thoughts 
themselves. But i n  fact even t h o s e  languages w i t h  which 
Reid was acquain ted  use a c t i v e  ve rbs  t o  denote  p rocesses  as 
w e l l  as a c t i o n s :  t h e  e a r t h  s p i n s ,  r i v e r s  r u n ,  s t o n e s  f a l l ,  
and t h e  impersonal  ' it ' r a i n s .  and snows. The mere use  of  
verbs  i n  t h e  a c t i v e  v o i c e  does n o t  seem t o  prove anyth ing  
by i t s e l f .  

t o  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  o d d i t y  t h a t  would r e . su l t  i f  o rd ina ry  
speech inco rpora t ed  H u m e ' s  d o c t r i n e  of p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y ,  
so t h a t  words l i k e  ' I '  or ' H u m e '  would r e f e r  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  

- - 
The f irst  type  o f  argument Reid uses  i n  suppor t  o f  

Of t h e s e  t w o  arguments t h e  second i s ,  I t h i n k ,  much 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, R e i d  i s  r i g h t  t o  draw a t t e n t i o n  
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success ions  of r e l a t e d  ' i d e a s  and impressions '  (e. mental 
even t s )  . It  would mean, R e i d  s ays  i n  Essays, VI,5 , t h a t  
' t h i s  success ion  of  i d e a s  and impress ions ,  n o t  on ly  remein- 
bers and is consc ious ,  b u t  . . . i t  judges , reasons ,  a f f i r m s ,  
den ie s ;  nay, ... it eats and d r i n k s ,  and i s  sometimes 
merry, sometimes sad. I f  t h e s e  t h i n g s  can be a s c r i b e d  t o  
a success ion  o f  ideas and impressio'ns, i n  a cons is tency  
w i t h  common sense ,  I should  be  very g l a d  t o  know what is 
nonsense. ' 

This  argument r e q u i r e s  some modi f i ca t ion  before w e  
can e v a l u a t e  it. F i r s t ,  w e  should  n o t  be misled by t h e  
r e f e r e n c e  t o . e a t i n g  and d r ink ing .  I t  i s  indeed absurd t h a t  
a success ion  o f  i d e a s  and impress ions  should  e a t  and d r i n k ;  
b u t  i t  is e q u a l l y  absurd t h a t  a 'Ca r t e s i an  ego '  o r  non- 
p h y s i c a l  s e l f  should  e a t  and d r i n k .  The a b s u r d i t y  r e s u l t s  
from d e f i n i n g  a person  wi thou t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  h i s  body, so 
t h a t  he can be  s a i d  t o  perform p h y s i c a l  a c t i o n s  only in-  
d i r e c t l y .  Th i s  i s  a weakness both  o f  t h e o r i e s  l i k e  Reid ' s  
which p o s i t  a s p i r i t u a l  s e l f  and of  t h o s e  l i k e  Hume's 
which i d e n t i f y  t h e  person  w i t h  a se t  of mental  even t s ;  i t  
does n o t  t e l l  a g a i n s t  one view more than  t h e  o t h e r .  Morc- 
ove r ,  bo th  views can be adapted t o  t a k e  account  of  t h e  
p h y s i c a l ;  and i f  anyth ing  t h i s  i s  e a s i e r  f o r  a fo l lower  o f  
Hume, who needs on ly  t o  i n c l u d e  p h y s i c a l  a s  w e l l  as mental 
even t s  i n  t h e  cha in  of  even t s  t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e s  a ' s e l f ' .  

The problem now is  whether  a success ion  o f  mental  
even t s  can i n t e l l i g i b l y  be s a i d  t o  remerrber and be consciouz 
'1 would wish t o  be f u r t h e r  i n s t r u c t e d ,  whether t h e  impres- 
s i o n s  remember and are consc ious  of  t h e  i d e a s ,  or t h e  ideas 
remember and are consc ious  of  t h e  impress ions ,  o r  i f  bo th  
are consc ious  of both . '  (Essays,  i b i d . )  Here H u m e  could 
o b j e c t  that  t o  say  ' t h e  success ion  remembers' i s  indeed 
i n c o h e r e n t ,  b u t  on ly  because it mixes two k inds  o,f dis-  
course.  We may s a y  'Yesterday Hume remembered h i s  boyhood', 
tising o rd ina ry  speech,  which H u m e  regards  as p e r f e c t l y  
correct and unobjec t ionable  once w e  are clear what w e  m e a n  
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by it. O r  w e  may say  'Yesterday t h e r e  was i n  t h e  success ion  
of even t s  w e  c a l l  Hume a memory of  c e r t a i n  e a r l i e r  e v e n t s ' ,  
which i s  more a c c u r a t e ,  b u t  a l s o  more awkward, and unsu i t -  
a b l e  f o r  o rd ina ry  purposes .  But we cannot  mix t h e  two ways 
of  speaking,  and s a y  'Yesterday t h e  success ion  of even t s  
remembered i t s  boyhood' , wi thou t  a b s u r d i t y .  

But, one may s t i l l  a sk ,  i s  n o t  t h e  impersonal  mode 
of  speech,  even  when c o r r e c t l y  used,  absurd  i n  i t s e l f ?  Is 
it no t  r e p l a c i n g  sense  by nonsense t o  s a y ,  i n s t e a d  o f  'I 
thought  it was dinner- t ime,  decided t o  break  o f f  s tudy ing ,  
and went t o  e a t , ' ,  ' A t  such-and-such a p l a c e  and t i m e  t h e r e  
was a thought  about  d inne r ,  a d e c i s i o n  t h a t  s tudy  should  
cease  a t  t h a t  p l a c e  and t i m e ,  and a movement towards food '? l  
To  see whether  or riot t h i s  i s  nonsense,  l e t  us  cons ide r  
why w e  would n o t  want t o  t a l k  i n  t h i s  way. 
f o r  t h e  moment, t h a t  Hume's a n a l y s i s  i s  correct, and ask 
why it i s  t h a t  w e  do n o t  t a l k  i n  what would then  be t h e  
most a c c u r a t e  way, and whether anyth ing  i n  t h e  a n s w e r h e s  
t h e  suppos i t i on  t h a t  Hum is  r i g h t  imp laus ib l e .  

ab ly  long  and convolu ted  f o r  o rd ina ry  purposes ,  as w e  can 
see from t h e  above example. Secondly,  i f  w e  d i d  n o t  ha5- 
i t u a l l y  g i v e  names, such as ' H u m e '  or 'I!, t o  t h e s e  ' cha ins  
of  e v e n t s ' ,  and a s c r i b e  a c t i v i t i e s  and p rocesses  t o  them, 
as i n  'Hum remembered h i s  boyhood', b u t  i n s t e a d  t a l k e d  
only about  i n d i v i d u a l  e v e n t s  and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  t o  each 
o t h e r ,  we would o f t e n  have d i f f i c u l t y  i n  d i scove r ing  i n  
what cha in  a p a r t i c u l a r  e v e n t  belonged - f o r  example, 
whether  a p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i o n  belonged ' i n  . t h e  cha in  of  even t s  
w e  cal l  'Locke' o r  t h e  one we,  c a l l  'Hume', +. t o  r e v e r t  
t o  normal speech ,  whether  Locke or Iiume d i d  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
t h ing .  T o  name cha ins  of  e v e n t s ,  thereby  t r e a t i n g  them for 
p r a c t i c a l  purposes  as en t i t i es ,  and t h e n  t o  ask which 
even t s  should  be a s c r i b e d  t o  t h e s e  q u a s i - e n t i t i e s ,  i s  much 
e a s i e r  t han  t o  name i n d i v i d u a l  e v e n t s  and ask  which of 
them be long  t o g e t h e r .  

