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THE IMPORT OF HUME'S THEORY OF TIME 

I n  t h i s  paper I examine  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  flume's 
t h e o r y  o f  time f o r  some of t h e  more famous o f  t h e  d o c t r i n e s  
i n  t h e  Treatise, and  how it  works  a s  a basis  for h i s  pecu- 
l i a r  b r a n d  o f  scepticism, a bas i s  t h a t  is a t  l e a s t  a s  
i m p o r t a n t  i n  t h i s  r e g a r d  a s  h i s  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  a l l  i d e a s  
a r e  d e r i v e d  f rom some o r i g i n a l  i m p r e s s i o n .  

Hume's t h e o r y  of t i m e  w e  may observe t h a t  it was n o t  uncom- 
mon i n  t h e  s e v e n t e e n t h  and  e i g h t e e n t h  c e n t u r i e s  t o  d i s t -  
i n g u i s h  be tween space and e x t e n s i o n  and  between t i m e  and 
d u r a t i o n ,  t o  s a y ,  as  does f o r  example  L e i b n i z ,  t h a t  " i n  
some way ex tens ion  is to  space a s  d u r a t i o n  i s  t o  t i m e " ,  and 
p e r h a p s  a l so  to  agree w i t h  him " t h a t  d u r a t i o n  and  e x t e n s i o n  
are a t t r i b u t e s  o f  t h i n g s ,  b u t  time and s p a c e  are t a k e n  to  
be someth ing  o u t s i d e  o f  t h i n g s  a n d  serve t o  measure  them."' 
D u r a t i o n  t a k e n  a s  an a t t r i b u t e  of t h i n g s  or s u b s t a n t i v e s  
c o n n o t e s  t h e  permanence ,  or p e r s e v e r a n c e ,  or c o n t i n u a t i o n  
o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  s u c h  s u b s t a n t i v e s .  Thus Descartes s a y s ,  
" t h e  du ra t ion  of e a c h  t h i n g  is a mode [ h e  s u b s e q u e n t l y  ca l l s  
it a n  ' a t t r i b u t e ' ]  under which  w e  c o n s i d e r  t h e  t h i n g  i n  so 
f a r  as  it c o n t i n u e s  t o  e x i s t "  ( F r e n c h  v e r s i o n )  or " p e r s e v e r e s  
i n  e x i s t e n c e "  ( L a t i n  v e r s i o n ) .  * O r  Sp inoza :  "Dura t ion  i s  
t h e  a t t r i bu te  u n d e r  which w e  conceive t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of 
created t h i n g s  i n  so f a r  a s  t h e y  p e r s e v e r e  i n  t h e i r  own 
a ~ t u a l i t y " . ~  
s e v e r i n g  or c o n t i n u i n g  i n  e x i s t e n c e ,  it applies e q u a l l y ,  as 

Descartes i n d i c a t e s ,  t o  b o t h  c h a n g i n g  and  unchanging  t h i n g s .  
I n  order to  comprehend t h e  d u r a t i o n  of a l l  
t h i n q s  u n d e r  t h e  same measure  w e  u s u a l l y  
compare  t h e i r  d u r a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  d u r a t i o n  of 
t h e  g r e a t e s t  and  most r e g u l a r  m o t i o n s ,  which 
a r e  t h o s e  which  create y e a r s  and  d a y s ,  and 
t h e s e  w e  c a l l  t i m e . 4  

To b r i n g  i n t o  r e l i e f  some o f  t h e  p e c u l i a r i t i e s  o f  

B u t  t hough  d u r a t i o n  r e f e r s  to  t h i n g s  a s  p e r -  

S p i n o z a ' s  a c c o u n t  of d u r a t i o n  and  t i m e  are  much t h e  same. 
D u r a t i o n  is t h e  p r i m a r y  n o t i o n  and  t i m e  p r e s u p p o s e s  i t .  
Going beyond llume to  Kant w e  f i n d  t h a t  i n  d i s t i n y u i s h i n g  
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three modes of  time, namely duration, succession and co- 
existence, Kant argues that succession presupposes duration 
and that all time determinations of change (or succession) 
presuppose substance as that which is permanent or con- 
tinuant through chanqe. 

