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139. 

COULD AN IMPRESSION BE A PROCESS? 

Processes a r e  o f  t w o  main k i n d s ,  depending o n  
whether  t h e  p r o c e s s  h a s  or l a c k s  c u l m i n a t i o n .  I am 
concerned  w i t h  non-culminat ing p r o c e s s e s ,  x., w i t h  a 
burn ing  f u s e  9 e x p l o s i o n .  
secondary  by any  good d i c t i o n a r y ,  d e r i v e d  from t h e  head ,  
or c u l m i n a t i n g ,  s e n s e  of ' p r o c e s s ' .  

f o l l o w s :  something i s  a b s o l u t e l y  unchanging,  i f  it i s  
unchanging i n  e v e r y  s e n s e  o f  t h e  word. Those who h o l d  
t h a t ,  *, a monotonous sound i s  a b s o l u t e l y  unchanging  
h o l d  t h a t  i n  a n  a b s o l u t e l y  unchanging u n i v e r s e  t h e r e  i s  
no r e a s o n  why t h e r e  should  n o t  be such  a sound. L i k e  
any a b s o l u t e l y  unchanging e x i s t e n t ,  it sound is  c a u g h t ,  
so to  s p e a k ,  i n  a n  i n s t a n t a n e o u s  f r e e z e  o n  a l l  c h a n g e .  
Those who o p t  fo r  p r o c e s s  hold  t h a t  change i s ,  so t o  
speak ,  of  i t s  e s s e n c e .  Hence, i n  a n  a b s o l u t e l y  un- 
changing wor ld ,  t h e r e  could  n o t  be a p r o c e s s .  

The q u e s t i o n  I wish t o  r a i se  is  n o t  whether  
t h e r e  a r e  p r o c e s s e s  , and c e r t a i n l y  n o t  whether  IIume o p t s  
f o r  p r o c e s s e s .  I t  i s  d o u b t f u l  t h a t  Ilume e n t c r i a i n e d  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  of  p r o c e s s .  Indeed,  t h a t  i s  t h e  p o i n t .  One of 
Hume's main commentators ,  R .  W .  Church, h o l d s  t h a t  Hume's 
p e r c e p t u a l  a toms,  d e f i n e d  by h i s  d ic tum t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h -  
a b i l i t y  m u t u a l l y  e n t a i l s  s e p a r a b i l i t y ,  as w e l l  a s  t h e i r  
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  are  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  t h e  t h e s i s  
t h a t  " e x p e r i e n c e s  e x i s t  n o t  i n  s u c c e s s i o n  b u t  i n  p r o c e s s .  'I1 

Church g o e s  on t o  s a y  t h a t  it i s  " d i f f i c u l t  t o  see how 
. . . ' p r o c e s s '  can  have meaning f o r  Hume. He p l a i n l y  
h o l d s  p e r c e p t i o n s  and t h e i r  c o n t e n t s  t o  be s u c c e s s i v e  

merely.  

must reject processes, and t h e n  c o n s i d e r  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  
reason  drawn from Hume's a c c o u n t  of time. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  

T h i s  i s  r e p o r t e d  a s  

An o n t o l o g i c a l  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  ' p r o c e s s '  is as 

I, 2 

I b e g i n  by c o n s i d e r i n g  C h u r c h ' s  r e a s o n  why Hume 
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d i v i s i b i l i t y  of  t i m e  t e r m i n a t e s  i n  unchanging atoms. 
T h e  essence  of p rocess  i s  change. Hence, no temporal  
a ton  i s  a process .  Nei ther  r eason ,  I a rgue ,  s u f f i c e s  
f o r  ho ld ing  t h a t  impress ions  and p rocesses  a r e  mutua l ly  
exc lus ive .  

