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1 2 5 .  

IIUME ON PRIMARY AND SECONDARY QUALITIES 

Hume's view of t h e  primary/sccondary q u a l i t y  
d i s t i n c t i o n  i s ,  I b e l i e v e ,  a m a t t e r  of cons ide rab le  
i n t e r e s t .  I t  b e a r s  upon Imne's p o s i t i o n  i n  r e l a t i o n  
t o  Locke and Berkeley,  and has  important  i m p l i c a t i o n s  
f o r  gene ra l  f e a t u r e s  of h i s  cpistemology and meta- 
phys ics .  The c e n t r a l  p a r t  of my d i s c u s s i o n  will t h e r e -  

f o r e  be taken  up w i t h  a c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of t h o s e  pas sages  
from h i s  w r i t i n g s  i n  which Hume r e f e r s  t o  t h e  pr imary/  
secondary q u a l i t y  d i s t i n c t i o n .  H u m e ' s  t r ea tmen t  of t h i s  
a s p e c t  of t h e  'modern phi losophy'  may be seen  a g a i n s t  
t h e  background of h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  of pe rcep t ion  and its 
o b j e c t s ,  and it is t h e r e f o r e  t h i s  w i th  which I beg in .  

I 

HUME ' S SYSTEM 

I r e f e r  t o  Hume's system i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  p e r c e p t i o n  
1 and t h e  manner i n  w h i c h  o b j e c t s  a f f e c t  t h e  s e n s e s  . 

Hume's avowed purpose he re  i s  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  way i n  which 
o b j e c t s  appear  t o  t h e  senses ( i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h o s e  of 
s i g h t  and t o u c h ) ,  r a t h e r  t han  t o  accoun t  f o r  6 h e i . r  r e a l  
n a t u r e  (2nd o p e r a t i o n s .  Our ignorance of t h e  n a t u r e  of 
bodics  r e f l e c t s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  w e  a r e  l i m i t e d  i n  expe r i ence  
t o  t h o s e  p r o p e r t i e s  of o b j e c t s  which d i scove r  themselves  
t o  t h e  senses  . I n  de te rmining  t h e  na tu re  of Mume's 
system t h e r e  a r e ,  1 t h i n k ,  two ( r e l a t e d )  f a c t o r s  t o  be 
t aken  i n t o  account :  (i) Hume's d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
pe rcep t ions  and o b j e c t s ;  and (ii) Hume's c r i t i q u e  of  
t h e  Naive o r  Direct R e a l i s t  theory  of pe rcep t ion .  

(i) Percep t ions  and Ob jec t s  

between pe rcep t ions  and objects,  and h i s  g e n e r a l  
account  of  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between them, i s  embodied i n  h i s  

2 

The d i s t i n c t i o n  which H u m e  wishes t o  make 



126. 

d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  idea of e x t e r n a l  e x i s t e n c e  (T 6 ) .  
We may o b o e m e ,  t h a t  ' t i 8  u n i v e r s a l l y  a l l o w ' d  by p h i l -  
o o o p h e r s ,  and i s  b e s i d e s  p r e t t y  o b v i o u s  of i t s e l f ,  t h a t  
n o t h i n g  i s  e v e r  r e a l l y  p r e s e n t  w i t h  t h e  mind b u t  i t s  
p e r c e p t i o n s  o r  i m p r e s s i o n s  and. i d e a s ,  and t h a t  e x t e r n a t  
o b j e c t s  become known t o  u s  o n l y  by t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  t h e y  
o c c a s i o n  . W e  should note  t h a t  what Hume is d e s c r i b i n g  
h e r e  is, i n  e s sence ,  t h e  I n d i r e c t  R e a l i s t  account  of  
pe rcep t ion ,  & t h a t  w e  are acquain ted  wi th  a n  
e x t e r n a l  r e a l i t y  on ly  i n  t h e  form o f  pe rcep t ions  
( ' i m p r e s s i o n s ' )  which arise from sensory  c o n t a c t  w i t h  
it. T h a t  H u m e  i s  prepared  t o  speak elsewhere o f  per- 
c e p t i o n s  i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  t o  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s  as images 
is i n d i c a t i v e  of h i s  commitment t o  a Represen ta t ive  
theo ry .  There a r e ,  of cour se ,  s eve re  l i m i t a t i o n s  upon 
our  unders tanding  of t h e  r e l a t i o n  between pe rcep t ions  
and o b j e c t s .  Ao e v e r y  i d e a  i o  d e r i v ' d  f rom a p r e -  
c e d i n g  p e r c e p t i o n ,  ' t i 6  i m p o s s i b l e  our  i d e a  of a 
p e r c e p t i o n ,  and t h a t  of a n  o b j e c t  or e x t e r n a l  e x i s t e n c e  
c a n  e v e r  r e p r e s e n t  what a r e  s p e c i f i c a t t y  d i f f e r e n t  
f r o m  e a c h  o t h e r  . I n  so f a r  a s  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s  are 
supposed t o  d i f f e r  from pe rcep t ions  i n  t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  
i d e n t i t y ,  w e  can  form o n l y  a r e l a t i v e  idea of them (T 6 8 ) .  