In Hume, however, we find no distinction between 
space and extension, nor between time and duration. These 
are merely two pairs of synonyms. In the case of space 
H u m  seems to prefer on the whole to talk about extension, 
probably because extension lends itself more easily to dis- 
cussion of divisibility. In the case of time, however, 
which he defines as succession, he is indeed aware of the 
view which we have j u s t  been considering, according to 
which duration is referred primarily to an object qua con- 
tinuing or persevering or enduring, whether or not under- 
going successive changes. This concept of duration, he 
says, I take t o  be t he  uommon opZnion of philoeophers  as 
vet1  ae of the  imlgav .  (T37I5 
philosophical and vulgar sense is not a synonym of Humean 
time or succession, and it is fox Hume, a "fiation", some- 

thing falsely attributed to objects. 
' T i e  ev iden t ,  t h a t  t ime or durat ion  [Hume is 
here taking the two terms as synonyms] oon- 
s i s t s  of d i f f e r e n t  par te . .  . * T i 8  a l e o  e v i d e n t ,  
t h a t  these  p a r t s  are not  oo -ex i s t en t :  For 
t h a t  q u a l i t y  of t he  oo-ex is t snoe  of p a r t s  
belongs t o  ex t rns ion ,  and is @hat d i e t i n -  
gutshes i t  from durat ion .  Now ae t ime i s  
aompos'd of par t@,  t h a t  are  no t  ao -us i s t en t ;  
an unchangeable o b j e c t ,  s h o e  i t  produos8 none 
but oo -ex i s t en t  impressions,  produces none t h a t  
can g ive  us the  tden  of time; and aonsequent ly  
t h a t  idaa must be d e r i v ' d  from a suaoeeeion of 
changeabEe ob jea t s ,  and t ime i n  i t e  f i r s t  a p -  
pearance can never be eever 'd  from suoh a B U O -  
C f 3 8 8 i O n  (T35,36) 

Duration in this common 

Why is this so? 

Although H u m  maintains that there is no idea which is not 
derived from some original impression, it would appear that 
this is not strictly so with the idea of time lor, for that 
matter with the idea of space]. Rather time is the manner 
or way in which impressions appear to the mind, namely that 
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of succeeding one another. 

Five na te s  play 'd  on a f l u t e  g i ve  us the 
impression and idea  of  t ime;  tho '  t ime be 
not  a s i x t h  impress ion ,  ohioh presents  i t -  
s e l f  t o  t he  hearing or any o ther  o f  the 
senses .  Nor i s  i t  a s i x t h  impression,  which 
the mind by r e f l e c t i o n  f i n d s  i n  i t s a l f  (T36). 

All the mind can do is to take no t ioe  of  the  manner i n  which 
the  d i f f e r e n t  sounds make t h e i r  appearance (T371, namely 
their succession. 

I know t h e m  are some who pre tend ,  t ha t  the 
idea  of durat ion  i s  appl ioable  i n  a proper 
sense t o  o b j e o t s ,  which are  p e r f s o t l y  un- 
changeable; and t h i s  I take t o  be the 
oommon opin ion  of  ph i lo sophem as  we l l  as  
of the  vulgar.  But t o  be oonvino'd o f  i t s  
falsehood we need bu t  r e f t e c t  on the  f o r e -  
going conolusion,  t ha t  t h e  idea  of  durat ion  
i s  aZwaZjs d e r t v ' d  from a suoeeseion of ohange- 
ab le  o b j e c t s ,  and can never  be convey'd t o  
the  mind bv anything s t e d f a e t  and unchangeable. 
For it i n e v i t a b l y  f O l t O U 8  from thence ,  t h a t  
s ince  the  idea  o f  durat ion  cannot be der iv 'd  
from suoh an o b j e c t ,  it can never i n  any pro- 
p r i e t y  or exaotness  be apply 'd  t o  i t ,  nor can 
an t h i n  unahan en&e be ever  eaid t o h a v e  
du:ation? - Ideos'olways repraeent  t k e  o'l;jeots 
or zmpreesione, from whioh they  are d e r i v ' d ,  
and can never  wi thout  a fCat ion  represent  or 
be apply 'd  t o  any o ther . (T37,  my emphasis) 
It is by a fiction that we apply the idea of dur- 

It is, I believe, Hume's solution to the problem of 
ation to an unchangeable object. 

