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DID OEATTIE DEFER TO IlWE? 

Robert Paul  Wolff, i n  his essay ,  "Kant's Debt to 
~ u m  Via Beattie,.' p o i n t s  ou t  a 'rather i n t e r e s t i n g  mis- 
t ake '  made by Noraman Kekp Smith i n  h i s  C o m n t a r y  to Kant 's  
C r i t i q u e  of Pure Reason. 
siders t h e  similarities of 

. of Kant and Uume and f i n d s  
phi losophers  agree*...that 
s ta te  of t h e  s e l f  which is 

' I n  s p i t e  of t h i s  agreement 

In t h e  CoRlAlantary Kemp Smith con- 
t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  t h e o r i e s  of s e l f  
it i n t r i g u i n g  t h a t  t h e  t w o  
t h e r e  is no s i n g l e  empir ica l  
c o n s t a n t  throughout experience-.  
of d o c t r i n e  Kemp Smith i n s i s t s  

2 

Kant must have a r r i v e d  a t  h i s  conclusions independently of 
any reading of Hum. W e  a r e  told t h i s  is so because "Iiume's 
view'of the s e l f  is n o t  developed i n  t h e  Enquiry, and is 
n o t  mentioned by Beattien.3 And s i n c e ,  as lamp Smith argues,  
K a n t  had only t h e  Enquiry and c e r t a i n  passages of B m ' s  
T r e a t i s e  as quoted by James Beattie i n  An Essay .on the Iiatcaa . 
and Inmutabi l i ty  of Tru th  8 V a i l a b l e  to  him, this a g r e u m n t  
a u s t  be considered an a c c i d e n t  r a t h e r  than evidence of M 

in f luence  of Rume on K a n t .  
Bera then is the ' i n t e r e s t i n g  mistake' .  Wolff does 

n o t  wish t o  d i s p u t e  t h e  more or less canonica l  assessment 
t h a t  Kant's knarledge of H u m  rested on f i r s t  hand 8cquain- 
tance with the  Enquiry and B e a t t i e ' s  Essay r a t h e r  than th8 
Treatise. 
account of how much Uunw Kant could have gleaned f r o l  
Reattie. 
nothing of  Hum's theory of s e l f .  But as every reader of 
. the tssay knows Beattie s p e n t  no lese than  s i x  pages on 
RUSW'S discuss ion  of self and p e r s o n a l i t y ,  and consideaad 
it very important:  
'to have fe l t  t h a t  a mere d e s c r i p t i o n  of X u m e  on t h e  s e l f  

4 

Uowever, Wolff doe8 w8nt to q w s t i o n  Kcap Soith's 

Kemp Smith tells US t h a t  i n  the Essay Beattie says  

a t  l e a s t  important  enough t h a t  he seem 

would r a m  as a reductio on t h e  Xuwan body of belief.. 5 

S t i l l ,  8ccording to Wolff, what appears t o  be a 
d8-e mde by Kemp Smith  turns out not to be one a t  all. 
Wolff i n f e r s  from t h e  1776 dam of Wattia '8 tssay uhich 
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Keap Smith cites t h a t  he was working from t h e  s i x t h  e d i t i o n ,  
t h e  e d i t i o n  which Beattie, responding to H m ' s  attempt i n  
t h e  Advertisement for t h e  Enquir ies  to  deny r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
for the  T r e a t i s e ,  .... a l t e r e d  h i s  d i scus8ion  of P u n ' s  
philo8ophy so t h a t  h i s  c r i t i c i o n  would n o t  apply to t h e  
Trea t i se  
according t o  Wolff, meking t h e  t o p i c s  of  t h e  Essay l i n e  up 
i n  river and c o n t e n t  wi th  those of t h e  Hum's Enquiry. 
But u w e  a11 how H u w  does n o t  d i s c u s 8  personal  i d e n t i t y  
in the Enquiry. Thlu t h i s  topic i 8  d t t e d  fror t h e  s i x t h  
e d i t i o n  of B.attle'8 ES8ay. 
tu rns  out n o t  to be one a t  a l l .  