Never the less  t h e  idea  of bodies o r  objects i s  c l e a r l y  
t o  be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from that of pe rcep t jons ;  wh i l e  
being s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h e  same, l i k e  i d e a s  and impress ions ,  
t h e s e  items, o r  ra ther  the i d e a s  involved ,  a r e  a t t e n d e d  
w i t h  t h e  o u p p o s i t i o n  o f  a d i f f e r e n c e ,  t h a t  i s  unknown 
and i n c o m p r e h e n s i b l e  (T  2 4 4 ) .  As d i f f e r e n t  e x i s t e n c e s  
pe rcep t ions  and o b j e c t s  may be conceived t o  d i f f e r  i n  
r e s p e c t  of  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  f o r  example, 
bu t  o the rwise  whatever is t r u e  of t h e  one must a l s o  be 
t r u e  of  t h e  o t h e r .  

3 

4 

5 

These t w o  sets of d i s t i n c t i o n s  - between, on 
t h e  one hand, ideas and impress ions  and,  on the other,  
pe rcep t ions  and objects  - may u s e f u l l y  be compared and 
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c o n t r a s t e d .  I n  each c a s e  t h e  i t e m s  w i th  which w e  are 
concerned are numer ica l ly  d i f f e r e n t  b u t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
i d e n t i c a l ;  and ,  fur thermore ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between the  
items which make up each p a i r  i s  a c a u s a l  one.  The 
obvious d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  t w o  cases i s  t h a t  w h i l e  
both impress ions  and i d e a s  are o b j e c t s  of expe r i ence ,  
t h e  c a u s a l  dependence of t h e  one upon t h e  o t h e r  be ing  
revea led  by t h e  o r d e r  of t h e i r  appearance be fo re  t h e  
mind, w e  do n o t  d i r e c t l y  exper ience  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s  
a s  opposed t o  pe rcep t ions .  Ques t ions  concern ing  t h e  
' r e a l  n a t u r e '  of o b j e c t s  o r  bodies belong t o  t h e  
province  of  n a t u r a l  - r a t h e r  t han  'moral '  - phi losophy,  
which indeed has  r easonab le  hypotheses  t o  o f f e r  (T 4 8 ) .  

A s  for  ou r  idea  of body, t h i s  comprises  noth ing  more 
than  t h e  i d e a s  of  t h e  s e v e r a l  d i s t i n c t  s e n s i b l e  
q u a l i t i e s  of which an o b j e c t  i s  composed (T 219)  - 
which q u a l i t i e s  a r e  t o  be inc luded  w i l l  o f  cour se  
depend on ou r  view of t h e  primary/secondary q u a l i t y  
d i s t i n c t i o n .  
ph i lo soph ica l  d i s t i n c t i o n  between o b j e c t s  (o r  t h e  
s e n s i b l e  q u a l i t i e s  of which they  a r e  composed) and 
pe rcep t ions  a r i s e s  n e i t h e r  from t h e  s e n s e s  nor  t h e  
unders tanding  (T 2 ) ;  bu t  t h i s  i s  still t o  be c o n t r a s t e d  
w i t h  a metaphys ica l  d o c t r i n e  l i k e  t h a t  of subs tance  
which n o t  o n l y  f a i l s  to  f i n d  any  suppor t  e i t h e r  i n  
reason  or expe r i ence ,  bu t  is  an unintelligible 
chimera of which w e  can l i t e r a l l y  have no i d e a  (T 2 2 2 ,  

234). 

(ii) 

Hume is forced  t o  acknowledge t h a t  t h e  

H u m e ' s  Re jec t ion  of Naive Realism 
I n  o r d e r  t o  r e v e a l  t h e  f a l s i t y  of  Naive,  or 

Direct, R e a l i s m  Hume i s  prepared t o  r e l y  on v a r i o u s  
d a t a  which r e f l e c t  t h e  r e l a t i v i t y  of percep t ion .  
h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  'Of Scepticism wi th  Regard t o  t h e  
S e n s e s ' ,  Rume a rgues  on t h i s  b a s i s  t h a t  w e  a r e  
prevented from a s c r i b i n g  a cont inued  and independent  