the divisibility (finite or infinite) of space and time 
which results in the denial of reality to duration as con- 
tinuancein time. Hume uses two standard arguments for the 
existence of indivisible components of space (or extension) 
and of time. (1) Nothing finite can be divided into an 
infinite number of parts, for the sum of an infinite number 
of parts is infinite. It Eollowa that any finite extension 
must be composed of a finite number of indivisible points, 
and any finite time of a finite number of indivisible 
moments. ( 2 )  All pluralities derive their reality from the 
units of which they are composed. There can be a plurality 
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o n l y  where t h e r e  a r e  u n i t s  which a r e  n o t  themselves  p l u r a l -  
i t ies ,  or f u r t h e r  d i v i s i b l e .  Space and time b o t h  have 
p l u r a l i t y  o f  p a r t s .  What r e a l i t y  t h e y  have must then  be  
devised  from p a r t s  which have no  p a r t s ,  e . w h i c h  are 
i n d i v i s i b l e  - p o i n t s  i n  t h e  case o f  e x t e n s i o n ,  moments i n  
t h e  c a s e  o f  t i m e .  ( 3 )  There  is for t i m e  an  a a d i t i o n a l  
argument. I t  is t h e  e s s e n c e  of time t h a t  i ts p a r t s  succeed 
one a n o t h e r .  None can be c o e x i s t e n t .  I f  it were n o t  pos- 
s ib l e  i n  time t o  a r r i v e  a t  t h e  end of d i v i s i o n ,  and i f  each  
moment were n o t  p e r f e c t l y  s i n g l e  and i n d i v i s i b l e ,  t h e r e  
would be an i n € i n i t e  number of c o e x i s t e n t  moments or p a r t s  
of time, which c o n t r a d i c t s  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  a u c c e s s i v e n e s s  of 
t ime. 

I n  g e n e r a l  Hum is v e r y  dependent  €or h i s  account  
of t i m e  upon i t s  ana logy  w i t h  space. Hence it is impor tan t  
to l o o k  c l o s e l y  a t  t h e  analogy. 
v i r t u e  of having no e x t e n s i o n .  
by v i r t u e  of having no d u r a t i o n ?  No, if by having  no  dura-  
t i o n  is meant having no c o n t i n u a n c e  f o r  n o t h i n g  e x c e p t  by 
a f i c k i o n  h a s  any cont inuance .  Rather  it is i n d i v i s i b l e  by 
v i r t u e  of having w i t h i n  i t  n o  s u c c e s s i v e n e a s .  I t  is8 for  
Hume, s u c c e s s i o n ,  n o t  t h e  d u r a t i o n  of p h i l o s o p h e r s  and t h e  
v u l g a r ,  which i s  t h e  ana logue  of e x t e n s i o n .  T h i s  i n  t u r n  
r e s u l t s  i n  a d i s a n a l o g y  of c o n s i d e r a b l e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  for t h e  
problem o f  t h e  composi t ion of t h e  continuum. Xume's ex- 
t e n s i o n ,  a s  w e  s h a l l  see, @ a continuum - a continuum of 
c o l o u r  or t a n q i b i l i t y .  Hume's t i m e  ie n o t .  I t  i s  a d i s -  
crete series, and n e c e s s a r i l y  so, as  w e  s h a l l  a l s o  see. Its 
parts are n o t  measurable  b u t  o n l y  c o u n t a b l e ,  l i k e  t h e  f i v e  
n o t e s  on t h e  Elu te .  Only f i c t i t i o u s  d u r a t i o n  is cont inuous  
and measurable.  Let u s  suppose t h a t  t h e  n o t a t i o n  f o r  t h e  
f i v e  n o t e s  i n d i c a t e s ,  i n  t h i s  order, t w o  h a l f  n o t e s ,  a 
q u a r t e r  n o t e ,  and t w o  e i g h t h  n o t e s  (or to u s e  t h e  language 
which Hume might have used, t w o  minims, one  c r o t c h e t ,  and 

A p o i n t  is i n d i v i s i b l e  by 
Is a moment t h e n  i n d i v i s i b l e  

i 
I 

two q u a v e r s ) .  As heard, each  of t h e  f i v e  
p e r f e c t  and i n d i v i s i b l e  moment i n  Hume'8 

n o t e s  is e q u a l l y  a 

time t h e o r y  €or 
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none contains any succession within itself. Succession 
applies only to the notes together. It is by a fiction or 
falsehood that we say that the first two notes are each 
sustained for twice as long as the third will be and four 
times as long as each of the fourth and fifth notes will be. 
The measurable continuum of extension is real for flume. The 
measurable continuum of duration is not. It is a fiction. 