be a mistake by Xemp Smith were correct w e  would s t i l l  have 
puzzles to  contend w i t h .  For example, the discuss ion  of 
causation i n  t h e  Enquiry has long been recognized to d i f f e r  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from that of t h e  Treatise.' One would then  
expect  t h a t  Wolff would also cite SOD. change i n  the  s i x t h  
e d i t i o n  of t h e  Essay on this score. Y e t  Wolff does n o t  men- 
t i o n  any a l t e r a t i o n  i n  t h e  s i x t h  e d i t i o n  account  of causat ion,  
and i n  f a c t  a comparison of t h e  r e l e v a n t  s e c t i o n s  of t h e  
s i x t h  with an earlier edit ion w i l l  not y i e l d  any s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i f fe rence  i n  the t ex t s .  

ing  mistake and t h e  promise of  its be ing  d isso lved ,  w e  now 
h a w  two s t r a n g e  mistakes both i r r e s o l v a b l e .  
.ion of Hum on personal  i d e n t i t y  which Wolff and KeRp Smith 
say doas not  occur in t h e  e d i t i o n  of Beattie's E E a y o f  1176 
is r e a l l y  there ,  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  unchanged from earlier edit- 
ions.' For the sake of completeness it should be noted also 
t h a t  even though Wolff refers only  to  the s i x t h  e d i t i o n  
p r i n t e d  i n  1776 there are also a t  l e a a t  t h r e e  o t h e r  print-  
i-8 of t h e  8 i X t h  edit&- (tn 1777, 1778 Mb 1805), but this 
makes l i t t le  differon- mine0 8.attie's treatnat of the 
topic Of WrSOMl i & n t i t y  w i l l  b8 f a d  4 the 8hth  e d i t i o n  
of aY date.  

Such an alteration of t h e  Essay r a n t ,  

1 

And t h W  K e l p  Smith's  'mistake" 

Even i f  t h i s  d i s s o l u t i o n  by Wolff of what appears t o  

But, be t h i s  as it may, where before  w e  had one seem- 

For the  discus-  
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I have sa id  t h a t  Bea t t ie ' s  d i swra ion  of Hum on 
personal i den t i ty  is subs t an t i a l ly  unchanged i n  the  sixth 
edi t ion .  

10 i d e n t i t y  f roa  the Treatise which Wolff says is missinp. 
b u t  one w i l l  a l so  diacovbr prec ise ly  the sam nu-r of 
paragraphs i n  the s i x t h  ed i t i on  discussion with the same 
s t r u c t u r e  and the saam points  argued. 

parison of the  discussion of personal i den t i ty  i n  the mixth 
ed i t i on  with t h a t  of  the  f i f t h  w i l l  
t i ons  i n  the l a t e r  ed i t i on  over and above simple changes in 
punctuation. 

editi'on of the E 8 . q  as a mode1 to  show the deviat ions and 
I have underscored the  changes i n  the  s i x t h  ed i t i on  i n  each 
instance. 

not only w i l l  one f ind  the 1-9 quote on per8aral 

But there a r e  soma minor chmges. A carefu l  COII- 

show j u s t  nine devir 

Here a re  the  nine changes. I have used the f i f t h  

11 

1. (a) 5 t h  ed i t ion  (p.255): .... it is w e l l s  

(b) 6th ed i t i on  (p.226): *...it is w e l l s  

2. (4 5th edi t ion  (p.255): .... of power or 
energy. no says Mr. Hum...* 

(b) 6th ed i t i on  (p.226): .... of power or 
energy. So, rays k;...' 

Hr. H m  W i l l  AUGI. . . .  

. @= w i l l  allow.. .. 