I n  
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e x i s t e n c e  to  t h e  o b j e c t s  of pe rcep t ion .  The ' exper iments '  
which Hume t a k e s  t o  show t h a t  our  pe rcep t ions  (Sic) a r e  
not  possessed of  an independent e x i s t e n c e  r e f l e c t  t h e  
fact  t h a t  our  pe rcep t ions  - or ,  to u s e  a more n e u t r a l  
form of  expres s ion ,  t h e  ways i n  which o b j e c t s  appear  t o  
us i n  pe rcep t ion  - a r e  dependent upon, or r e l a t i v e  t o ,  
a v a r i e t y  of c i rcumstances  u n r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  o b j e c t s  
themselves .  H u m e  mentions (T 210,211) phys io log ica l  
f a c t o r s ,  such as t h e  c a s e  of double  v i s i o n  induced by 
p res s ing  t h e  eye w i t h  a f i n g e r ;  t h e  way i n  which our  
bod i ly  c o n d i t i o n  may a f f e c t  t h e  c o l o u r s  which o b j e c t s  
appear  t o  have; and t h e  e f f e c t  of  our  p o s i t i o n  i n  
r e l a t ion  t o  t h e  o b j e c t  upon i t s  apparent  shape and s i z e .  
Whatever i t s  merits,  t h e  g i s t  of  t h e  argument seems 
c l e a r ,  y& t h e s e  e x p e r i m e n t s  show that c e r t a i n  of  ou r  
p e r c e p t i o n s ,  a t  least ,  r e f l e c t  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  under 
which an  o b j e c t  i s  perce ived  r a t h e r  t han  t h e  q u a l i t i e s  
of t h e  o b j e c t  i t s e l f ;  t h e s e  pe rcep t ions  a r e  of t h e  
same n a t u r e ,  i.e. are no t  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  qua percep- 
t i o n s ,  from o t h e r  pe rcep t ions  we exper ience ;  t he re -  
f o r e ,  a l l  our pe rcep t ions  e x h i b i t  t h e  same dependence 
or r e l a t i v i t y ,  and none o f  them may be a s c r i b e d  a 
cont inued  and independent  ex i s t ence .  

Naive or  Direct Realism i n  ' O f  t h e  Academic o r  
S c e p t i c a l  Phi losophy'  (Enquiry Concerning Human 
Nature ,  XII). Hume r e f e r s  he re  t o  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  
a n  e x t e r n a l  u n i v e r s e ,  wh ich  depends  n o t  o n  our 
p e r c e p t i o n ,  i s  p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  s e n s e s  . However, 

Hume also a d d r e s s e s  himself  to  t h e  theo ry  of 

6 

The s Z i g h t e E t  p h i l o s o p h y  ... t e a c h e s  
u s ,  t h a t  n o t h i n g  can  e v e r  be  p r e s e n t  
t o  t h e  mind b u t  a n  image or p e r c e p t i o n ,  
and t h a t  t h e  s e n s e s  a r e  only t h e  
i n l e t s  t h r o u g h  wh ich  t h e s e  images 
a r e  c o n v e y e d ,  w i t h o u t  b e i n g  a b l e  t o  
produce  any immed ia te  i n t e r c o u r s e  
be tween  t h e  mind and t h e  o b j e c t  (E 152) .  

fiume t a k e s  t h i s  t o  be e s t a b l i s h e d  by a p a r t i c u l a r  a spec t  
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of t h e  r e l a t i v i t y  of perception, namely, t h e  effect upon 
the  apparent s i ze  of an ob jec t  of our d i s t a n c e  from it. 
This is supposed t o  show t h a t  it is an image of t h e  
ob jec t  - t h e  appearance it p resen t s  t o  u s  - t h a t  w e  
perceive,  r a t h e r  than the  o b j e c t  i t s e l f .  Since w e  
cannot a s c r i b e  an independent and continued ex i s t ence  
t o  what is d i r e c t l y  perceived, t he re  remains only t h e  
Representative theory a s  a new s y s t e m  according t o  
which w e  must  d i s t i n g u i s h  between percept ions,  a s  
' i n t e r rup ted '  and ' pe r i sh ing ' ,  and o b j e c t s  as pre- 
serving a continued and d i s t i n c t  exis tence.  

I1 

PRIMARY AND SECONDARY QUALITIES 

Hume be l i eves  t h a t  t h e  issues r a i s e d  so f a r ,  
concerning t h e  nature  of percept ion and i t s  o b j e c t s ,  
a r e  echoed i n  tho phi losophical  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
primary and secon8ary q u a l i t i e s  ( a n o t h e r  s c e p t i c a l  
t o p i c  of a l i k e  n a t u r e  E 154). X i s  most d e t a i l e d  
discussion of t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  occurs i n  Of t h e  Modern 
P h i  Zooophy. 
f i rs t ,  Hume's exposi t ion of t he  doctr ine7;  and second , 
H u m e ' s  c r i t i c i s m s  of the  doc t r ine  . 