The successiveness with which Hume identifies time 
does not in itself, of course, imply discreteness or dis- 
continuity. The law of continuity of Leibniz and Kant main- 
tains that all change is continuous. But then both these 
philosophers would deny Hume's thesis that points are parts 
of extension and moments are parts of time. For them, as 
for Aristotle, they are limits, not parts. From their point 
of view it might be argued that if Hume's moments are in- 
capable by addition of producing duration considered as a 
continuous magnitude, no more so should his points be able 
to yield the continuous magnitude of extension. There is, 
however, for Hume, a marked phenomenological difference 
between the two, namely that in extension the indivisible 
units are indiscernible, but in succession they are dis- 
cernible and necessarily so. fie argues that while it is true, 
and obvious, that two lines or two surfaces are equal if 
the number of points in each are equal, this arithmetical 
equality is a standard incapable of any application in prac- 
tice 

for as  the p o i n t s ,  w h i c h  e n t e r  i n t o  the com- 
p o s i t i o n  of any l i n e  o r  surface ,  whether 
perce ived  by the s i g h t  or touch, are so 
minute and so oonfounded w i t h  each o t h s r ,  
that  I t i s  u t t e r l y  impossibte  f o r  the mind 
t o  conrpute t h e i r  number ( " 4 5 ) .  

This is very close to Leibniz's account of extension as "a 
certain indefinable repetition of things in so far as they 
are similar to one another or indiscernible" as, for example, 
the extension or diffusion of whiteness in milk or that of 
hardness in the diamond,' in short tlume's colour and tangi- 
bility. The continuity of extension arises from indiscern- 
ihl lity. But for ltume indiscernibility can characterize 
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only what coexists. It cannot characterize the successive. 
Time or succe8eion, tho' i t  c o n s i s t s  Zikewioe 
ii,~. like extension1 of p a r t s ,  never prseents  
t o  U R  more than one a t  once. . .The p a r t s  of  B X -  
tcnoion (because coexistent] being s u s c e p t i b ~ e  
o f  an union t o  the s e n s e s . .  . a n d . .  . the appsar- 
nncc? of one p a r t  excludes not another. . .On C ~ P  
other  hclnd, [because of] the i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y  of 
the por t s  of t ime i n  their ,  r e a l  e s i e t e n c a  ... 
every p a r t  m u s t  (1 ear  s i n g l e  and a tone .  
0'429, my e m p h a s # ? -  

Thus time unlike space is discontinuous and its parts 
(moments) are discrete. 

The fictitious duration which we attribute to un- 
changeable objects has remarkable consequences for the 
remainder of Book I of the Treatise. Out of this fiction 
are generated in a logically ordered series the b a s i c  meta- 
physical categories in terms o f  which the mind thinks, and 
all of them are fictitious. 
fictions in the Treatise. The first is a particular kind of 
'mistake', 'confusion', 'deception', or 'illusion', consist- 
ing in the misapplication of an idea derived from some 
original impression to something other than its proper ob- 
ject. 
from vhich the# are  d e r i v , d ,  and can never without  a f i c t i o n  
represun6 or be a p p l y ' d  t o  anu o t h e r  (T37). The other kind 
of fiction is not derived from some original impression, nor 
is it a mistake, it is a pure invention of the imagination 
designed to resolve a contradiction - a contradiction to 
which the first type of fiction gives rise. This invented 
fiction now in turn gives rise to a new fiction of the kind 
consisting in a mistake or misapplied idea. Out of it is 
then generated a contradiction demanding resolution by the 
invention of a still further fiction and so on in an extra- 
ordinary alternating progression from the one kind of fict- 
ion to the other. 

positions and consequent actions of the mind. lime lays 
down a general rule which governs these actions. 

There are two main types of 

Idea8 alwags reprreent  the o b j e c t s  or Cmpreesione, 

The f i r s t  kind of fiction originates in certain d i s -  
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Nothing i a  more a p t  t o  m i s t a k e  one i d e a  f o r  
a n o t h e r ,  t han  any r e l a t i o n  bdt t t ix t  thpm. 
whioh a e s o c i a t e s  them t o g e t h e r  i n  t h e  imagin- 
a t i o n ,  and makes i t  pass w i t h  f a o i t i t y  from 
one t o  t h e  o t h e r .  Of a l l  r e l a t i o n s ,  t h a t  of 
resembtanoe $8 i n  t h i s  r e s p e o t  t h e  most 
e f f i c a a i o u e ;  and t h a t  beaause i t  n o t  onZy 
cause8 an a s e o o i a t i o n  of Cdeae, b u t  a l s o  of 
d i s p o 8 i t i o n 6 ,  and makes u s  conoe ive  t h e  one 
i d e a  b y  a n  a o t  or o p e r a t i o n  of t h e  mind,  
e i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  by which we aonce ive  t h e  
o t h e r .  This e i roume tance  I have obeerv 'd  t o  
be o f  g r e a t  moment; and we may e s t a b l i s h  i t  
f o p  a g e n e r a l  r u l e ,  t h a t  whatever  i d e a 8  p lace  
t h e  mind i n  t h e  eame d i s p o s i t i o n  or i n  simi- 
l a r  o n e s ,  a r e  a p t  t o  be confounded.  (T202,203) 