3. (a) S t h  (p.255): 'That I deny, S W S  
~lr. n\tr; .... 
oar authort . . .* (b) 6th (p.22611 .That I deny, says -- 

40 (a) 5 t h  (p.2S6)r .But though We Hum 
dSny.. 

(b) 6th (P.227)~ 
deny. . . *But though the author 

5. (a) 5 t h  (p.2SB)r '...but I (n*. llume) 
am certain...* 

(b) 6th (p.229) I .... bu t  g g certain.. .* 
6. (a) 5 t h  (p.259): *Such, if wt. IIUIY'S 

word# hror  m y  uanfng i m  ths r e s u l t  
of him system.. 
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1. 

. ' 8. 

9. 

What is 

6 t h  (p.229): 'Such, i n  re ard t o  
ex is tence ,  see- to bi~-&u~~ o f  - t h i s  t h e 0 r y ~ ~ u i i i i r s t a ~ -  
5 t h  (p.259): ' I f  he or h i s  admirers 
caa prow..." 
6th (p.229) a ' I f  tho au thor  c8n prove...' 

5th fp.259): "If he or they can prove...' 
6th (p.229) J ' I f  can prove.,.' 

5 th  (p.259) J If he or they can prove..." 
6 t h  (0.229) t ' I f  & can prove. .' 
t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of these changes i n  Beattfe '8 

d i scuss ion  of t h e  theory of t h o  s e l f  Of Hume's Trmatise? 

Clear ly ,  a s  I remarked previously,  t h e  changes i n  t h e  s i x t h  
over  t h e  f i f t h  e d i t i o n  are n o t  s u b s t a n t i a l ;  B e a t t i e ,  i n  
the  s i x t h  e d i t i o n ,  in no way alters t h e  substance of h i s  
s e a r i n g  a t t a c k  on t h e  treatment of personal  i d e n t i t y  t o  be 
found i n  t h e  Treatise. Nonetheloss t h e  changes Beattie 
makes a r e  i n t e r e s t i n g .  A t  the very least they  h e l p  us t o  
understand Beattie and thereby to correct a mistaken impres- 
s i o n  one would g e t  of him from reading h i s t o r i a n s  such as 
Wolff and Kemp Smith. 

Recal l  t h a t  it is Wolff ' s  theory t h a t  Beattie res- 
ponded to  HUIIIL)'S Advertisemant i n  t h e  Enquiry by simply o m i t -  
t i n g  d iscuss ion  of per-onal i d e n t i t y  and thereby d e f e r r i n q  
t o  Iiume's wish t o  ue recognized as the author  of t h e  Enquiry 
and not  of t h e  T r e a t i s e .  C e r t a i n  of Beattie's remarks i n  
the  preface  to t h e  s i x t h  e d i t i o n  could lead one to  t h e  con- 
c lus ion  t h a t  he was led t o  such a d r a s t i c  response. A f t e r  
s n i f f i n g  s a r c a s t i c a l l y  a t  tho tone  and conten t  of Hume's 
Advertisement, Beattie acknowledges t h a t  a l t e r a t i o n s  are 
called f o r  i n  t h e  s i x t h  e d i t i o n  of the El..y: 

I n  consequence of h i s  Adwrtieement.  I thought 
it r i g h t  to ai t igate  i n  this Edit ion .ORB of 
the censures  that more e s p e c i m f e r  to tho 
T r e a t i a e  of Hum&n Nature: b u t  as t h a t  T r e a t i s e  
is sti l l  e x t a n t ,  UKI v i f l  probably be road as . 
long a t  least u any t h i n g  I w r i t e ,  I d i d  n o t  
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think it expedient  t o  make any material chanqa 
i n  tho reasoning or i n  the plan  of t h i s  per- 
fornance .12 