. .  
L e t  us  suppose,  

F i r s t  of a l l ,  t h e  impersonal  mode would be i n t o l e r -  
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Thi rd ly ,  t h e  impersonal  way of  t a l k i n g  t ends  t o  be 
b o t h  emot iona l ly  n e u t r a l  and focussed  on p a r t i c u l a r  e v e n t s  
r a t h e r  t han  on t h e  connec t ions  between them. T h i s  is some- 
times d e s i r a b l e :  t h e r e  i s  sometimes a n  obvious need t o  
adopt  a s t a t e  of  mind which views d i s p a s s i o n a t e l y  th.e o t h e r  
states t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  person  of  which i t  is p a r t  and 
t h e  states t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e  o t h e r  people .  There is also a 
need f o r  states o f  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  on t h e  immediate environ-  
ment, w i thou t  t h e  d i s t r a c t i o n s  of memory o r  prognos is .  But 
t h e r e  are o t h e r  t i m e s  when what is needed is  an awareness 
of  t h e  con t inu ing  i n f l u e n c e  o f  one s t a t e  o f  mind or  body on 
ano the r ,  whether  w i t h i n  t h e  same person or between two pecple. 
Th i s  awareness is he lped  by t h e  o r d i n a r y  way o f  t a l k i n g ,  
which i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  performs a f u n c t i o n  f o r  which a more 
a c c u r a t e  mode of  speech would be less s a t i s f a c t o r y .  

There are t h u s  some very  good r easons  f o r  t h e  way 
w e  t a l k ,  even i f  it is, i n  its i m p l i c a t i o n s ,  n o t  e n t i r e l y  
a c c u r a t e ,  as Hume would have us  b e l i e v e .  But t h e  reasons  
are e s s e n t i a l l y  pragmat ic :  t hey  relate t o  t h e  convenience 
of t h e  o r d i n a r y  way o f  speaking ,  t o  i t s  s u i t a b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  
s o r t  o f  t h i n g s  w e  want t o  know and f i n d  o u t ,  and some- 
t i m e s ,  though by no means always,  t o  i t s  p r a c t i c a l  and 
e t h i c a l  merits. They show t h a t  t o  speak impersonal ly  
would be i nconven ien t  and i m p r a c t i c a l  f o r  o r d i n a r y  purposes ,  
b u t  n o t  t h a t  it is e i t h e r  u n i n t e l l i g i b l e  or uninformat ive .  
Moreover, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a mode of  speech i s  undes i r ab le  on 
t h e  everyday l e v e l  does n o t  show t h a t  it i s  n o t  n e v e r t h e l e s s  
more a c c u r a t e  t h a n  everyday speech and a l s o  more u s e f u l  f o r  
o t h e r  purposes .  The language of pa r t i c l e  phys ic s  is nu use  
f o r  o rd ina ry  t a l k  about  p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t s ,  and t h e  va r ious  
t e c h n i c a l  languages of psychology a r e  n o t  much use i n  every-  
day human communications; b u t  t h i s  does n o t  a f f e c t  t h e  
u s e f u l n e s s  o f  e i t h e r  f o r  s c i e n t i f i c  purposes .  S i m i l a r l y ,  
i f  Hume is  r i g h t ,  t h e  impersonal  way o f  speaking  about  
mental  and p h y s i c a l  states might  be ext remely  u s e f u l  f o r  
t h e  purpose o f  a c c u r a t e  and d i s p a s s i o n a t e  s e l f - a n a l y s i s .  
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So it appears t h a t  R e i d ' s  argumeflt, i f  w e  i n t e r p r e t  
it as  a l i n g u i s t i c  one, is i n  t h e  end unsuccessful.  But 
t h i s  is no t  t h e  only way of t ak ing  it: R e i d ' s  words sug- 
g e s t  t h a t  he i s  t a l k i n g  both about t h e  u n i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  
of t h e  way of speaking and t h e  incoherence of t h e  theory 
i t s e l f .  H e  could accept  a l l  t h a t  I have j u s t  s a i d ,  and 
s t i l l  maintain t h a t  t o  t r y  t o  t a l k  o r  t h ink  about mental 
a c t i v i t y  impersonally i s  incoherent  simply because it tries 
t o  be impersonal. To  say by implicat ion,  a s  Hume does, that 
t h e r e  are thoughts ,  emotions and a c t i o n s ,  b u t  no t h i n k e r s ,  
suS jec t s  of emotions o r  agents ,  is ,  i n  Reid 's  eyes,  t o  say 
something nonsensical  and incoherent:  ' t h a t  every act o r  
ope ra t ion  ... supposes an agent ... I do n o t  attempt t o  
prove, bu t  t ake  f o r  granted. ' (Essays, I,2) 

t h e  ques t ion  then w i l l  be: which events ,  i f  any, are a c t s  
and which are processes? (We have seen already t h a t  verbs 
i n  the a c t i v e  voice r e f e r  t o  both.) Our ordinary beliefs 
recognize t h r e e  s o r t s  of ' even t ' ,  ia t h e  n e u t r a l  sense of 
'something which happens'.  There are even t s  which simply 
t a k e  p l ace ,  such as storms, rises i n  temperature,  and 
dawns. There are events which have t o  happen t o  something 
or someone, i n  o rde r  t o  take place;  a f a l l  o r  'a movement 
o r  a colour  change must be t h e  f a l l i n g  o r  moving o r  change 
i n  colour  of some one, o r  more, p a r t i c u l a r  ob jec t s .  And 
t h e r e  are 'events '  which must be performed by some agent ,  
such as  murders, t h e  making of prowises,  and looking and 
l i s t e n i n g ;  murder, f o r  example, is def ined,  i n  p a r t ,  as 
consciously b r ing ing  about a death,  and no t  inerely happen- 
i n g  t o  be t h e  cause of one. 
'events '  of t h i s  l a s t  s o r t  ' a c t i o n s ' ,  and d i s t i n g u i s h  them 
from states o r  processes ( o r  'events '  i n  t h e  usual s e n s e .  
o f  t h e  word). 

that  a d i s t i n c t i o n  of t h i s  s o r t  has t o  be made. But Reid 
sees it as a se l f - ev iden t  t r u t h  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between 

This l a s t  p o i n t  can be made t r u e  by d e f i n i t i o n .  But 

I n  ordinary speech we,cal l  

Hume and Reid agree,  as w e  s h a l l  see l a te r  on, 
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a c t i o n s  and states o r  p rocesses  i s  simply t h a t  ' eve ry  
act  ... supposes  an a g e n t ' ,  whereas H u m e  den ie s  t h a t  any 
sor t  o f  e v e n t  presupposes  agency,.&. that t h e r e  are 'acts', 
i n  R e i d ' s  sense :  a l l  e v e n t s ,  f o r  Hume,  are of t h e  f irst  
type ,  and none o f  t h e  second o r  t h i r d .  

on ly  e v e n t s  ( i f  w e  may now r e v e r t  to  t h e  u s u a l  s ense  o f  
' e v e n t ' ) ,  Hume avo ids  t h e  incoherence ,  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  him by 
R e i d ,  o f  p o s i t i n g  acts  b u t  no  agents .  But t h e r e  i s  ano the r  
problem h e r e ,  t h a t  o f  whether  t h e r e  can be ' pu re '  e v e n t s ,  
which do n o t  happen t o  anything.  For it can be argued t h a t  
t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  f i r s t  and second types  o f  e v e n t s  
i s  merely ve rba l :  t a l k  o f  s to rms ,  rises i n  tempera ture ,  
etc. is r e a l l y  sho r thand  f o r  t a l k  about  sets of even t s  all 
o f  which must happen t o  p a r t i c u l a r  t h i n g s  i n  o r d e r  t o  t a k e  
place a t  a l l .  A state ,  it may be said,  can e x i s t  on ly  i f  
it is  a s ta te  o f  something,  abd a p rocess  only  i f  it is  
undergone by something. 