I w i l l  deal  with it i n  two p a r t s :  

8 

1. The Doctrine 
Hume begins by r e f e r r i n g  t o  a view of t h e  

s t a t u s  of t h e  secondary q u a l i t i e s  (& colour ,  sound, 
t a s t e ,  smell ,  heat  and cold, q u a l i t i e s  associated w i t h  
t h e  d i f f e r e n t  modes of perception) which i s  c l e a r l y  
meant t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  account given by Locke (An Essay 

Concerning Human Understandinp, Bk 11, Ch VI1I) . On 
t h i s  account, o r  H U m e ' G  vers ion of it, these  q u a l i t i e s  
a r e  noth ing  b a t  i m p r e s s i o n s  i n  t h o  m i n d ,  d e r i v ' d  f r o m  
t h e  o p e r a t i o n  of e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s ,  and w i t h o u t  any 
resernbZance t o  t h e  q u a l i t i e s  of t h e  o b j e c t 6  (T 2 2 6 ) .  
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Hume says t h a t  he f i n d s  only one of t h e  reasons commonly 
o f fe red  f o r  t h i s  view t o  be s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  v 2 .  t h e  
v a r i a t i o n  of t h e  impressions involved, while t h e  ex te rna l  
o b j e c t s  apparent ly  remain unchanged. Thus, once again 
w e  a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  var ious ways i n  which t h e  appearance 
of t h i n g s  t o  t h e  senses is  a f f e c t e d  by our  bodily con- 
d i t i o n ,  o u r  s i t u a t i o n  o r  pos i t i on  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e s e  
t h i n g s ,  and so on. Hume continues h i s  exposi t ion i n  
t h e  following way: The c o n c t u s i o n  drawn from them 
( in s t ances  of t h i s  kind) is l i k e w i s e  a8 s a t i s f a a t o r y  
as can p o s s i b l y  b e  i m a g i n ' d  (T 2 2 7 ) .  This  i s  t h a t  
s i n c e  many o f  o u r  i m p r e s s i o n s  have no e x t e r n a l  model 
o r  a m h e t y p e ,  and s i n c e  These  i m p r e s s i o n s  a r e  in 
appearance  n o t h i n g  d i f f e r e n t  f rom t h e  o t h o r  i m p r e s s i o n 8  
of c o t o u r ,  sound,  Q t c . ,  a l l  such impressions have a 
l i k e  origin.This leaves us  with t h e  primary q u a l i t i e s  
a s  t h e  only real ones, t o  which a continued and 
independent ex i s t ence  may be ascr ibed.  The q u a l i t i e s  
t o  which Eume r e f e r s  he re  are extension, s o l i d i t y ,  
f i g u r e ,  motion, cohesion, and - i n  deference t o  
Newton - g r a v i t y .  

2. Hume's C r i t i c i s m s  

On t h e  f ace  02 it, t h e  above amounts t o  an 
endorsement by Hume of t h e  Lockeian d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
primary and secondary q u a l i t i e s .  Y e t  i t  is evident t h a t  
t h e  passage cannot,  a f t e r  a l l ,  be taken a t  f ace  value,  
fox it i s  immediately followed by t h e  v e r d i c t  t h a t  by 
means of t h i s  system i n s t e a d  of e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  o p e r a -  
t i o n s  of e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s  ... we u t t e r t y  a n n i h i t a t e  
a l l  t h e s e  o b j e c t s ,  and r e d u c e  o u r s e l v e s  ... t o  t h e  most  
e x t r a v a g a n t  s c e p t i c i s m  concern ing  them (T 2 2 8 ) .  I n  
o t h e r  words, t h i s  a spec t  of t h e  modern philosophy r evea l s  
it as an in s t ance  of t h e  kind of philosophy which Hume 
has a l r eady  condemned as  f a l s e  !T 2 2 2 - 2 2 4 ) .  Indeed, 
according t o  H u m e ,  t h i s  is only one of t h e  'many 
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o b j e c t i o n s '  which we might make t o  t h e  system. Why, 
then ,  does t h e  modern phi losophy l e a d  t o  such d r a s t i c  
consequences? Hume's answer is  a s  fo l lows:  

If c o 1 o u r s ,  ooundr;, t a c t e s ,  arid 
smells La m e r e l y  p e r c e p t i o n s ,  n o t h i n g  
we can  c o n c e i v e  io p o s s a s t  of a r e a l ,  
c o n t i n u  ' d ,  and i n d e p e n d e n t  s x i s t e n c e ;  
no t  even moeion, e x t e n s i o n  and 
s o l i d i t y ,  which a r e  t h e  primary 
q u a l i t i e s  c h i e f l y  i n s i s t e d  on  (T 228) 

As Hume a t t empt s  t o  show i n  t h e  seque l ,  t h e  i d e a s  of 
t h e  so -ca l l ed  pr imary q u a l i t i e s  u l t i m a t e l y  depend on 
those  of t h e  secondary q u a l i t i e s ,  so t h a t  a f t e r  t h e  
n x o t u a i o n  of Q O Z O U P S ,  o a u n d a ,  h e a t  and o o t d  f r o m  t h o  

runk of e s t e r n u 2  e x i s t s n c e c ,  t h e r e  remains  n o t h i n g ,  
wh ich  can  u f f o r d  u s  a j u s t  and c o n o i o t e n t  i d e a  of 
b o d y  ( T  2 2 9 ) .  Since  Humc e v i d e n t l y  r ega rds  t h i s  as a 
kind of r c d u c t i o  ad absurdum proof of t h e  f a l s i t y  of 
t h e  modern phi losophy (which i s ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  meant t o  
be provid ing  a n  account  of body) ,  he  cannot  be taken  
t o  subsc r ibe  to  t h e  primary/secondary d i s t i n c t i o n  a s  
drawn by Locke. 