NOW i f  one were to c e n t e r  a t t e n t i o n  on the first 
pact of t h i B  ptonountssmnt of Beattie's, it might be tempt- 
i n g  t o  suppose t h a t  he is pronis ing  to emire the section. 
of critical d iscuss ion  which apply s o l e l y  to  the Tn8ti .e 
and n o t  t o  the gnquiry.  Y e t  when one goes on to read the 

changes are t o  be found i n  the sixth  e d i t i o n ,  it be-s 
c r y s t a l  c l e a r  what he is UQ t o  when he  is 'mi t iga t ing  some 
of the  censures ' .  ?or from the  passages 1 have quoted 
above, as one can see, i n  the  f irst  s i x  of t h e  n ine  changer 
which occur i n  the  d iscuss ion  of Hume'r theory of t h e  self 
i n  the  s i x t h  e d i t i o n  of t he  E..ay, Beattie sinply exchanger 
a term l i k e  Hum'8 name for an i n d e f i n i t e  term l i k e  'the 

author  of the T r e a t i s e '  or the  simple pronoun 'he'. Thus 
when Beattie nukes h i s  s i x t h  e d i t i o n  promise t o  mitigate 
censure of c e r t a i n  p a r t s  of the Treatise he is r e a l l y  re- 
aarlt ing (ande no  doubt, with sarcasm) that he no longer  
holds E. 
which are n o t  t o  be found i n  the tnquiy. 
t h i s  does n o t  keep Beattie f r#  quot ing  a t  length  froa the  
Treatire on perraral i d e n t i t y  (nor  on c a u s a l i t y ) ,  n o r  does 
it stop h i r  fror rerrrrking d e r i s i v e l y  on th. q u b l i t y  of 
phi losophica l  work to be found there -- both  feature. of 
every previous e d i t i o n  of Beattie's Bssay. Rather, he only 
f i n d s  himself conat ra ined  f r o m  finding f 8 u l t  or blame- 
worthiness w i t h  'Ur. 'fltam'. I n  the s i x t h  e d i t i o n  the blame 

. for the  f a u l t y  d i s c u s s i o n  of personal  i d e n t i t y  f a l l s  on the 
shoulders  of 'the a u t h o r  of the Treatise', 

before Buy's ill-tempered Advertisement. We have seen that 

. rest of B e a t t i e ' s  remarks and looks  to see what sor t  of 

to blame for those topics of the Treatise 
A t  the sanu time 

On Robert P a u l  wolff'r account Beattie c a p i t u l a t e s  

the evidence 
13 p r e t a t i o n .  

the widonce 

i e  u t t e r l y  conclusive a g a i n e t  such an inter- 

I have cited aupporta a p i c t u n  of Beattie as 
I n  facte 9i-n Rune's s ta ture  in B e a t t i o ' s  day, 
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a tenacious and ar rogant  man -- and one w i t h  a meaaure of 
w i t  and cunning as W e l l .  
Jams Beattie had a b e t t o r  understanding of  tho importance 
of c e r t a i n  p a r t s  of tJw T r e a t i s e  than  we are often wont t o  
grant .  

And Mybe -- j u s t  perhapa -- 

1 4  

Steven C .  P a t t e n  
Univers i ty  of Lothbridqe 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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0. 
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Journa l  of t h e  Histow of I d e m ,  21 (19601, pp. 117-123. 

Quoted by Wolff, .Xant*8 Debt,' p. 121. 

Quoted by Wolff, $&. 
Ibid. - 
Thus Beattie*.  conclusion of h i s  d i s c u a s i o n  of HU~B'S 
bundle theory of the  s e l f :  

Such, i f  M r .  H w * s  words have any meaning is 
the  result of h i s  syhm.  And what is t h i s  
r e a u l t ?  I f  he or h i s  admirers  can prove, 
t ha t  there is a p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  e x p r e s s i n g  it 
i n  words which do n o t  imply a c o n t r a d i c t i o n  
I w i l l  no t  call it nonsense. If he  or they 
can prove, t h a t  i t  i a  compatible w i t h  any one 
acknowledged t r u t h  i n  philosophy, i n  morals, i n  
re l igion. . . I  w i l l  n o t  cal l  it impious. I f  he 
or they can prove, t h a t  i t  does n o t  arise froa 
col\mon f a c t 8  r i a r e p r e s e n t e d ,  and common w o r d .  
w e r a t o o d ,  I s h a l l  admit t h a t i t y - I i Z Z  
a r i s e n  from...the en larged  vious of t r u e  
phi losophic  genius.  