I a m  myself  u n c e r t a i n  whether  t h i s  is a f a t a l  ob- 
j e c t i o n  t o  Hume o r  whether  w e  are be ing  l e d  a s t r a y  by t h e  
requi rements  o f  gramnar. I f  t h e  o b j e c t i o n  i s  v a l i d ,  it 
shows t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of a view of  t h e  world which admits 
only  states and p rocesses  , and n o t  e n t i t i e s ,  o b j e c t s  or 
' t h i n g s '  . T h i s  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  would be concep tua l  , not 
grammatical:  it i s  a lmost  c e r t a i n l y  p o s s i b l e  t o  c o n s t r u c t  
a language i n  which t h e r e  are no nouns,  b u t  dnly ve rbs ,  and 
it has  been argued that :  one or t w o  Canadian Ind ian  lancjuages 
are a c t u a l l y  o f  t h i s  t y p e ,  and r e p r e s e n t ,  f o r  example, ' t h e  
s t o n e  f e l l ' ,  by a l o c u t i o n  which would be more l i t e r a l l y  
rendered  as 'it s t o n e d  downwards'.' 
languages t h u s  r ecogn izes  no  s t o n e s  o r  houses  or peop le ,  
b u t  on ly  t h e  e v e n t s  of  ' s t o n i n g ' ,  ' house- ing ' ,  and 'being-  
a-person' .  But i f ,  as has  been sugges ted ,  t h e  t a k i n g  p l a c e  
of  such e v e n t s  presupposes ,  l i k e  t h e  t a k i n g  p l a c e  of  a 
storm, t h a t  t h e r e  are e n t i t i e s  t o  which t h e  ' sub-events '  
t h a t  make up t h e s e  larger e v e n t s  are happening, t h e n  t h e  

By say ing ,  i n  effect ,  t h a t  t h e r e  are no acts, b u t  

The grammar of  t h e s e  
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g e t t i n g  r i d  o f  o b j e c t s  or e n t i t i e s  has  taken  p l a c e  only  on 
t h e  ve rba l  l e v e l ,  and t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e  is s t i l l  be ing  pre-  
supposed. 

Hume t o  recognize  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  ' s e l v e s '  i n  Reid ' s  sense. 
H e  would have t o  p o s i t  on ly  momentarily e x i s t i n g  e n t i t i e s ;  
and h e  could  s t i l l  describe t h e  world,  a t  any one p o i n t  i n  
t i m e ,  as c o n s i s t i n g  o f  a set o f  s t a t e s  of  t h e s e  e n t i t i e s ,  
c a u s a l l y  connected i n  va r ious  complex ways wi th  s t a t e s  of  
o t h e r  e q u a l l y  momentary objects. This  would n o t  be very 
d i f f e r e n t  from d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  world i n  terms of  e v e n t s ;  and 
it would g i v e  us a world q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from Reid's  'com- 
mon sense '  world of  objects and persons  p e r s i s t i n g  through 
t i m e .  
ence  b u t  also agency; t hey  would t a k e  p a r t  i n  even t s ,  b u t  
n o t  do anyth ing .  

can d e s c r i b e  t h e  world q u i t e  cohe ren t ly  wi thou t  p o s i t i n g  
' s e l v e s '  : t h e  incoherence  which Reid po in ted  o u t  arises 
s imply from p o s i t i n g  acts b u t  n o t  agents .  S i n c e  i t  is 
coherent ,  a t  any rate, t o  t a l k  only  about  e v e n t s ,  Hume's 
t h e o r y  seems t o  be i n t e r n a l l y  coherent .  But t h e  q u e s t i o n  
remains whether  it is c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  o t h e r  fundamental 
b e l i e f s  which w e  need t o  main ta in .  On t h i s  q u e s t i o n  Reid 

i n d i c a t e s  a number o f  such b e l i e f s  which e n t a i l  t h e  e x i s t -  
ence of  p e r s i s t i n g  and a c t i n g  s e l v e s .  

The f i r s t  o f  t h e s e  b e l i e f s  is one which Reid does 
n o t  mention i n  t h i s  c o n t e x t ,  b u t  which I t a k e  t h e  l i b e r t y  
o f  supposing t h a t  he would be  s u r e  t o  mention i f  he r ead  
t h e  above r e v i s i o n  of Hume's t heo ry .  This  is t h e  b e l i e f  i n  
f r e e  w i l l .  I th ink  t h a t  i f  one cou ld  convince Reid t h a t  
a c t i v e  verbs  can denote  s ta tes  and p rocesses  as w e l l  a s  
a c t i o n s ,  and then  go on t o  main ta in  t h a t  mental  e v e n t s  are 
s t a t e s  or p rocesses ,  he would xegard t h i s  as d e s t r o y i n g  
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  human free w i l l ,  s i n c e  persons  can be  
f r e e  on ly  i f  t hey  can act. Now t h e  conv ic t ion  t h a t  w e  have 

Y e t  even admi t t i ng  t h i s  o b j e c t i o n  would n o t  r e q u i r e  

These momentary objects would l a c k  n o t  on ly  p e r s i s t -  

Hence, provided  w e  g i v e  .up  t a l k i n g  about  acts, w e  
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some degree  of free w i l l  ' i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  implied i n  many 
ope ra t ions  o f  t h e  mind [such a s  v o l i t i o n ,  d e l i b e r a t i o n  and 
moral judgment] , which are f a m i l i a r  t o  every man, and with-  
o u t  which no  man can a c t  t h e  p a r t  of a reasonable  be ing ' .  
(Essays,VI,S) 

w i l l  can be  s e r i o u s l y  main ta ined  i n  p r a c t i c e ,  b u t  on ly  i n  
theory ;  and i f  t h e  'no  s e l f '  t heo ry  i s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  

So no b e l i e f  i n c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  human f r e e  

b e l i e f  

or any 
minism 
se t  o f  

i n  f r e e  w i l l  it m u s t  be r e j e c t e d .  
But t h e  'no se l f '  t heo ry ,  whether 

o t h e r ,  seems i n  f a c t  t o  be  n e u t r a l  
and indeterminism.  I f  w e  i d e n t i f y  
e v e n t s ,  w e  must admit t h a t  e a r l i e r  

i n  Hume's ve r s ion  
a s  between .deter-  
a person wi th  a 
events  i n  t h e  

cha in  i n f l u e n c e  l a te r  ones ,  b u t  w e  need n o t  ho ld  t h a t  t hey  
t o t a l l y  determine t h e i r  na tu re .  However, t h i s  k ind  of 
indeterminism would probably n o t  s a t i s f y  R e i d .  The p r in -  
c i p l e  which he  claims t o  be a p r i n c i p l e  of common sense  is 
' t h a t  w e  have some degree  o f  power over  our  a c t i o n s ,  and 
the  de te rmina t ions  of our  w i l l ' .  This  seems to e n t a i l  n o t  
indeterminism,  b u t  r a t h e r  t h e  main ta in ing  of t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  
between acts and even t s ;  t h e  impor tan t  p o i n t  f o r  Reid is 
n o t  t h a t  some t h i n g s  w e  do a r e  undetermined, b u t  t h a t  we 
have some c o n t r o l  ove r  them, 2. t h a t  t hey  are genuine 
a c t i o n s .  