Hume holds  t h a t  d i s  t i n g u i  s habil. it y mu t ua 11 y 
e n t a i l s  s e p a r a b i l i t y .  Church holds  t h a t  t h i s  dictum 
d e f i n e s  Kume' s p e r c e p t u a l  atomism. To h i g h l i g h t  t h e  
atomism it i s  supposed t o  d e f i n e ,  he rewords i t ,  a s  
follows: "Whatever i s  d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  
s e 1 f - id e 11 t i c a 1 and t h e r e f o r e  s e 1 f -c on t a  i n ed . It 
does  t h i s  rewording mean? According t o  Church, Hume, 

i n  t h e  body of t h e  T r e a t i s e ,  ho lds  t h a t  resemblance 
i s  q u a l i t a t i v e  i d e n t i t y  d i s t r i b u t e d ,  numer ica l ly ,  over  
many complexes. "On Hume's t heo ry  of a b s t r a c t  ideas,  

' r esemblance '  i s  a v e r b a l  t e r m  r e f e r r i n g  ( i n  v i r t u e  o f  

h a b i t s  of a s s o c i a t i o n )  t o  any c a s e  of a q u a l i t a t i v e  
i d e n t i t y  numer ica l ly  d i s t r i b u t e d .  'I4 

q u a l i t a t i v e  i d e n t i t y  i n  q u e s t i o n  i s  no t  r e l a t i v e  t o  
any d i f f e r e n c e  from another  q u a l i t y ,  Bradley t o  t h e  

c o n t r a r y  no twi ths t and ing .5  Di f f e rence ,  f o r  Hune, i s  
incompat ib le  .with r e l a t i o n  and i t  is  i t s e l f  n o t  a 
r e l a t i o n . 6  
a b s o l u t e  s e l f - i d e n t i t y  mutual ly  e n t a i l s  se l f -conta inment .  

So much for Church 's  v e r s i o n  of Iiume's pe rcep tua l  

What 

Fur the r  , t h e  

I t  fo l lows ,  accord ing  t o  Church, t h a t  Hume's 

atomism. Is it incompat ib le  wi th  p rocess ,  a s  Church 
c la ims?  A trombone's s l i d e  i l l u s t r a t e s  non-culminating 

process  wi th  success ion .  L e t  us  u s e  it a s  a b a s i s  f o r  an 
account .  

A t rombone 's  s l i d e  i s  unbroken no t  on ly  qua sound 
b u t  p i t c h .  Neve r the l e s s ,  it incorpora t e s  p i t c h  

m u l t i p l i c i t y .  By " success ive  merely" does  Church mean 
that t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  f rom p i t c h  t o  p i t c h  must be broken, 
con t ra ry  t o  what is heard,  and,  for t h i s  reason ,  Hume 
cannot  account  f o r  t h e  s l i d e  gua process?  If so, he is 
m i s t a k e n  - 
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D i s t i n g u i s h a b i l i t y  m u t u a l l y  e n t a i l s  s e p a r a b i l i t y  

for  H u m e ,  b u t  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  mean t h a t  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  
2rom p i t c h  t o  p i t c h  c a n n o t  b e  e x p e r i e n c e d  a s  a s l i d e .  
I n  f a c t ,  it i s  e a s y  t o  show t h a t  a t rombone ' s  s l i d e  
conforms t o  H U m e ' S  d ic tum,  by r e a s o n  of t h e  j u s t  n o t i c e -  
a b l e  d i f f e r e n c e  and Hume ' s  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  r e l a t i o n  of 
c o n t i g u i t y  i n  t i m e .  

W e  a re  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h r e e  n o t i o n s :  first, 
d i s t i n c t i o n ,  a n d ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  how p i t c h e s  i n  the s l i d e  
are d i s t i n g u i s h e d .  Second, s e p a r a b i l i t y ,  and,  i n  p a r -  
t i c u l a r ,  how s e p a r a t i o n  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  t o  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  
g u a r a n t e e d  by t h e  f a c t  o f  process. T h i r d ,  s l i d e ,  a n d ,  
i n  p a r t i c u l a r  how fIume's  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  r e l a t i o n  o f  
tempora l  c o n t i g u i t y  , coupled  w i t h  t h e  j u s t  n o t i c e a b l e  
d i f f e r e n c e ,  g u a r a n t e e s  phenomenal s l i d e .  I t a k e  u p  
t h e s e  t h r e e  n o t i o n s  i n  t h e  o r d e r  ment ioned.  