An Essay on t h e  Nature and Immutabi l i ty  o f  Truth,  by 
James Beattie, Dilly rrd Creech [Ed inburgh, 1 I?4) , 
pp. 260-61. 

Wolff, 'Kant's Debt," p. 121. 

Ib id .  

Wolff acknowledges t h i s  fact, 'Kurt's Debt,' p. 119. 

I am g r a t e f u l  to  tbr intorlibrary lorn serviccrs of t h e  
Lutheran Theological Seminary Library and tho ilarvatd 
Univoraity Library for providing u v i th  xorox capios 
of t h e  r e l e v a n t  8 O C t i O n S  of tln sixth edition8 Of 

I t b r a r i e s  are e x a c t l y  the s u m  in pagination and p r e f i c e  

- 

Ieattie'8 Essay. Although the s ixth  .dftLOIbS Of these 
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date (1776) t h e  copy of  t h e  LuthoronThcological Sominary 
w a s  p r i n t e d  i n  1776 and the one a t  Xarvard i n  1717. The 
p r i n t i n g  of 1776 was f o r  D i l l y  at  LQndon. 
p r in t ing  w u  published a t  London and Edinburgh for 
C m c h ,  D i l l y  and Cadell. 

10. Wolff, 'Kant's Debt;' p. 121. 

The 1177 

11. For the f i f t h  e d i t i o n  see n o t e  5, .bow!. The page num- 
bers to  t h e  sixth e d i t i o n  r e f e r  to  both p r i n t i n q s  men- 
t ioned i n  n o t e  9 ,  above. 

12. B e a t t i e ,  Essay, 6 t h  ad. ,  p. xvi .  

13. In f a i r n e s s  to  Wolff, however, I should underscore t h a t  
h i s  main i n t e r e s t  i n  d i s c u s s i n g  Beattie is d i f f e r e n t  
than t h a t  of  t h i s  note. Wolff is concerned to  i l lumin-  
a t e  what Kant picked up ftom B e a t t i e  about Humc. 
aim of t h i s  n o t e  is t o  e s t a b l i s h  a set ot  h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t s  about some phi losophica l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 
B e a t t i e  and Hum. 

1 4 .  Although it would go beyond t h e  scope of t h i s  no te  to  
o f f e r  a d e t a i l e d  g l o s s  o f  Beattie's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 
t h e  T r e a t i s e ,  it i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to apprec ia te  t h a t  
Eeattie put  fomtard a t  least  one criticism of Hum's 
theory of t h e  s e l f  which subsequent ly  has been broad- 
cast about and t roubled  over a t  length  -- p a r t i c u l a r l y  
i n  t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  of t h i s  century.  I am r e f e r r i n g ,  of 
course,  t o  t h e  f a m i l i a r  criticism t h a t  Hum cannot con- 
s i s t e n t l y  say t h a t  he is nothinq but  a c o l l e c t i o n  of 
percepts  s i n c e  he, Humr t h a t  self, perce ives  them. 
Beattie a l l u d e s  t o  this supposed ineons is tency  i n  text  
quoted above i n  footnote  5. ('If h e  or h i s  admirers 
can prove, t h a t  them i s  a p o 8 s i b i l i t y  of expressing 
Ithis theory of t h e  self) i n  words which do not  i w l y  
a c o n t r a d i c t i o n  I w i l l  n o t  call it nonsense."), and 
details t h e  criticism as t h e  Essay proceeds,  

' 

The 