problem i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  Hume's p o s i t i o n  wi th  regard  
t o  t h e  primary/secondary q u a l i t y  d i s t i n c t i o n .  
Hume i s  n o t ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  endorsing t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  
a s  drawn by Locke, t hen  how a r e  w e  t o  understand him? 
Does he wish t o  hold t h a t  both secondary and primary 
q u a l i t i e s  enjoy only  a s u b j e c t i v e  s t a t u s  so t h a t  w e  
a r e ,  presumably,  l e f t  w i th  no i d e a  of body o r  e x t e r n a l  
ex i s t ence?  O r  i s  he say ing  t h a t  t h e  secondary q u a l i t i e s  
- o r ,  a t  l e a s t ,  c e r t a i n  of t h e s e  q u a l i t i e s  - a r e  
o b j e c t i v e  t o  t h e  same e x t e n t  as t h e  pr imary q u a l i t i e s ?  
The former of t h e s e  two r ead ings  has  r e c e n t l y  been 
proposed by John Br icke  i n  h i s  book fiurnc's Phi losophy 
of Mind . According t o  B r i c k c ,  t h e  t a r g e t  of Hume's 
arguments i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  of t h e  T r e a t i s e  i s  t h e  
b e l i e f  common t o  both  Naive Realism and t h e  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

We may see from t h e  above t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a 

If 

9 
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theory  t h a t  t h e r e  are o b j e c t s  independent of pe rcep t ion ,  
i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  phys i ca l  objects". T h i s  requires u s  t o  
see Hume a s  a rgu ing  to  t h e  conclus ion  t h a t  both primary 
and secondary q u a l i t i e s  a r e  p r o p e r t i e s  on ly  of per -  
c e p t i o n s ,  via t h e  premiss  t h a t  secondary q u a l i t i e s  have 
t h i s  pu re ly  s u b j e c t i v e  s ta tus .  On t h i s  account ,  Hume 
i s  endorsing p a r t  of  t h e  system (c f .  h i s  expos i t i on  of 
t h e  d o c t r i n e ,  r e f e r r e d  t o  above, t h a t  ou r  impressions 
of c o l o u r ,  sound, etc.  are nothing b u t  ' i n t e r n a l  
e x i s t e n c e s ' ) ,  wh i l e  r e j e c t i n g  i t s  o t h e r  c r u c i a l  a s p e c t  
( t h a t  t h e  remaining - primary -. q u a l i t i e s  a r e  t h e  only  
ones which r e a l l y  belong to  body) .  Now t h e r e  i s ,  I 
would sugges t ,  nothing i n  t h e  words Hume uses  he re  t o  
j u s t i f y  t h e  view t h a t  whi le  he i s  endorsing t h e  f i r s t  
p a r t  of t h e  system, he is no t  a l s o  endorsing i t s  c o r o l l a r y .  
B r i c k e  t r ies  t o  suppor t  h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  Hume as 

denying t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s  by r e f e r r i n g  
t o  a passage  where Hume appa ren t ly  condemns t h e  b e l i e f  
i n  e x t e r n a l  e x i s t e n c e  as being c o n t r a r y  t o  r e a s o n  (E 155).  
We f i n d ,  however, t h a t  Hume immediately q u a l i f i e s  t h i s  
by say ing  t h a t  t h e  b e l i e f  i s  c o n t r a r y  t o  reason  o n l y  
i f  i t  be a p r i n c i p l e  of reaaon ,  t h a t  a lZ  s e n s i b l e  
q u a l i t i e s  a r e  i n  t h e  mind ,  n o t  i n  t h e  o b j e c t  (E 1 5 5 ) .  
S o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  remains of whether H W e  does i n  f a c t  
wish t o  a s c r i b e  such  a s t a t u s  t o  t h e  secondary q u a l i t i e s .  
I n  view of t h e  consequences which, accord ing  t o  Hume 
h imse l f ,  would r e s u l t  from doing so ( t h e  ' a n n i h i l a t i o n '  
of o b j e c t s ,  e t c . ) ,  I wish t o  propose a d i f f e r e n t  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  which, i n  any case, conforms t o  Hume's 
system as  I desc r ibed  it e a r l i e r .  