Acts of the mind have ideas as their objects. The act is 
described here a8 the conceiving of an idea. Hume goes on 
to refer to t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  of t h e  mind i n  v iewing any 
o b j e o t ,  or to a fiz(ing) our t hough t  on any o b j e c t .  (T203) 
It i s  worth recalling here that among the actions of the 
mind Hume includes belief. Belief as "a particular manner 
of forming an idea" H u m  calls "an act of the mind" (97n, 
629, 631). When Hume refers to the mind as "nothing but a 
bundle or collection of different perceptions'' mental acts 
are not included in the bundle, for they have the members 
of the bundle under their view, as when, for example, the 
action of the mind makes the "smooth transition" or "slides 
along" the succession of related objects or perceptions 
which compose the bundle. And it is precisely because two 
mental acts can be "almost the same to the feeling" that the 
confusion of one idea for another will occur, thus pro- 
ducing a fiction. Hume's several descriptions in the 
Treatise of this "smooth transition" along the succession 
of related perceptions give these mental actions a temporal 
continuity which is forcibly denied to the perceptions them- 
selves which are the objects of the actions: L.. there is 
continuous action along a discrete series o f  perceptions. 

cause the confusion of one idea with another is first 
introduccd i n t o  the Treatise at the point at which Ilume 

The general rule according to which mental actions 
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considers the idea of a vacuum. There he makes it clear 
that mental actions occur in the brain. The mind d i s -  
patohea the s p i r i t s  i n t o  t h a t  region of t h s  bra in ,  i n  which 
the idea is p t a c ' d ;  thee .  s p i r i t s  atways e x c i t e  the i d e a ,  
when the8 run p r e a i e e t u  i n t o  the proper t r u c e s ,  and rummnge 
that  C e l t ,  which belongs t o  the i d e a .  (T61) It is these 
actions of the mind in the brain which, when they feel the 
8ame to us, cause confusion, and produce that f i c t i t i o u s  
d is tance  (T62) belonging to the notion of a vacuum or that 
f i c t i t i o u s  durat ion (T6S) which we attribute to s t e d f u s t  
o b j e c t s .  

The single unchangeable object to which we attribute 
the fictitious idea of duration now confronts us with a con- 
tradiction, for there will be two conflicting ways in which 
the enduring object can be considered. On the one hand we 
can consider two moments o f  this duration and the object 
which is at each of these different moments, and this will 
give us the idea of  number. On the other hand, in follow- 
ing a succession of objects we are able to follow a suc- 
cession of time, and then to imagine the time as continuing 
to change without any change taking place in the object. In 
this way we get the idea of unity. To reconcile unity and 
number, we form a n  Cdea, w h i c h  i s  a medium b e t w i x t  uni tu  
and number: o r  more proper ty  epeaking, i s  e i t h e r  of t h s m ,  
according t o  the view,  i n  rJhich we take i t :  And t h i s  i d e a  
we c a l l  that  of i d e n t i t y  (T201). 

Hume speaks of the "idea" of identity. It differs 
however from the "idean of duration in that it is not the 
misapplication of an idea derived from some impression or 
object. A single object can convey only the idea of unity. 
A multielicity of objects can convey only the idea of num- 
ber. The idea of identity is a pure product of the imagin- 
ation invented to mediate between unity and nuinber. 

attribute to an unchangeable object of which we have an un- 
interrupted view is the identity we attribute to a set of 

The next fiction consequent upon the identity we 



127. 

resembling objects between whose appearances there may be 
long intervals. This new fiction originates in the re- 
semblance between two mental acts; on the one hand the act 
of the mind in eurveying an uninterrupted, unchanqing ob- 
ject, ]l.e.,an identical object, and on the other the act of 
the mind in surveying a succession of resembling objects. 
The second mental act i s  so similar to the first that its 
object is confused with the object of the first, in other 
words it confounds t h e  s u c c e s s i o n  w i t h  t h e  i d e n t i t y  or 
m i s t a k e s  t h e  one f o r  t h e  o t h e r  (T204). 

tradiction, and once again it resolves the contradiction by 
a new invention. We ascribe a "perfect identity" to the 
interrupted images. But the interruption is contrary to the 
identity. The p e r p l e x i t y  a r i s i n g  from t h i s  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  
produces a p ropens ion  t o  u n i t e  t h e s e  broken appearnnoes by 
t h e  f i c t i o n  o f  a c o n t i n u ' d  e x i s t e n c e . .  . (T205). 

