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26. 
I N  DCPENSC OF SECTION V ?  

A REPLY TO PROFESSOR YOLTON 

Professor  Yolton'# article is e s p e c i a l l y  valuable  
for i t s  opening paragraphs on t h e  w r i t i n g  done i n  t h e  
e ighteenth  century on the phys io logica l  basis of  cogni t ion.  
These provide a much-needed background to  Hume's own re- 
marks on the  na ture  of percept ions.  I t  is both correct and 
h e l p f u l ,  I think,  to  understand any phi losopher  as a man of 
h i s  own century.  Professor  Yolton o f f e r s  t h i s  article, i n  
p a r t  a t  least, to d i f f e r  with my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  given i n  
'The Location, Extension, Shape, and S i z e  of Htme's Per- 
ceptions. '  I t  seems to  me,  however, t h a t  t h i s  opening p a r t  
of h i s  a r t i c l e  serves i n s t e a d  t o  lend suppor t  t o  mine. I 
have not  s a i d ,  by the way, t h a t  Hum b e l i e v e s  t h a t  ideas  
are 'brain impressions, '  s i n c e  Hume has n o t  used t h a t  phrase 
himself .  Instead,  I have merely provided evidence t h a t  
liume bel ieves  percept ions  have l o c a t i o n ,  ex tens ion ,  
shape and s ize :  and I have poin ted  o u t  an inconsis tency 
t h a t  a r i s e s  i n  t h i s  connection. 

i n  saying t h a t  an i d e a  r e p r e s e n t s  its impresoion, t h a t  t h e  
idea is an inrage of t h e  impression. I f i n d ,  however, t h a t  
Hume does assert t h a t  ideas are images: 

Professor  Yolton warns a g a i n s t  t a k i n g  Hum to  intend, 

Thoaa percept ions,  vhioh e n t e r  w i t h  moat foroa 
and utotanoe, wo may nomo i m  r o r r i o n r . . . .  
7 Cdeao I man t h o  f a i n t  i m a m e  Cn thrnk- 
rng and reaooning.. . . (Tl)  

Again, i n  expla in ing  memory: 
For what i a  the memory but a f a c u l t y ,  by which 
we raiae up  the irna~ea o f  paat percept ions? 
And a8 an image *eces#arCty rorembtos i t s  
o b j e c t .  .. . (T260) 
A t  t h e  end of h i s  P a r t  I, P r o f e s s o r  Yolton concludes: 
(1) Hum never  mentions the b r a i n  and t h e  physio- 
l o g i c a l  processes .  I t  is t h e  mind or t h e  s o u l  which 
considers ,  conceives, imagines,  remembers, thinks.  

It  seems to I# n o t  a t  a l l  clear t h a t  Hume d i s t i n g u i s h e s  s o u l  

B e  
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or mind from t h e  brain,  f o r  he  says :  
BodiLy pa ins  und pLsasurGs. . . a r i s e  OriginuLLy 
i n  the  S O U L ,  or i n  t h 8  body, uhichevrr  you 
p Loaoe t o  ca 1 L i t .  . . . (T276) 

And Hum c e r t a i n l y  does  d e s c r i b e  t h e  b r a i n  and its physio- 
l o g i c a l  p r o c e s s e s  on T60-61 and T185, as P r o f e s s o r  'lolton 
himsel f  later r e c o g n i z e s  e x p l i c i t l y  on h i s  pages 12  and 16. 

P r o f e s s o r  Yol ton  conc ludes ,  because  Hum is w r i t i n g  in two 
languages  i n  h i s  accoun t  of ideas as r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s :  

An ilmbigui t y  o r i s o s  r cgord ing  ' r u p r u s e n t a t i a a '  , 

The d i f f i c u l t i e s  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a r i s e  f r a  Hume's 
a p p l i c a t i o n  of q u a n t i t a t i v e  terms to ideas - size, 
p a r t s ,  d i v i s i b i l i t y .  W e  have to ba lance  t h i s  
q u a n t i t a t i v e  language  of i d e a s  by Hume's a s c r i p -  
t i o n  of l o g i c a l  p r o p e r t i e s  t o  ideas - t r u t h ,  con- 
t r a d i c t i o n ,  p o r s i b i l i t y .  When he speaks of  ideas 
' r e p r e s e n t i n g '  t h i n g s ,  to  which language dces  
' r e p r e s e n t a t i o n '  belong: to  t h e  q u a n t i t a t i v e  or 
to t h e  l o g i c a l  language? ( 6 )  