11 

The sugges t ion  I a m  making, t hen ,  i s  t h a t  whi le  
H u m e  does  reject t h e  primary/secondary q u a l i t y  d i s -  
t i n c t i o n ,  h i s  r e j e c t i o n  of it i s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  a 
commitment t o  t h e  r e a l i t y  of both k inds  of  q u a l i t y .  
I n  o t h e r  words, I t a k e  Hume t o  be say ing  o n l y  t h a t  if 
secondary q u a l i t i e s  a r e  a s c r i b e d  a p u r e l y  s u b j e c t i v e  
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s t a t u s ,  on t h e  b a s i s  of  t h e  r e l a t i v i t y  of p e r c e p t i o n ,  
w e  w i l l  t h e n  be f o r c e d  t o  draw a s i m i l a r  c o n c l u s i o n  i n  
r e g a r d  t o  t h e  pr imary  q u a l i t i e s  and hence ' i n  a manner '  
t o  a n n i h i l a t e  matter o r  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s .  The a rgument  
i s  r e p o r t e d  s u c c i n c t l y  i n  Of t h e  Acuciernicul or* S c c p t i c a Z  
Philosophy (Enquiry Concerning Human Unders tanding ,  
S e c t i o n  X I I ) .  I f  w e  a c c e p t  t h e  view of  modern P n q u i r e r s  
t h a t  secondary  q u a l i t i e s  e x i s t  o n l y  as p e r c c p t i o n s  o f  
t h e  mind,. w i t h o u t  any e x t e r n a l  a r c h e t y p e  which t h e y  
r e p r e s e n t ,  a s i m i l a r  a c c o u n t  must  be g i v e n  of  t h e  
supposed pr imary  q u a l i t i e s  ( E  1 5 4 )  ( c f .  Berke ley ,  Of 
t h e  P r i n c i p l e s  of  Human Knowledge, ' A f t e r  t h e  same 
manner as  modern p h i l o s o p h e r s  p r o v e  c e r t a i n  s e n s i b l e  
q u a l i t i e s  t o  have no e x i s t e n c e  i n  mat ter ,  or w i t h o u t  
t h e  mind, t h e  same t h i n g  may b e  l i k e w i s e  proved of 
all o t h e r  s e n s i b l e  q u a l i t i e s  w h a t s o e v e r ' 1 2 ) .  
n o t  p o s s i b l e  h e r e  t o  d i s c u s s  i n  d e t a i l  t h e  a rguments  
by which Hume a t t e m p t s  t o  s u p p o r t  t h i s  claim. I n  
b r i e f ,  t h e y  r e f l e c t  Nume's a c c o u n t  of t h e  i d e a  of 
s p a c e  or e x t e n s i o n  (T 3-4 )  as  a complex o n e ,  t h e  
i m p r e s s i o n s  which it c o p i e s  b e i n g  of c o l o u r e d  p o i n t s  
d i s p o s e d  i n  a c e r t a i n  manner ( c f .  B e r k e l e y ' s  d i s c u s s i o n  
of e x t e n s i o n  i n  =Theory of V i s i o n ) .  
t h a t  i n  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  i d e a  of  e x t e n s i o n  
w e  must e i t h e r  make r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  secondary  q u a l i t y  
of  c o l o u r ,  or  r e l y  upon t h e  n o t i o n  of s o l i d i t y  a s  a 
f e a t u r e  of t h e  p h y s i c a l  p o i n t s  (or atoms) which make 
up rea l  e x t e n s i o n .  I n  t h e  l a t t e r  c a s e ,  however, IIurne 
a r g u e s  t h a t  s i n c e  w e  are  u n a b l e  t o  p r o v i d e  any 
independent  a c c o u n t  of t h e  idea of  s o l i d i t y ,  w e  would 
o n l y  r u n  in a ciracle if we t r i e d ,  by r e s o r t  t o  t h i s  
i d e a ,  t o  a c c o u n t  f o r  e x t e n s i o n  (T 2 2 9 ) .  The c a s e  
would be d i f f e r e n t  i f  t h e  i d e a  o f  s o l i d i t y  or  
i m p e n e t r a b i l i t y  c o u l d  b e  d e r i v e d  d i r e c t l y  from t h e  
s e n s e  of t o u c h  b u t ,  a p a r t  from o t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  
t h e  sane k i n d  of argument which shows t h a t  what w e  

I t  i s  

Hence, w e  f i n d  
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d i r c c t l y  pe rce ive  i n  s i g h t ,  hea r ing ,  e t c .  a r e  impress ions  
r a t h e r  t han  q u a l i t i e s  of o b j e c t s  o r  bodies ,  s e r v e  a l s o  
t o  prove t h a t  our  impress ions  of touch a r e  t o  be d i s -  
t i ngu i shcd  from s o l i d i t y  as  a q u a l i t y  of o b j e c t s  ( T  231) .  