Two further steps are required before we arrive at 
the next fiction, that of substance. Though a body has 
several distinct sensible qualities ' t i 8  o c r t a i n  we oonlmonty 
regard t h e  compound, o h i c h  t h e y  form, a8 ONE t h i n g ,  and as 

c o n t i n u i n g  t h e  SAME under v e r y  c o n s i d e r a b l e  a1 t e r a t i o n  (T219) 
With sameness we are once again with the fiction of identity. 
We have had the identity attributed to an unchanging object 
through a fictitious duration. Then the identity attributed 
to similar objects wh0s.e appearances are interrupted. And 
now the identity attributed to t h e  changeable  s u c c e s s i o n  of 
connec ted  quatCtCee. (T220). Once again Hume appeals to the 
resemblance of mental acts, and the resulting confusion to 
which it gives rise. 

But now the mind finds itself confronted with a con- 

' T ~ H  { w i d e n t ,  as t h e  i d e a s  o f  s e v e ~ a l  d i s t i n c t  ---- s u c c e s s _ ~ v e  q u a t i t i e 8  of  o b j e c t s  ore u n i t e d  
t o g e t X e r T y  a uerg o t o s e  r e t a t i o n ,  t ~ i ~  m i n d .  
i n  l ook ing  a long  t h e  s u c c e s s i o n ,  must be 
n n r r y ' r i  f rom one parbt n f  i t  t o  ano ther  Ill/ on 
casll t r a n s i t i o n ,  find w i l l  no more percc>ivc 
t h e  change,  than if i t  con templa ted  t h ( 1  e(71tte 
unohangaahla o b j e n  t .  . . . The m o o  th orid un- 
fnt(!rrupted progren8 o$ Lhe t l ioughl ,  b e i n 9  
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a l i k e  i n  b o t h  o a s e s ,  r p a d i l y  d e c e i v e s  thP 
mind. and makes ue ascribe an i d e n t i t y  t o  
t h e  ohnngeabla s u c c e s s i o n  of connec ted  
q u n l i  tZe8 (T220). 

-But having achieved this fiction the mind finds itself up 
against a contradiction which it will seek to resolve by a 
still further fiction. For while the mind easily attributes 
identity where the changes are gradual, if the succession is 
interrupted and the change is considerable the identity 
seems to be destroyed. I n  order t o  r e c o n c i l e  the contra- 
diction between identity and diversity, t h e  i m a g i n a t i o n  i s  
a p t  t o  f e i g n  somsthtng unknown and i n u t s i b l e ,  which i t  aup- 
poses t o  c o n t i n u e  t h e  eame under a l l  t h e s e  v a r i a t i o n s ;  and 
t h i s  u n i n t e l l i g i b l e  Something i t  c a l l a  a e u b s t a n c s . .  . (T220). 
Hume makes use of  the similarity of mental acts to account 
also for the simplicity of substance8 whereby they are 
called one thing in spite of the diversity they contain. 
Again the mind finds itself up against a contradiction when 
it stops to consider the diversity and separability of those 
qualities. To reconcile the unity with the diversity the 
imagination "feigns" an unknown something or substance a s  
a p r i n n i p l a  o f  un ion  or c o h e s i o n  among t h e s e  q u a l i t i e a ,  and 
as whnt may g i v e  t h a  compound o b j e c t  a t i t l e  t o  be n a l l ' d  
one t h i n g . .  . . (T221). 
entitled Of the  A n c i e n t  Ph i losophy  is about material sub- 
stance. Section VI entitled Of Psrsortal I d e n t i t y  is about 
t h e  n o t i o n  of a &, and m, and eube tance  (T254). Here 
we find the same two fictitious component8 which are found 
in material substance, namely simplicity and identity. 
Simplicity is accounted for in the same way as in Section 
I11 by substance as substratum or subject of inhesion - we 
f e i g n  a p r i n c i p l e  of un ion  as t h e  aupport  of t h i s  s i m p l i -  
c i t y  (T263). Here we have merely a reiteration of the 
account in Section 111, The account of identity ie enor- 
mously expanded from the earlier account. Hum begins by 
repeating the earlier account of the confusion arising from 