I g a t h e r  t h a t  P r o f e s s o r  Yolton f i n d s  some sort  of incon- 
p a t i b i l i  t y  between t h e  * q u a n t i t a t i v e a  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  
i d e a s  and t h e i r  *logical* ones; y e t  he o f f e r s  no  explan- 
a t i o n  why he f i n d s  them incompat ib le .  More t o  t h e  p o i n t ,  
of cour su ,  is whether  H u m  h imse l f  regarded  them as in- 
compat ib le .  I f i n d  he  does not .  Rather,  i t  appea r s  that  i t  
is t h e  " q u a n t i t a t i v e '  a s p e c t s  of some ideas t h a t  pe rmi t  them 
to  be adequa te  r c p r c s a n t a t i o n s ,  having  the  same " l o g i c a l '  
p r o p e r t i e s  as d o  objects. On T28 Hum has  concludad that  
some i d e a s  are ve ry  small: 

.n 

:ry . 
Id 

This  however $ 0  c e r t a i n ,  tha t  we can form idea., 
uhioh rrhall be no g r a a t e r  than the srnaLLest atom 
of the  animal s p i r i t s  of an i n s e c t  a thousand 
tirr8s Loss than a m i t e . .  . . 

Then on the f o l l o w i n g  page he  makes u s e  of t h i s  conc lus ion  
to  argue t h a t  ideas have the sl i l~.  'logical' p r o p e r t i e s  as 
t h e  objects they r e p r e s o n t r  

Yh8rav8r 3d8a8 ar8 od8quat8 r8prr s sn ta t ione  of 
o b j a o t r ,  th8 r8fa tSon8.  oontradiotZonr and 
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a : l r o r m c n t o  of t he  i d n n a  arc a t 1  npp t i cnb ln  t o  
the obJecta;  and t h i n  ue M Y  i n  generat ob- 
nerve t o  be thn foundat ion of a t 1  human knor-  
Ledge. B u t  our idear  a re  adequate repreren t -  
a t i o n r  of t he  mont minute par t e  of  eo tena ion;  
a n d  t h r o '  vha teuer  d t v i r i o n r  and r u b d i v i r i o n e  
we may nuppore t h e r e  part .  t o  be a r r i v ' d  a t ,  
they can nevar beoorne i n f e r i o r  t o  Borne i d e a r ,  
ohich ue form. The p l a i n  coneequence i r ,  t h a t  
vhn t c v a r  aivwnrn. impoooiblc and c o n t r a d i c t o r y  
upon t h e  conparreon of t hese  idea#,  nuat be 
r e a l t y  Cmpoeribte and con t rad ic tory ,  w i thou t  
any f a r t h e r  ezcuee or  e v a r i o n ,  (T29) 

Thus I p e r c e i v e  no  we igh t  i n  P r o f e s s o r  Yolton's d i s t i n c t i o n  
between H u m e ' s  a l l e g e d  two languages t  
ambiguity a t  a l l  i n  Hume's accoun t  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  

Immateriat i ty  o f  t he  Sout" which p rov ides  t h e  r i c h e s t  evi- 
dcncc t h a t  llumc h o l d s  t h a t  SOM p o r c c p t i o n s  have .  l o c a t i o n ,  
e x t e n s i o n  and shape .  P r o f e s s o r  Yolton d i s m i s s e s  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  
r a y i n g  t h a t  i t  is: 

and I p e r c e i v e  n o  

I t  is T r e a t i s e ,  Book I ,  P a r t  I V ,  S e c t i o n  V: " O f  t h e  

... a c l e v e r  sa t i re  on a con t rove r sy  which r a g e d  
th roughou t  t h e  e i g h t e e n t h  cen tu ry ,  the con t ro -  
ve r sy  o v e r  t h e  q u e s t i o n  ' could  matter t h i n k ' .  (17) 

He prov ides  n o  ev idence ,  however, t h a t  Hume i n t e n d e d  this 
section as a sa t i re ,  except to  state t h a t :  ... t h i s  is the  h e a r t  o f  t h e  satire, tha t  h e  w i l l  

show t h a t  immaterialism, n o t  materialism, is an  . 
a the ism.  (17) 