O n  my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  Hume i s  arguing  hypo- 
t h e t i c a l l y  t h a t  i f  c o l o u r ,  sound, e t c . ,  a r e  a s c r i b e d  t o  
pe rcep t ions  alone then ,  s i n c e  t h e  i d e a s  o f  primary 
q u a l i t i e s  a r e  i n s e p a r a b l e  from t h o s e  of secondary 
q u a l i t i e s ,  ex t ens ion ,  motion,  and s o l i d i t y  would a l s o  
be depr ived  o f  a r e a l  e x i s t e n c e .  The c o r r e c t n e s s  of 
this i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t u r n s  on t h e  quest i0 .n  o f  whether 
Hume does i n  f a c t  accept *he Lockeian claim concerning 
t h e  s u b j e c t j v i t y  of t h e  secondary q u a l i t i e s .  I f e e l  
t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  two impor tan t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  t o  be 
taken  i n t o  account  h e r e .  The f i r s t  is t h a t ,  wi th  t h e  
appa ren t  except ion  of t h e  passage wi th  which I have 
heen mainly concerned (T  2 2 6 - 2 2 7 )  , Hume nowhere d e n i e s  
the o b j e c t i v i t y  af t h e  secondary q u a l i t i e s .  I t  is 
t r u e  t h a t  he does compare h i s  account  of t h e  v i r t u e s  
and v i c e s  t o  t h e  Lockeian view (k t h a t  of t h e  
m o d c r n  p h i l o s o p h y )  of secondary q u a l i t i e s  (T  4 6 9 )  ; 
b u t  this i s  by no means t o  endorse t h a t  view. The 
second p o i n t  I would make i s  that Hume is  prepared  t o  
t r e a t  secondary q u a l i t i e s  a s  be ing ,  l i k e  primary 
q u a l i t i e s ,  p r o p e r t i e s  of bodies or o b j e c t s .  For 
example, fi. pcrrt i .cu2ar c o l o u r ,  t a s t e ,  and s m e l l  a r e  
q u a l i t . i e s  a l l  u n i t e d  t o g e t h e r  i n  t h i s  a p p l e  (T 2 ) ;  

t h e  c o l o u r ,  t a s t e , ,  figure, r ; o l i d i t y  and o t h e r  q u a l i t i e s ,  
combin ’d  i n  a p e a c h  O P  m e l o n ,  arae c o n c e i v ‘ d  t o  farm 
o a e  t h 2 -  (T 221). What, t h e n ,  of t h e  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  
passage from T225-231? It is important  t o  no te ,  
f i r s t ,  t h a t  i n  the corresponding r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  
primary/secondary q u a l i t y  d i s t i n c t i o n  from t h e  f i r s t  
E n q u i r l  (E 154), t h e r e  is no sugges t ion  t h a t  Hume 
himself s u b s c r i b e s  t o  t h e  view of t h e  modern ezqu i rer s  
concerning t h e  secondary q u a l i t i e s ,  o r  t h e  arguments 

.- -..- 
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o f f e r e d  on b e h a l f  of t h a t  view. Nor can w e  see H u m e  as  
e n d o r s i n g  h e r e  (T225-231) t h e  Lockcian a c c o u n t  of 
secondary  q u a l i t i e s  i f  h e  r e g a r d s  it as  an  i n s t a n c e  of 
t h e  f a l s e  p h i l o s o p h y  which l e a d s  t o  e x t r a u a q a ~ i t  
scepticism. It may n o t ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  seem so  s u r p r i s i n g  
t h a t  Iiume n e v e r t h e l e s s  d e s c r i b e s  one  of  t h e  a r g u m e n t s  
o f f e r e d  o n  b e h a l f  of t h i s  a c c o u n t  as satisfucto~y, 
when w e  b e a r  i n  mind t h a t ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  Ilume, t h i s  
k ind  of argument c e r t a i n l y  p r o v e s  something.  For, a s  
we have s e e n ,  he  t h i n k s  t h a t  it shows t h a t  w e  e x p e r i e n c e  
c o l o u r s ,  sounds, etc .  as i m p r e s s i o n s  i n  t h e  mind, 
r a t h e r  t h a n  q u a l i t i e s  of o b j e c t s .  Hence t h e  r e j ec t ion  
of Naive R e a l i s m .  And q i v e n  t h a t  many o f  t h e s e  
i m p r e s s i o n s  have no e x t e r n a l  a r c h e t y p e ,  c a u s a l  reason- 
i n g  would,  i n d e e d ,  l e a d  u s  t o  c o n c l u d e  t h a t  o u r  
i m p r e s s i o n s  of s e n s a t i o n  a r e  a l l  on t h e  same f o o t i n g .  
T h i s  is  why Hume c o n c l u d e s  t h e  s e c t i o n  by r e f e r r i n g  
t o  t h e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i n v o l v e d  i n  e n d o r s i n g  b o t h  the 
p r i n c i p l e s  by which w e  come t o  s u b s c r i b e  t o  t h e  c o n -  
t i n u e d  e x i s t e n c e  of e x t e r n a l  objects ,  and t h o s e  which  
r e s u l t  i n  t h e  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  d o c t r i n e  of s e n s i b l e  
q u a l i t i e s  l i k e  c o l o u r  and sound a s  secondary  ( T  231). 

Kume's p o s i t i o n  might  u s e f u l l y  b e  summarised 
i n  t e r m s  of t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  which h e  h imsel f  employs 
i n  c h a r a c t e r i s i n g  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s  of i m p r e s s i o n s  
conveyed by t h e  s e n s e s ,  and t h e  views of  t h e  p h i l o s o p h e r s  

and t h e  v u l g a r  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e s e  i m p r e s s i o n s  

(T 2;  T 192). 