Reid is ,  I t h i n k ,  r i g h t  t o  main ta in  t h a t  we musc 
make a d i s t i n c t i o n  between what a person does and what 
happens t o  him, between, for example, my r a i s i n g  my a r m  and 
my arm's go ing  up, or between jumping and f a l l i n g  i n t o  a 
swimming-pool. B u t  i s  t h e r e  no way of making t h i s  d i s -  
t i n c t i o n  o t h e r  than  by p o s i t i n g  p e r s i s t i n g  agents?  
Human, even though he  c l a s s e s  both  a c t i o n s  and processes  
as e v e n t s ,  can s t i l l  main ta in  t h a t  they a r e  evuits  of d i f -  
f e r e n t  s o r t a ,  and t h a t  a s u f f i c i e n t l y  d e t a i l e d  acc0ur.t of 
t h e  phys ica l  and mental  c i rcumstances  of  each even t  w i l l  
enab le  us t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between them. A f u l l  account  of 
what happens when ' I  raise my arm' and when, i n  c o n t r a s t ,  
'my arm goes up' as a r e f l e x  a c t i o n ,  w i l l  show t h e  t w o  

A 
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even t s  t o  be d i f f e r e n t .  To make t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  it is  very 
convenient  t o  in t roduce  an 'Iv, b u t  w e  do no t  need t o  do so: 
w e  need only  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  even t ,  and what precedes  and 
fo l lows  i t ,  i n  s u f f i c i e n t  d e t a i l .  

arguments, a g a i n s t  Hume. These appear  I n  Essays, I11 , 4 , i n  
a passage from which f have a l r e a d y  quoted ,  b u t  which I 
would now l i k e  t o  quo te  a t  g r e a t e r  l eng th :  

W e  may now t u r n  t o  Reid ' s  o t h e r  argument, or set  o f  

My pe r sona l  i d e n t i t y  . . . imp l i e s  t h e  cont inued  
e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h a t  i n d i v i s i b l e  t h i n g  which I c a l l  
myself . . . . I a m  n o t  thought ,  I .  am n o t  a c t i o n ,  
I am n o t  f e e l i n g ;  I am something t h a t  t h i n k s ,  
and acts,  and s u f f e r s .  My though t s ,  and a c t i o n s ,  
and f e e l i n g s ,  change every  moment; they  have no 
cont inued ,  b u t  a s u c c e s s i v e  e x i s t e n c e ;  b u t  t h a t  
s e l f ,  or I-, t o  which they  belong,  i s  permanent.. . . 
IT]he p rope r  ev idence  I have of a l l  t h i s  i s  
rerncmbrnnco. I renicmbcr t h a t  twenty yca re  ago I 
conversed w i t h  a c e r t a i n  person . . . . my memory 
t e s t i f i e s  n o t  on ly  t h a t  t h i s  was done, b u t  t h a t  
i t  was done by ntc: who now rcnieiiibcr i t .  If i t  was 
done by m e ,  I must have e x i s t e d  a t  t h a t  t i m e ,  and 
cont inued  t o  e x i s t  from t h a t  t i m e  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  . . . . Every man i n  his senacs  h l i e v c s  what hc d i s -  
t i n c t l y  remembers , and eve ry th ing  he remembers 
convinces  him t h a t  h e  e x i s t e d  a t  t h e  time r e m e m -  
bcQrctl . . . , Tlio i dcmt i ty  of ;I pc.r:ion is pcrfcct 
i d e n t i t y ;  wherever i t  is real ,  it admits  of no 
degrees ;  and i t  is imposs ib le  t h a t  a person  should  
bc i n  part t h e  same, and i n  part d i f f e r e n t ;  be- 
cause  a person i s  a monad, and is  n o t  d i v i s i b l e  
i n t o  p a r t s .  The ev idence  of i d e n t i t y  i n  o t h e r  
persons  b e s i d e s  o u r s e l v e s  does indeed  admit of  
a l l  degrees  .... But ... t h e  same person  is per-  
f e c t l y  t h e  same, and cannot  be  so i n  p a r t ,  o r  i n  
some degree  on ly  .... [ I d e n t i t y ]  i s  t h e  found- 
a t i o n  of  a l l  r i g h t s  and o b l i g a t i o n s ,  and o f  a l l  
accountableness i  and t h e  n o t i o n  o f  it is f i x e d  
and p r e c i s e .  

I n  t h i s  passage  t h e r e  are a t  l e a s t  f o u r  arguments 
s t a t e d  o r  impl ied .  The f i r s t  i s  t h e  argument t h a t  t hough t s  
require a t h i n k e r ,  which I have a l r eady  d i scussed .  The 
second is  t h e  argument from memory. To t h i s  H u m e  can r e p l y  
t h a t  mmory does no t  g i v e  us  ev idence  o f  a p e r s i s t i n g  s e l f ,  
b u t  merely ev idence  t h a t  an e v e n t  took p l a c e  i n  t h e  p a s t  
which is c a u s a l l y  connected w i t h  t h e  p r e s e n t  memory. I f  I 
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remember t h a t  I took p a r t  i n  t h e  event - f o r  example, tha t  
I conversed - t h i s  i s  of course d i f f e r e n t  from remembering 
only t h a t  a conversat ion took place;  
Hume could say, is only t h a t  i n  t h e  f i r s t  case there is an 
awareness of t h e  ex i s t ence  of a p a r t i c u l a r  chain of continu- 
ous and causa l ly  connected events between t h e  o r i g i n a l  con- 
ve r sa t ion  and t h e  memory; 
chain of events  extends between merely witnessing,  o r  being 
t o l d  about,  t h e  conversat ion through t o  t h e  memory. I f  I 
remember c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  I had a p a r t i c u l a r  conversation 
twenty yea r s  ago, i t  follows t h a t  t h e  conversation and tine 
memory a r e  both p a r t s  of my l i f e  h i s t o r y ,  and t h e r e f o r e  
t h a t  they are p a r t s  of t h e  same chain of events.  I t  does 
n o t  follow, however, t h a t  a permanent ' s e l f '  has p e r s i s t e d  
a l l  through t h i s  chain of even t s ,  any more than it follows 
t h a t  because t h e  Mersey a t  Stockport  and t h e  Mersey a t  
Liverpool are p a r t s  of t h e  s h e  r i v e r  t h e r e  must be a s i n g l e  
molecule of  water s t r e t c h i n g  from Stockport  t o  Liverpool. 

The t h i r d  argument t o  be ex t r ac t ed  from t h i s  passage 
is t h e  one implied by t h e  words 'The i d e n t i t y  of a person 
is a p e r f e c t  i d e n t i t y ,  etc. ' .  The. argument here  is t h a t  
t h e  only i n t e l l i g i b l e  view of personal i d e n t i t y  i s  t h a t  it 
is  e i t h e r  a t o t a l  i d e n t i t y  o r  it is no i d e n t i t y  a t  a l l .  A 

person changes v a s t l y  from t h e  cradle t o  t h e  grave,  both 
phys ica l ly  and mentally; t h i s  i s  obvious enough. The phy- 
s ica l  changes, according t o  Reid, do no t  p re sen t  a problem: 
provided t h a t  t h e  process of  change is s u f f i c i e n t l y  gradual,  
it does n o t  prevent  us from a s c r i b i n g  i d e n t i t y  through the  
changes t o  a body, o rgan ic  o r  inorganic .  But t h e  mental 
sphere is d i f f e r e n t :  f o r  it t o  be t r u e  t h a t  the same person 
has had two experiences a t  d i f f e r e n t  times, it must be t h e  
case t h a t  t h e r e  was an unchanging subject of experience 
t h a t  p e r s i s t e d  from t h e  one time t o  t h e  o the r .  