T h i s  remark of Hume's, I f e a r ,  is n o t  d i r e c t l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  
t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  on  t h e  location, e x t e n s i o n  or shape  o f  per- 
c e p t i o n s .  It is found o n  T240, where Iluraa a p p a r e n t l y  h a s  
concluded h i  s d i  s c u s  s ion-and h i s  re s o h  tion--0 f t h e  cont ro-  
ve r sy  between "materialists" and ' theologians ."  He h e r e  
embarks on a second dimcursion, canpa r ing  S p i n o z a ' s  d o c t r i n e  
o f  subs t ance  to t h e  ' theologian'sw d o c t r i n e  of t h i n k i n g  sub- 
mtance, and f i n d i n g  t h e  raw basic f a u l t  i n  both. tie s a y s :  

Thi r  g i v e 8  me an oaoarion t o  t ake  a-nev i n t o  
oonniderat ion t h e  quee t ion  ooncerning t h e  nub- 
8tanoe of t h e  .out; and tho' I have aondem*d - 
t h a t  quee t ion  an u t t e r t l y  u n i n t e l l i g i b t e ,  u e t  
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I cannot f o r l o u r  propos ing  oomo f a r t h e r  
r e f l e o t i o n a  concdrning i t .  I u s e a r t ,  that  
the d o c t r i n c  of tho i m n a t o r i a l i f y ,  o i m p l i c i t y ,  
and i n d i v i s i b i l i t y  of a th inking substanor i r  
a t rue  a t h u i m ,  and w i l l  e e r v e  t o  j u s t i f y  a l l  
those  sen t iment s ,  f o r  whioh Spinora is so  uni -  
v e r s a l l y  infamous. (T240) 

The term athe ism,  i n  Hume'a t i m e ,  wa5 r a t h e r  f r e e l y  used  t o  
c h a r a c t e r i z e  any d o c t r i n e  c o n s i d e r e d  to  d e p a r t  from ortho- 
doxy. Thus Spinoza was called a n  a t h e i s t  (even by Hume on 
T241) a l though  Spinoza  c l e a r l y  believed i n  God. W e  are 
l i k e l y  t o  u s e  ' f a s c i s t '  or 'communist' i n  a s i m i l a r l y  loose 
way i n  ou r  time. 

I n  order to  show t h a t  Huma's d i s c u s s i o n  on t h e  con- 
t r o v e r s y  between " theo log ians"  and  'materialists" is in tend-  
e d  as' a s a t i r e ,  P r o f e s s o r  Yol ton  shou ld  be  able t o  p o i n t  
to some remark, or pe rhaps  an  altered mode o f  expres s ion ,  i n  
t h e  t e x t .  But h e  p rov ides  none. I t  seerno probable  enough 
t h a t  lfume takes soma p l e a s u r e ,  toward the end of Book I o f  
t h e  Treatise, i n  a t t a c k i n g  a number o f  d o c t r i n e s :  t h e  
A r i s t o t e l i a n  d o c t r i n e  o f  s u b s t a n c e  i n  S e c t i o n  111, and 
Locke ' s  d o c t i i n e  of matter and q u a l i t i e s  i n  S e c t i o n  IV. Y e t  
these appear  to  be q u i t e  s e r i o u a  arguments,  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  
t o  Hume's endeavor earlier i n  Book I. I f i n d  no  clue t h a t  
S e c t i o n  V is in t ended  any less s e r i o u s l y .  Rather ,  it is as 
though Hume s e e k s  t o  d e f e a t ,  i n  t h e s e  t h r e e  s e c t i o n s ,  doc- 
t r i n e s  c u r r e n t  i n  h i s  time and c o u n t e r  to  h i s  own. 