---___.____I 
Primary Q u a l i t i e s  
Secondary Q u a l i t i e s  
P a i n s  and P l e a s u r e s  

Have a n  E x t e r n a l  E x i s t e n c e ?  
The i n t e r e s t i n g  f c a t u r e  o f  Hume's p o s i t i o n  is  t h a t  w e  f i n d  
him a l i g n e d  w i t h  t h e  v u l g a r  a g a i n s t  p h i l o s o p h e r s  a s  
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r ep resen ted  by, f o r  example, Locke. Hume a c c e p t s  
Berke ley ' s  cr i t ic isms of Locke on t h i s  p o i n t :  if w e  
a r e  t o  a s c r i b e  a s u b j e c t i v e  s t a t u s  to secondary 
q u a l i t i e s  t h e n  it may be shown, p a r t l y  by argument ad 
hominem, t h a t  a s i m i l a r  conc lus ion  i n  regard  to  t h e  
primary q u a l i t i e s  w i l l  fo l low.  Unlike Berkeley,  how- 
e v e r ,  Hume is  no t  prepared  t o  accep t  t h a t  secondary 
q u a l i t i e s  d o  have t h e  s t a t u s  only  of percep t ions  (o r  
' i d e a s ' ) .  That  H u m e  should be on t h e  s i d e  of t h e  
vu lga r  seems a p p r o p r i a t e  i n  view of h i s  judgement that 
t h o  trlts p h i l o s o p h y  approaohes nearer  t o , t h e  s en t imen t s  
of t h e  vu lgar ,  t h a n  t o  t h o s e  o f  a mistaken knowledge  
(T 223). 

I11 

CONCLUSION 

Space p e r m i t s  on ly  a few b r i e f  comments on t h e  
account  I have g iven  of H U m e ' S  view of pe rcep t ion ,  
o b j e c t s  and e x t e r n a l  e x i s t e n c e .  It  is necessary  a t  
l e a s t  t o  mention one of  t h e  more i d i o s y n c r a t i c  f e a t u r e s  
of Nume's epis temology,  namely, h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  among 
secondary q u a l i t i e s  between those  which e x i s t  i n  
ex tens ion  - colour  and ,  presumably,  h e a t  and c o l d  - 
and t h o s e  which do not  - smell ,  t a s t e  and sound (T 235- 
2 3 9 ) .  The b a s i s  f o r  Hume's c r e a t i o n  of two c l a s s e s  of 
secondary q u a l i t y  is, once aga in ,  h i s  account  of t h e  
idea  of space or ex tens ion  a s  a r i s i n g  from exper ience  
i n  t h e  form of impress ions  of s i g h t  and touch.  But 
Hume e v i d e n t l y  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  q u a l i t i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  
wi th  t h e  o t h e r  senses do e x i s t  a s  genuine f e a t u r e s  of 

bodies  o r  o b j e c t s  and,  indeed,  t h a t  t hey  a r e  i n s e p a r a b l e  
f r o m  t h e  q u a l i t i e s  of co lou r  and t a n g i b i l i t y  ( T  5; T 237). 
I m c s t  a l s o  acknowledge t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  view of per-  
c e p t i o n  and i t s  o b j e c t s  which 1 have a s c r i b e d  to H u m e  
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i s  one w i t h  which he  himself  e x p r e s s e s  d i s s d t i s f a c t i o n .  
I n  so f a r  as  i t  embraces t h e  n o t i o n  of a ' d o u b l e  
e x i s t e n c e '  it goes beyond e x p e r i e n c e  ( i n  t h e  f o r m  of  
p e r c e p t i o n s )  , and f i n d s  no basis  i n  human n a t u r e  (T 1 9 3 ) .  
But u n l e s s  w c  t a k e  Hume t o  deny t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  
e x t e r n a l  objects ,  h i s  v e r d i c t  on t h i s  system i s  t h a t  
i t  is ,  a t  worst, u n v e r i f i a b l e .  We should  n o t ,  I s u g g e s t ,  

be s u r p r i s e d  by Hume 's  own a d m i s s i o n  t h a t  he  i s  u n a b l e  
t o  v i n d i c a t e  t h e  o n l y  view of  p e r c e p t i o n  which a p p e a r s  
t o  remain when, on t h e  b a s i s  of arguments  from t h e  
r e l a t i v i t y  of p e r c e p t i o n ,  he  f i n d s  h imsel f  f o r c e d  to 
reject  Naive or Direct Realism. What w e  may l e a r n  
from Hume's d i s c u s s i o n ,  I b e l i e v e ,  is t h a t  t h e  abandon-  
ment of Naive o r  Direct Realism p r e v e n t s  u s  from 
p r o v i d i n g  any s a t i s f a c t o r y  e x p l a n a t i o n  of t h e  n a t u r e  
of e x t e r n a l  e x i s t e n c e  and,  hence ,  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  
between p e r c e p t i o n  and i t s  o b j e c t s .  
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