R e i d  says has been very c l e a r l y  formulated by Derek P a r f i t  
i n  an Open Universi ty  r ad io  p r o g r a m . 2  I t  i s  t h a t  'what- 

But t h e  d i f f e r e n c e ,  

whereas i n  t h e  second case t h e  

The pre-phi losophical  ' i n t u i t i v e '  notion behind what 
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e v e r  happens between now and some f u t u r e  t i m e ,  e i ther  I 
s h a l l  s t i l l  e x i s t  o r  I s h a n ' t .  And any f u t u r e  exper ience  
w i l l  e i t h e r  be my expe r i ence  or i t  won' t . '  T o  take a c o m n  
i l l u s t r a t i o n 3  , suppose someone tomorrow is going t o  f e e l  
i n t e n s e  pa in .  I t  seems i n t u i t i v e l y  clear t h a t  e i t he r  it i s  
I who w i l l  f e e l  t h e  pa in ,  i n  which case I have cause  t o  be  
a f ra id ,  o r  it is somcone else, i n  which case I have no th ing  
t o  fear, b u t  good reason  t o  f e e l  p i t y .  E i t h e r  I f e e l  t h e  
p a i n  or I do  not :  it seems absurd  t o  suppose t h a t  someone 
w i l l  feel t h e  pa in ,  b u t  that  it is an arbitrary d e c i s i o n  
whether  t h a t  someone is me. 

Y e t  t h i s  is p r e c i s e l y  t h e  conclus ion  t o  which w e  
a r e  l e d  by a Humean view of t h e  s e l f .  If a person  i s  
merely a cha in  of c a u s a l l y  connected e v e n t s ,  whether  physi-  
c a l ,  p e n t a l  or bo th ,  it fo l lows  t h a t  t h e r e  is no a b s o l u t e  
d i s t i n c t i o n  between one person and another .  I n  p r a c t i c e  , 
t h e  ohvious t h i n g  t o  do  i s  t o  r ega rd  the b o d i l y  c o n t i n u i t y  
from b i r t h  t o  dea th  as c o n s t i t u t i n g  one person;  bu t  on 
Eume's a n a l y s i s  it s t i l l  is i n  t h e  case  t h a t ,  however 
s e n s i b l e  t h i s  may be ,  it is n o t  l o g i c a l l y  necessary  - w e  
would, if wo wished ,  r ega rd  t h e  c h i l d  and tho a d u l t  as two 
a l t o g e t h e r  s o p a r a t e  peop le ,  o r  t h e  person under 35 and ove r  
35 as two people .  

v a r i o u s  t h e o r e t i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l  puzz le  cases .  For example, 
Buddhists  b e l i e v e  both  t h a t  t h e  self is  a cha in  of  even t s  
and t h a t  there is ' r e i n c a r n a t i o n ' ,  k. t h a t  t h e  cha in  con- 
t i n u e s  through dea th  t o  a new b i r t h .  But there is no 
' r i g h t '  answer t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  whether  t h e  new-born baby i s  
t h e  same person a s  t h e  man who died: he  i s  t h e  same i n  t h e  
sense  t h a t  he is p a r t  of t h e  same c a u s a l  cha in ,  b u t  he i s  
n o t  the same i f  w e  w i s h  t o  r e g a r d  t h e  e v e n t s  b e f o r e  and 
a f t e r  dea th  a s  be longing  t o  s e p a r a t e  persons .  ( S i m i l a r l y ,  
there is  n o  ' r i g h t '  answer t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  w h e t t e r  t h e  Tane 
is p a r t  of t h e  Mersey or is a s e p a r a t e  river which eventu-  
a l l y  flows i n t o  the Mersey.) 

T h i s  i s  f u r t h e r  brought  o u t  i f  w e  c o n s i d e r  t h e  



5 5 .  

Again, t h e r e  a r e  some c e l e b r a t e d  case6 of  m u l t i p l e  
p e r s o n a l i t y ,  i n  which t h e r e  is  b o d i l y  c o n t i n u i t y ,  b u t  the 
body appears  t o  be i n h a b i t e d  by t w o  or more p e r s o n a l i t i e s ,  
w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  s k i l l s  and c h a r a c t e r  t r a i t s ,  and, most i m -  
p o r t a n t  of  a l l ,  d i f f e r c n t  s e t s  of  m e m ~ r i e s . ~  
view t h i s  c o n f l i c t  of ev idence  - t h e  ev idence  from memory 
p o i n t s  one way, and t h e  ev idence  from p h y s i c a l  c o n t i n u i t y  
t h e  o t h e r  - makes it very ha rd  t o  dec ide  whether w e  a r e  
d e a l i n g  wi th  one person  o r  w i th  t w o  people  s h a r i n g  one body. 
But t h e r e  murt be a r i g h t  answer: e i t h e r  t h e r e  i s  one per- 
son ,  whose memory i s  func t ion ing  abnormally, o r  t h e r e  
r e a l l y  are two people .  On Hume's  view, t h e r e  is no correct 
answer: w e  muse s imply dec ide  whether  it is more j u s t ,  o r  
more u s e f u l ,  t o  consider ourselves as d e a l i n g  wi th  one per-  
son or two. 

I t  is very d i f f i c u l t  t o  dec ide  who is r i g h t .  If w e  

On Reid ' s  

t a k e  a s u b j e c t i v e  view, w e  are l i k e l y  t o  agree  wi th  Reid, 
on t h e  ground t h a t  ' it w i l l  e i t h e r  be  my expe r i ence  or it 
won' t ' .  I f  w e  t a k e  an o b j e c t i v e  view w e  may w e l l  ag ree  
wi th  Hume t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no p e r f e c t  i d e n t i t y  e i t h e r  psycho- 
l o g i c a l l y  or p h y s i c a l l y :  t h e r e  w i l l  be  f u t u r e  s t a t e s  which 
w i l l  be c a u s a l l y  connected w i t h  t h e  p r e s e n t  s t r eam o f  
even t s  which I c a l l  'myse l f ' ,  some of which w i l l  i nc lude  
memories of  t h e s e  even t s ;  b u t  t h e r e  i s  no c l e a r  d i s t i n c t -  
i o n  between t h o s e  which a r e  s u f f i c i e n t l y  c l o s e l y  connected 
to be regarded as p a r t  of 'myself '  and those  which are not.  
I n  o t h e r  words, f o r  a Humean t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  f u t u r e  
w i l l  c o n t a i n  a ' m e '  is an i l l u s i o n ,  f o s t e r e d  by t h e  n a t u r e  
of  language,  and a l s o ,  accord ing  t o  t h e  Buddhists ,  by t h e  
psycho log ica l  d e s i r e  f o r  s u r v i v a l .  The .futlSre ' c o n t a i n s '  
only e v e n t s ,  some of which have a close connect ion  wi th  t h e  
even t s  t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e  ' m e '  and some of which have a d i s t a n t  
one; and t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between 'the same man' a t  d i f f e r e n t  
p e r i o d s  o f ' h i s  l i f e  is the same k ind  of d i f f e r e n c e ,  excep t  
i n  degree ,  as t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between one man and another .  