I t  seem t h a t  S e c t i o n  V I ,  *Of Personal I d e n t i t y . "  
must be taken  as s e r i o u s l y  i n t e n d e d  by Hume; o t h e r w i s e  w e  
must d i s r e g a r d  h i s  ve ry  i m p o r t a n t  t r e a t m e n t  of t h e  s e l f .  I f  
w e  t a k e  S e c t i o n  VI as s e r i o u s ,  and i f  S e c t i o n  V is sa t i r ica l ,  
t h e n  w e  ought  t o  f i n d ,  a t  t h e  end  of one  or the  beg inn ing  o f  
the o t h e r ,  8oma remark or change  of e x p r e s s i o n  t o  i n d i c a t e  
a change  o f  h i s  i n t e n t i o n .  I f i n d  none. F u r t h e r ,  Sec t ionVL 
b e g i n s  with an a t t a c k  on  the claim that there fa  an  impres- 
.ion of t h 8  s e l f .  
a t t a c k .  I f  H u m  i a  to be t aken  as s e r i o u s  i n  S e c t i o n  VI, 

t hen  it seema he ough t  t o  be t a k e n  as s e r i o u s  i n  S e c t i o n  V 
alao. 

But Section VI b e g i n s  w i t h  a s imi la r  
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should expect  h i s  COnCluSiOn8 t h e r e  about  the l o c a t i o n  or 
non-location of ideas would have no p a r a l l e l  e lsewhere i n  
h i s  wr i t i ngs .  Y e t  i t  is clear much e a r l i e r  i n  Book I t h a t  
Hume holds  t h a t  i d e a s  have l o c a t i o n  i n  the k a i n :  

... ao t h e  mind ir  endou'd w i t h  a pouer o f  
e r c i t i n g  any idea  i t  p leaoee ;  whenever i t  
di6patchee t h e  o p i r i t o  i n t o  t h a t  r e g i o n  of 
t he  brain,  i n  which bhe i d e a  i s  p t a c ' d  .... 
(T60-61) 

B r e o v e r ,  t h e  ex tens ion  of  some p e r c e p t i o n s ,  d i scussed  i n  
Sec t ion  V, is touched upon aga in  much l a t e r ,  i n  Book I f :  

When an o b j e c t  augnento or  diminiaheo t o  the  
eye or  imaginat ion from a comparioon v i t h  
o there ,  t h e  image and i d e a  of the  o b j e c t  a r e  
o t i t l  the  oane, and are equaltu ertended i n  

percep tion: (T37P) 

I f  H u n a  were hot a e r i o u r  i n  S e c t i o n  V, t hen  we 

I t he  r e t i n a  and in t h e  b r a i n  or organ of 

The occurrence of such remarks a t  widely scattered p o i n t s  
i n  t h e  T r e a t i s e  is evidence t h a t  Hum's  i n t e n t i o n  on the 
topic of l o c a t i o n  and ex tens ion  of p e r c e p t i o n s  remaihs t h e  
same throughout. 

e a r l i e r  s e c t i o n ,  t o  t h e  conclusion he reaches i n  Sec t ion  V 
r ega rd ing  t h e  non-extension and non-location of c e r t a i n  
ob jectsr 

F i n a l l y ,  H u w  makes an a n t i c i p a t o r y  r e fe rence ,  i n  an 

. . .Soundo, and tae t e o ,  and .me t 26,  t h o  ' connontp 
regarded by t h e  mind ao c o n t i n u  *d independent 
q u a l i t i e o ,  appear no t  t o  have any e r i o t e n c e  i n  
e z t e n r i o n ,  and coneequent ty  cannot appear t c  t h e  
oenee8 ae o i t u a t e d  e t t e n a t t y  t o  t h e  body. The 
reaoon, u h h u e  aecr ibe  p lace  t o  them, o h a t t  be 
conoidered a f t e rwards .  (T191: Hume's f o o t n o t e  
i n d i c a t e s  t h i s  exp lana t ion  i s  t o  be found i n  
Sec t ion  V) 

The above remark is found e a r l y  i n  Section 11, "Of S a e p t i a i m  
w i t h  Regard t o  t h e  Senoeo." If S e c t i o n  V be s a t i r i c a l ,  t hen  
t h i s  passage ought to be s a t i r i c a l  also: yet t h e r e  is noth- 
i n g  i n  t h e  con tex t  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h i n  is so. I f a a r  P ro fes so r  
YOlton has  provided no evidence a t  a l l  t h a t  S e c t i o n  V wa? 
intended by Hume a. a s a t i r e ;  and I have p r w i d e d  a g r e a t  
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d e a l  of evidence that  Hum intended Sec t ion  V ser ious ly .  
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