The account of substance in Section I11 of Part IV, 
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the si ilarity of two actions of the mind, of the contra- 
diction which then ensues and its resolution by feiqning 
some new and unintelligible principle, self, soul, or sub- 
stance. What Hume now proceeds to add to the earlier account 
is an examination of what kinds of relation in thP succes -  
s i o n  of r e l a t e d  o b j e c t s  (T258) facilitate the action of the 
mind and render its passage smooth. He considers various 
things to which we attribute identity through change, of 
which the most important for treating of the mind are arti- 
facts like ships, living organisms, and republics or com- 
monwealthe. There ie,however, an anomaly in flume's crucial 
examples, for in none of them does the mind f e i g n  something 
unknoon and i n v i s i b l e ,  which i t  supposes  t o  c o n t i n u e  t h e  
same under a l l  t h e s e  v a r i a t i o n s  (T220). On the contrary 
what remains the 6ame in these examples is something ob- 
servable and identifiable. In the case of the ship what 
gives it identity through change is a r e f e r e n c e  o f  t h e  p a r t s  
t o  each o t h e r ,  and a combina t ion  t o  some common end or p u r -  
poee.  Parts can be changed and every plank be replaced in 
the passage of time, but t h e  common end,  i n  which t h e  p a r t s  
o o n s p i r e ,  is t h e  same under a l l  v a r i a t i o n s  (T257). In the 
case of animals and vegetables Hume regards them as tele- 
ological systems in which we find a sympathy of p a r t s  t o  
t h e i r  common end and t h e  r e c i p r o c a l  r e l a t i o n  of cause  and 
e f f e c t  i n  a l l  t h e i r  a o t i o n s  and o p e r a t i o n s  (T257). Again, 
as with the ship, whatever change the organism undergoes, 
that which remains the same and gives the object its iden- 
tity is not "something unknowable and invisible" but per- 
fectly observable by the anatomist. Republics or common- 
wealths were also regarded by Hume as teleological systems 
(TA89-92) with the kind of identity such systems have. He 
says, The i d e n t i t y ,  which we a s c r i b e  t o  thP mind of man, i s  
onZ!l IJ f i c t i t i o u s  one, and of a l i k e  k ind  u i t h  t h a t  o h i c h  
we n s c r i b e  t o  v e g e t n b l s s  and animal b o d i e s ( T 2 5 9 ) .  Then for 
the second comparison flume says, 
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We may oboerve,  that  the t rue  idea  of t h e  
human mind. i s  t o  cons ider  i t  a8 a system 
of d i f f e r e n t  p e r c e p t i o n s  or d i f f e r e n t  
ex io tenoea ,  whioh are Zink'd toge ther  bp 
the r e l a t i o n  o f  cause and e f f e c t . .  . . I n  
t h i s  reapeot ,  I cannot compare the soul 
more proper18 t o  any thing than t o  a re- 
p u b l i c  or commonueatth.. . (T261).  

Thus i n  h i s  t rea t lngnt  of p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y  Hume is n o t  t a l k -  
i n g  about  t h e  i d e n t i t y  of s u b e t a n c e s  a t  a l l ,  b u t  a b o u t  t h e  
i d e n t i t y  o f  systems. B u t  i f  t h e  i d e n t i t y  of s u b s t a n c e s  is 
a f i c t i o n  t h e r e  is n o t h i n g  comparable to  it i n  t h e  i d e n t i t y  
o f  systems which c a n  be called a f i c t i o n .  The c o n c l u s i o n  
o f  the s e c t i o n  Of Personal I d e n t i t y ,  and even  more c l e a r l y  
t h e  Appendix, show t h a t  what Hume h a s  i n  mind when speaking  
o f  t h e  s o u l  as s u b s t a n c e  is n o t  t h e  factor o f  i d e n t i t y  i n  
t h e  s o u l ,  bu t  t h e  f a c t o r  of s i m p l i c i t y ,  u. s u b s t a n c e  qua 
s u b s t r a t u m  or s u b j e c t  of i n h e s i o n .  This  is t h e  r e s p e c t  i n  
which t h e  concept ion  o f  t h e  s o u l  c a n  be i n c l u d e d  among h i s  
series o f  f i c t i o n s .  The q u e s t i o n  remains,  however, whether  
t h e  concept ion  o f  t h e  soul as t h e  simple s u b j e c t  of i n h e s i o n  
is compat ib le  w i t h  the c o n c e p t i o n  of it as a eystem of 
c a u s a l l y  i n t e r r e l a t e d  p a r t s .  