The problem now is how t o  dec ide  whether or n o t  t h e  
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s u b j e c t i v e  view is an i l l u s i o n .  For  even i f  t h e  Buddhists  
a r e  r i g h t  i n  drawing a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  emotional  reasons  for 
b e l i e v i n g  i n  a ' s e l f ' ,  t h i s  does n o t  prove t h a t  t h e  b e l i e f  
is f a l s e .  Nor do  t h e  ' puzz le  cases' show t h a t  t h e r e  is no 
Ouch t h i n g  as p e r f e c t  i d e n t i t y :  they  only  show t h a t ,  a s  
Reid h imsel f  s a y s ,  n e i t h e r  t h e  presence  no r  absence o f  mem- 
o ry  no r  the presence  or absence o f  bod i ly  c o n t i n u i t y  can 
g ive  us  more than  ev idence  as t o  whether  A and B are or are 
n o t  t h e  same person.  

There i s ,  however, one s o r t  of puzz le  case, d i scus -  
sed by P a r f i t  i n  t h e  art icles r e f e r r e d  to above, which 
seems t o  g i v e  suppor t  t o  Hume a g a i n s t  R e i d ,  a l though it i s  
a c a s e  which m e r c i f u l l y  belongs t o  s c i e n c e  f i c t i o n .  I t  i s  
p o s s i b l e  t o  s e p a r a t e  t h e  two h a l v e s  of t h e  b r a i n ,  a s  i s  
sometimes a c t u a l l y  done f o r  medical reasons ;  and experi- 
ments have shown t h a t  under c e r t a i n  c i rcumstances  t h i s  
c r e a t e s  t w o  c e n t r e s  o f  consc iouspess .  I f  one,  o r  both ,  
ha lves .  of t h e  b r a i n  were then  t r a n s p l a n t e d  i n t o  ano the r  
body, t h e  t w o  c e n t r e s  could  func t ion  independent ly ,  and 
t h e r e  would be two people  where former ly  t h e r e  was one: this 
is l o g i c a l l y  q u i t e  conce ivable ,  though l i k e l y  t o  be impos- 
s i b l e  i n  p r a c t i c e 1  Moreover, t h e r e  i s  ev idence  t h a t  memory 
i s  coded i n  several  p a r t s  o f  t h e  b r a i n ,  so t h a t ' t h e  memories 
of t h e s e  two people  up t o  . t h e  t i m e  o f  b r a i n  b i s e c t i o n  would 
be i d e n t i c a l .  Person A has  now ' s p l i t '  i n t o  two people ,  
B and C. 5 

The f a c t  t h a t  a l l  t h i s  is l o g i c a l l y  p o s s i b l e  i s ,  on 
Humean p r i n c i p l e s ,  what one would expec t :  there i s  no th ing  
unreasonable  i n  t h e  ' d i v i s i o n '  of  a cha in  of e v e n t s ,  which 
means only  t h a t  two sets o f  e v e n t s  have t h e  same c a u s a l  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  a t h i r d .  But i f  Reid i s  r i g h t ,  t h e r e  i s  a 
problem, s i n c e  i f  one assumes t h e  p e r f e c t i d e n t i t y  o f  t h e  
s e l f  one has  no r easonab le  way of  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  
One cannot  s ay  t h a t  B and C a r e  both i d e n t i c a l  w i th  A, s i n e  
t h i s  is s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y ;  one cannot  say  they  are p a r t s  
of A, which i s  excluded by t h e  hypothes is .  To  say  that  A 
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is  only  one of  B or C i s  n o t  a c o n t r a d i c t i o n ,  b u t  i s  'wildly 
imp laus ib l e  ... because my r e l a t i o n  t o  each of  t h e  r e s u l t i n g  
people  i s  e x a c t l y  s imilar . '  ( P a r f i t ,  op. c i t . ,  p. 5 6 )  

F i n a l l y ,  t o  say  t h a t  A has  ceased  t o  e x i s t  i s  ' g r o s s l y  m i s -  
l e ad ing '  because what has  happened is  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from 
dea th :  'Supposing ... on ly  one of  t h e  t r a n s p l a n t s  succeeds 
and on ly  one of  t h e  r e s u l t i n g  people  e v e r  comes t o  conscbus-  
nes s  aga in  ... w e  would a l l  t h ink  t h a t  I would s u r v i v e  as 
t h a t  on& person . . . . [Wlhere both  ope ra t ions  succeed . . . it's 
c l e a r l y  absurd t o  suppose t h a t  a double  success  i s  a f a i l -  
u r e . '  (m., p. 57)  It  seems #at t o  main ta in  t h e  common- 
s e n s e  p o s i t i o n  one must show e i t h e r  t h a t  what has  been des- 
c r i b e d  i s  l o g i c a l l y ,  and n o t  merely p h y s i c a l l y ,  imposs ib le  
or t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  always be some d,i'fference between t h e  
r e l a t i o n  o f  B t o  A and t h a t  o f  C t o  A. Unless t h i s  can be  
done, t h e  Humean p o s i t i o n  can be defended a g a i n s t  Reid ' s  
a t t a c k  by main ta in ing  t h a t  c l o s e  examinat ion o f  t h e  ob jec t -  
i v e  f a c t s  and p o s s i b i l i t i e s  shows t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  
f e e l i n g  of  ' e i t h e r  it w i l l  
Neve r the l e s s ,  I t h i n k  t h a t  
f u l  of  Reid ' s  o b j e c t i o n s ;  
n o t  y e t  been s a i d .  

The l a s t  o f  Reid ' s  

be me or it w o n ' t ' * i s  i l l u s o r y .  
t h i s  argument is t h e  most power- 
and t h e  l a s t  word has  probably 

criticisms is given i n  t h e  f i n a l  
s en tence  of  t h e  quoted  passage.  It is t h e  argument t h a t  
some of ou r  e s s e n t i a l  moral n o t i o n s  - t hose  o f  r i g h t ,  duty 
and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  - depend on t h e  suppos i t i on  t h a t  t h e r e  
are moral agen t s  who p e r s i s t  through t i m e .  
on ly  c l a im a r i g h t  i f  he  i s  t h e  same as t h e  person on whom 
t h e  r i g h t  was confe r r ed ;  he  on ly  has  an o b l i g a t i o n  t o  per-  
form a du ty ,  - e.g. t o  keep a promise - i f  he i s  t h e  same as 
t h e  person  who undertook t h a t  du ty ;  he can on13 be  j u s t l y  
punished i f  he  i s  t h o  same as t h o  person who committed t h e  
o f f ence  f o r  which p u n i s h i e n t  is be ing  exac ted .  Unless t h e r e  
i s  such a t h i n g  as s t r i c t  p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y ,  t h e s e  not ions  
have no a p p l i c a t i o n ;  
c e p t s  are misconceived. 

A person can 

and some of our most b a s i c  moral con- 
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The b e s t  answer t o  t h i s ,  f o r  t h e  Humean, is probably 
t o  t reat  r i g h t s  and o b l i g a t i o n s  as ' i n h e r i t a b l e ' .  Rights  
and o b l i g a t i o n s  can aftef a l l  be  t r a n s f e r r e d  from one per-  
son t o  ano the r ,  as happens when someone a c q u i r e s  both some- 
one else's p rope r ty  and h i s  d e b t s .  S i m i l a r l y ,  a l though a 

'person '  a t  any one t i m e  is n o t  i d e n t i c a l  w i th  ' h imse l f '  a t  
any ear l ier  t i m e ,  he is t h e  r e s u l t  of 'h i s '  ear l ier  l i f e ,  
because p r e s e n t  e v e n t s  a r e  t h e  r e s u l t  of p a s t  even t s .  T h i s  
i s  so whether  t h e  thesis of  determinism i s  t r u e  or f a i s e ;  
w h i l e  t h e  ear l ier  e v e n t s  may or may n o t  be s u f f i c i e n t  con- 
d i t i o n s  €or t h e  l a t e r  ones,  they  a r e  c e r t a i n l y  necessary  
cond i t ions  f o r  t h e i r  t a k i n g  p l a c e  iil t h e  p r e c i s e  way t h a t  
they  do. Because o f  t h i s  close connect ion  between t h e  
s t a t e s  t h a t  make up a pe r son ,  it does not  seem i n  any way 
u n j u s t  t h a t  later s ta tes  should  ' i n h e r i t '  t h e  r i g h t s  and 
o b l i g a t i o n s  o f  e a r l i e r  ones. I f  on ly  t h e  r i g h t s ,  or on ly  
t h e  o b l i g a t i o n s ,  wero i n h e r i t e d ,  i n j u s t i c e  would be done; 
b u t  i f  bo th  a r e  passed  on, t h i s  seems a s  f a i r  as t h e  inhe r i -  
t ance  by a son  of both h i s  f a t h e r ' s  o e s e t s  and h i s  f a t h e r ' s  
deb t s .  