F i n a l l y  t h e r e  is  t h e  i d e a  of n e c e s s a r y  connec t ion  
Hume s a y s  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  of a c c i d e n t  is t h e  n e c e s s a r y  con- 
sequence of t h e  n o t i o n  of s u b s t a n c e  a s  t h e  s u b j e c t  of i n -  
hes ion .  It is t h e  n o t i o n  of a q u a l i t y  as i n h e r i n g  i n  a sub- 
s t a n c e  and a s  f i c t i t i o u s  as  t h e  lat ter.  So f a r  a s  concern-  
i n g  t h e  v u l g a r  b e l i e f s  i n  which w e  a l l  s h a r e ,  n e c e s s a r y  con- 
n e c t i o n  is t r e a t e d  by Hume as a g u a l i t y  i n h e r i n g  i n  t h e  
cause .  g f f i c a c y  , agency, power, f o r c e ,  energy,  n s c e s s i  t k ,  
oonnexion. & e r o d u c t i v e  g u a l i t k ,  are  a t 1  near ly  sunoni- 
moue (T1.57). tie r e f e r s  to  the e f f i c a c y  o f  cauaes,  or that  
q u a l i t 8  which makes them be f o l t o w t d  by t h e i r  e f f e c t s  ("156) 
cause or product ive  quaZitg (T157) I power o r  connetion 
(T163). When Hume t racks down t h e  impress ion  from which 
t h e  i d e a  of n e c e s s i t y  is d e r i v e d ,  h e  claim8 to have found 
t h e  o r i g i n  of our i d e a  of power, force or p r o d u c t i v e  quality. 
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The original turns out to be an impression of reflection, 
but "the mind has a great propensity to spread itself on 
external objects and to conjoin with them any internal im- 
pressions which they occasion". An example of t h i s  propen- 
sity which Hume cites is the location of tastes and smells 
in external objects - we "feign" their location in the ob- 
jects. The expression "feign" would thus be equally ap- 
propriate for the locating of necessary connection, power, 
agency, productive quality in the external object. The idea 
of it is, however, not a fiction OF the inventive imagin- 
ation, but a fiction of the kind which has i ts  origin in an 
original impression and which is then misapplied. 

Thue upon t h e  whote we may i n f e r ,  t h n t  whsn ~ ) e  
t a l k  of any b e i n g , .  . .a8 endow'd w i t h  n pounr 
o r  f o r c e  ..., when we speak of a necessar$  con- 
n e x i o n  b e t w i x t  o b j e c t s ,  and suppoee, t h a t  t h i s  
connex ion  depends upon an e f f i c a c v  o r  e n e r g g ,  
w i t h  which any of t hoee  o b j e o t s  are sndotd'd, 
i n  a l l  t h e s e  e x p r e s s i o n s ,  80 a p p l y ' d ,  we r a a t z y  
have no d i s t i n c t  meaning..  .Bu t . .  . ' t i 8  more 
probab le ,  t h a t  t h e e e  e x p r e r s i o n s  do here  t o s e  
t h e i r  t r u e  meaning by b e i n g  ~ r o n g q y Z y ! d ~  than 
t h a t  t h e y  n e v e r  have any meantng..  . (T162r. 

Thus through a lengthy series of fictions we arrive at 
power as a quality in a substance which endures as the game 
substance, though undergoing change. 

When we denude the world of all its fictions we are 
left only with perceptions. They are whatever  cnn be prvsen t  
t o  t h e  mind ("647). They muet n e c e s s a r i l y  nppenr i n  ever!i 
p a r t i c u l a r  what t h e y  a r e ,  and be what t h e y  appear  (1'190). 
They are "objects" - self-subsistent and as such answering 
perfectly to the classic definition of a substance as 
something, t h a t  can e x i s t  bg i t s e l f  (T244). But they are 
not the bearers of qualities and accordingly do not iinderqo 
any qualitative changes. There is, of course, constant 
change in the world of these objects, for as percepLions 
the objects succepd each o t h e r  oi  t h  an  inconcvionhlo rnp id -  
i t!{, onrl n r u  7:n o p e r p e t u n l  f l u x  and mooement. (T252). But 
change is never a change in objects, but only of objects, 
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one succding another. A1 low, howeve ide the 
world, transcendinq all the objects in it, there are men- 
tal acts, then a fictitious duration will be attributed to 
objects and by a progressive compounding of fictions mental 
actions will give the world the ontological structure which 
it has for the vulgar belief we all share. It is a struc- 
ture which has its entire foundation in duration. 

Robert MaRae 
University of Toronto 
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