T o  t h i s  it may be r e p l i e d  t h a t  r i g h t s  and o b l i g a t -  
i o n s  a r e  n o t  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  on t h e  same l e v e l .  Rights  i n  
g e n e r a l  a r i s e  ei ther through a per son ' s  s t a t u s ,  such a s  
be ing  human, be ing  a B r i t i s h  subject, etc.,  or through . 
be ing  confe r r ed  by, for example, t h e  making o f  a promise o r  
t h e  t r a n s f e r  of p rope r ty :  arguments about  r i g h t s  are t y p i -  
c a l l y  about  what  p r e c i s e l y  follows from p a r t i c u l a r  s o r t s  of  
s t a t u s  o r  acts of c o n f e r r i n g .  Both these can be passed  on 
from one s t a g e  o f  a person  t o  l a t e r  s t a g e s ,  p rovided  t h a t ,  
a s  i s  o f t e n  t h e  case, t h e  l a te r  s t a g e s  have t h e  same rele- 
van t  s t a t u s  a s  t h e  e a r l i e r  ones ,  and/or t h a t  t h e  person  con- 
f e r r i n g  t h e  r i g h t  i n t e n d s  t o  c o n f e r  it f o r  a p e r i o d  o f  t i m e ,  
i.e. i n t e n d s  it t o  be ' inherited'.  - 

But o b l i g a t i o n s ,  it may be s a i d ,  can only  b e  j u s t l y  
c r e a t e d  by t h e  vo lun ta ry  act  of th'e i n d i v i d u a l .  One person  
canno t  b i n d  another: i f  the la ter  person i s  n o t  t h e  same 
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a s  t h e  e a r l i e r  person ,  he cannot  b e  bound by the e a r l i e r  
pe r son ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  It may b e  t r u e  t h a t  i f  h e  wishes 
t o  i n h e r i t  t h e  r i g h t s  he  is o b l i g e d  t o  i n h e r i t  t h e  respons i -  
b i l i t i e s  as w e l l ;  b u t  h e  must, as a matter of j u s t i c e ,  have 
t h e  op t ion  of r e j e c t i n g  both .  I t  i s  one t h i n g  t o  say  tha t  
i f  t h e  son i n h e r i t s  h i s  f a t h e r ' s  money h e  must a l s o  t a k e  on 
h i s  f a t h e r ' s  deb t s ;  it is ano the r  h a t t e r  t o  t e l l  him t h a t  
he must have both  t h e  money and t h e  d e b t s ,  and is n o t  per- 
m i t t e d  t o  r e f u s e  both.  

One may answer t h i s  p o i n t  by denying t h a t  ob l iga-  
t i o n s  are n e c e s s a r i l y  based o n  voluntary  b ind ing  of onese l f .  
If w e  fo l low o u r  o rd ina ry  moral i n t u i t i o n s ,  w e  f i n d  two 
obvious excep t ions  - t h e  o b l i g a t i o n  towards members of  one 's 
fami ly  (one chooses a spouse ,  and chooses t o  have c h i l d r e n ,  
b u t  one does n o t  choose o n e ' s  p a r e n t s  or s i b l i n g s ) ,  and t h e  
o b l i g a t i o n s  t o  h e l p  people  i n  t r o u b l e  ( f o r  example, t o  
r e scue  a drowning pe r son ,  i f  .one can s w i m ) ,  which i s  based 
s imply on one ' s  be ing ,  w i thou t  p r i o r  i n t e n t i o n ,  t h e  only 
person  i n  a c e r t a i n  p l a c e  a t  a certain t i m e .  I f  s imply 
be ing  i n  a c e r t a i n  s i t u a t i o n  can create a du ty ,  why n o t  
s imply be ing  t h e  ' successo r '  t o  someone who took on a res- 
p o n s i b i l i t y ?  

g a t i o n s  a r e  t h e  r e su l t  of  a vo lun ta ry  bu t  t a c i t  r e c i p r o c a l  
agreement among people  t o  g i v e  each o t h e r  h e l p  i n  t ines  of 
crisis. To t h i s  it might be  o b j e c t e d  t h a t ,  a p a r t  from t h e  
d i f f i c u l t y  of t h e  no t ion  of  a t ac i t  agreement, someone 
could  wi th  p e r f e c t  j u s t i c e ,  o p t  n e i t h e r  t o  g i v e  nor  t o  
r e c e i v e  he lp .  Both t h e s e  p o i n t s  can be countered  by Kant ' s  
argument i n  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  f o u r t h  example o f  t h e  
c a t e g o r i c a l  impera t ive ,  i n  which he  a rgues  t h a t  t h e  maxim 
neve r  t o  g ive  or r e c e i v e  h e l p  is one t h a t  a r a t i o n a l  be ing  
cannot  adopt.6 Kant presupposes  he re  t h a t  a r a t i o n a l  be ing  
n e c e s s a r i l y  has  purposes  o f  some sort ,  whatever t hey  may be. 
Now an imper fec t  r a t i o n a l  be ing ,  such as a man, cannot  
guarantee  t h a t  he  can always ach ieve  h i s  purposes  on h i s  

A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  one might a rgue  t h a t  t h e s e  o b l i -  
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awn; 
h e l p  of o t h e r s ,  and indeed  h e  can be  almost s u r e ,  g iven  h i s  
imper fec t ion ,  t h a t  h e  w i l l .  Hence he cannot  r a t i o n a l l y  
a d o p t  a p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  he  shou ld  never  r e c e i v e  he lp :  t h i s  
would be to  w i l l  t h e  end  (whatever  t h i s  end may be) wi thou t  
w i l l i n g  t h e  means. Somewhat ana logous ly  one might s a y  t h a t  
a world i n  which people  d i d  n o t  ' i n h e r i t '  r i g h t s  and d u t i e s  
from t h e i r  p rev ious  s e l v e s  would be a wor ld  i n  which t h e i r '  
behaviour  towards each other would be so u n p r e d i c t a b l e  t h a t  
t h e  very u n p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  would i n t e r f e r e  across the board 
w i t h  purpos ive  behaviour;  and hence no pu rpos ive  b e i n g  
cou ld  wish t h i s  t o  be adopted. Ob l iga t ions  must be i n h e r i -  
ted i f  pu rpos ive  behaviour ,  and hence m o r a l i t y ,  i s  t o  be 
p o s s i b l e :  t h i s  i s  a s u f f i c i e n t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  and g i v e s  no 
onc a ground f o r  compla in t  - one can only  ' o p t  o u t '  i f  one 
r e f u s e s  t o  ac t  mora l ly  a t  a l l .  

So much f o r  r i g h t s  and ob l iga tSons ,  b u t  what about  
t h e  problem of punishment? Even if one  rejects t h e  n o t i o n  
t h a t  t h e  purpose  o f  punishment i s  r e t r i b u t i o n  - as I b e l i e -  
w e  shou ld  - it is  notorious t h a t  our 'moral i n t u i t i o n s '  
s t i l l  i n c l i n e  us t o  s a y  t h a t  on ly  t h o  g u i l t y  shou ld  be 

punished ,  or a t  least  t h a t  punishment.  of t h e  innocen t  is 
always u n j u s t ,  even though it may sometimes be necessary .  
But i f  t h e  one be ing  punished is never  i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  t h e  
c r i m i n a l ,  as fo l lows  from Hume's t h e s i s ,  a l l  punishment i s  
u n j u s t .  T h i s  seems an ex t remely  odd conclus ion:  one could 
ma in ta in ,  r i g h t l y  or wrongly,  t h a t  a l l  punishment was c rue l ,  
or u s e l e s s ,  or harmful ,  b u t ,  e x c e p t  on d e t e r m i n i s t  grounds,  
it i s  s t r a n g e  t o  ma in ta in  t h a t  it is  always u n j u s t  or 
undeserved. 

a t  t h e  n o t i o n  of g u i l t ;  and a p o s s i b l e  s o l u t i o n  can b e  
reached by r e v i s i n g  o u r  i d e a s  abou t  it. W e  suppose t h a t  a 
pe r son  becomes mora l ly  g u i l t y  by having  done something 
wrong; and w e  may add t o  t h i s  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  he  remains 
g u i l t y ,  s imply  because of what h e  has  done, u n t i l  e i t h e r  

h e  cannot  be s u r e  t h a t  he  w i l l  n o t  one day need t h e  

T o  answer t h i s  problem w e  need t o  look more c l o s e l y  
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punishment or an ac t  of c o n t r i t i o n  'wipes o u t '  t h e  of fence .  
B u t  one may s u g g e s t  t h a t  a person  is g u i l t y ,  n o t  becacse  
o f  what he has  done, b u t  because ,  and as long  as, he remains 
t h e  k ind  o f  person  who would do it again  under  s imilar  cir- 
cumstances - it i s  only  i n  t h i s  s e n s e  t h a t  one can speak ,  
me taphor i ca l ly ,  o f  a ' s t a i n '  o f  g u i l t ,  a ph rase  which seems 

c h a r a c t e r .  While t h i s  f a u l t  l a s t s ,  t h e  person  who has  com- 
m i t t e d  an  o f f e n c e ,  even though he has  changed i n  o t h e r  ways, 
can be  s a i d  both  t o  'need '  punishment,  i f  i t s  aim is reform, 
and t o  have no ground f o r  c o m p l a i n t ' i f  he is punished i n  
o r d e r  t o  d e t e r  o t h e r s :  ' h i s '  s ta te  now may be d i f f e r e n t  
from ' h i s '  ear l ier  s t a t e ,  i n  which t h e  o f f e n c e  w a s  commit- 
t e d ,  b u t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  n o t  r e l e v a n t  t o  h i s  q u i l t .  

r i g h t l y  or wrongly,  t h a t  punishment can reform o r  d e t e r ,  we 
need n o t  regard t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n '  o f  punishment as be ing  i n  
p r i n c i p l e  u n j u s t .  There w i l l  be  p a r t i c u l a r  i n  j u s t i c e s  , 
s i n c e  t h e  l a w  can t a k e  i n t o  account  on ly  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  an 
o f f ence  has  been committed, and can use t h e  appa ren t  s incere  
repentance  o f  t h e  o f f e n d e r  o n l y  as grounds f o r  reducing  t h e  
pena l ty .  But t h e s e  i n j u s t i c e s  must arise i n  any l e g a l  
system: 'the though t s  of men are n o t  t r i a b l e ' ,  and t h e  l a w ,  
even g iven  t h a t  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  g u i l t  is t h e  r i g h t  0112, 

would have f o r  i ts purposes  t o  d e f i n e  g u i l t  as breach  of 
t h e  l a w .  

Moreover, I t h i n k  t h a t  t h i s  account  accords  wi th  a 
number o f  moral i n t u i t i o n s .  I t  accords  wi th  t h e  i d e a  t h a t  
' real '  repentance  c o n s i s t s  i n  re format ion  of  c h a r a c t e r ,  and 
t h a t  i f  and when t h i s  t a k e s  p l a c e  t h e  g u i l t  ' i s  removed; e v a  

, i n  t h e  eyes  o f  t h e  l a w  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a person  is extremely 
u n l i k e l y  t o  commit an o f f ence  a g a i n  is t aken  as grounds f o r  
reducing ,  though n o t  e l i m i n a t i n g ,  h i s  punishment. I t  a l s o  
accords w i t h  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  j u s t i c e  o f  reward and pun- 
i shment  d iminishes  w i t h  t i m e :  t o  punish  an of fence ,  s a y ,  
twenty o r  t h i r t y  y e a r s  a f t e r  it was committed looks  l i k e  

. i n t e l l i g i b l e  only  i f  it r e f e r s  t o  a p e r s i s t i n g  f a u l t  o f  

I f  w e  t a k e  t h i s  view o f  g u i l t ,  and w e  b e l i e v e ,  
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vindict iveness  r a t h e r  than j u s t i c e ,  and to  reward a b e n e f i t  
a f t e r  so long a t i m e  i s  t o  go beyond f i t t i n g  g r a t i t u d e  t o  
p o s i t i v e  generosi ty .  ( P a r f i t ,  i n  t h e  a r t ic le  already c i t e d ,  
l ays  a p a r t i c u l a r  stress on t h i s  consequence of a no-self 
theory; it is  worth making t h e  p o i n t  t h a t  it i s  n o t  as  much 
a t  variance with ordinary moral i deas  as it a t  f i r s t  appears, 
s i n c e  w e  do, I th ink ,  f e e l  t h a t  t o  punish a f t e r  a long l apse  
of t i m e  could be,  though it need n o t  be, almost t o  punish a 
d i f f e r e n t  person from t h e  o f f ende r . )  

Reid's, I th ink  w e  s h a l l  f i n d  t h a t  t h r e e  o f  them a r e  crucial. 
There i s  t h e  arsument t h a t  w e  cannot desc r ibe  human behav- 
i o u r  i n t e l l i g i b l y  without t h e  not ions of an act  and an 
agent.  There is t h e  argument t h a t  t h e  i d e n t i t y  o f  persons 
is a p e r f e c t  i d e n t i t y ,  *.,in P a r f i t ' s  words, t h a t  'any 
f u t u r e  experience w i l l  e i t h e r  be my experience o r  it won't'. 
Thirdly,  t h e r e  is t he  argument t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  b a s i c  moral 
concepts - shared by a l l  moral systems, and no t  p e c u l i a r  to 
some only - which do n o t  make sense unless  w e  suppose t h a t  
t h e r e  a r e  p e r s i s t i n g  moral agen t s ,  I have suggested t h a t  a 
Humean can make a reasonable r ep ly  t o  a l l  t hese  ob jec t ions ,  
and t o  some o the r  less weighty ones; bu t  whether these 
r e p l i e s  t o t a l l y  dispose of  Re id ' s  arguments I am s t i l l  un- 
c e r t a i n .  What can be s a f e l y  asserted i s  t h a t  both R e i d ' s  
case and Hume's  are s t r o n g e r  than writers on personal  iden- 
t i t y  have sometimes recogn.ized; t h a t  t h e  l a s t  word on t h i s  
t o p i c  has n o t  been said;  and t h a t  t h e r e f o r e  more hard 
thinking is needed1 

I f  w e  now review a l l  t hese  var ious arguments of 
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