The d i s t i n c t i o n  between two p i t c h e s  i n  the 
t rombone ' s  s l i d e  i s  e f f e c t e d  by t h e  j u s t  n o t i c e a b l e  
d i f f e r e n c e .  But ,  it w i l l  be o b j e c t e d ,  t h e  j u s t  n o t i c e -  
a b l e  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  a sense-organ-induced d i s t i n c t i o n .  A 

s e n s e  o r g a n  p r o v i d e s  t h e  basis  f o r  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  what 
i s  r e a l l y  w i t h o u t  d i s t i n c t i o n  or d i . f f e r e n c e .  

Hume re jec ts  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of: t h e  

d i s t i n c t i o n  of p i t c h e s .  I t  o p p o s e s  d i s t i n c t i o n  to s l ide ,  

a n d ,  t h e n ,  t o  resolve t h e i r  a p p a r e n t  c o n t r a d i c t i o n ,  it 
al locates  d i s t i n c t i o n  t o  a s e n s e  o r g a n ,  and  s l i d e  t o  a 

" r e a l "  world.  Hume i n s i s t s  over and over t h a t  r e a l i t y  
and p e r c e p t i o n  c a n n o t  s t a n d  i n  such  a mis-match r e l a t i o n  
(e.g., T 1 9 0 ) .  S l i d e ,  d i s t i n c t i o n  and s u c c e s s i o n  a r e  a s  
t h e y  a r e  p e r c e i v e d .  Hence, t h e r e  c a n n o t  be l o g i c a l  
o p p o s i t i o n  between ' d i s t i n c t '  and ' s l i d e ' .  The matter 
must be r e c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a s  f o l l o w s :  a j u s t  n o t i c e a b l e  
d i f f e r e n c e  i s  a rea l  d i f f e r e n c e .  Yet, p i t c h e s  r e a l l y ,  

- i . e .  p e r c e p t u a l l y ,  s l i d e  one  i n t o  a n o t h c r .  

n o t h i n g  t o  ease the l o g i c a l  t e n s i o n  between 'distinct' and 
T h i s  c h a r a c t e x i z a t k o n ,  it w i l l  be o b j e c t e d ,  d o e s  



1 4 2 .  

' s l i d e ' .  L e t  u s  g r a n t  t h e  o b j e c t i o n ,  f o r  $he moment. 

For r i g h t  now I am concerned t o  make e x p l i c i t  Huliie's u s e  
of t h e  word ' d i s t i n c t ' .  I t  i s  a u s e  c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  
' s l i d e ' .  

A s  for  s e p a r a b i l i t y ,  t h e  e s s e n c e  of p r o c e s s  is 
change ,  as  s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h e  o n t o l o g i c a l  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  
' p r o c e s s ' .  Mhat k ind  of change are w e  d e a l i n g  w i t h ?  1% 
c a n n o t  be q u a l i t a t i v e .  A monotonous p r o c e s s  is 
q u a l i t a t i v e l y  one.  Y e t ,  qua p r o c e s s ,  t h e r e  i s  change.  
The only p l a u s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  e x i s t e n t i a l  change.  I t  
i s  t h e  sor t  of c h a n g e a b l e  e x i s t e n c e  best  d e s c r i b e d  as 
becoming. I f  one p i t c h  becomes ( " t u r n s  i n t o "  ) a n o t h e r  
as  ' s l i d e '  r e q u i r e s ,  t h e n  t h e  t w o  p i t c h e s  c a n n o t  co- 
e x i s t .  The s u r v i v i n g  p i t c h  i s  s e p a r a t e d ,  i n  r e s p e c t  t o  
e x i s t e n c e ,  from i t s  p r e d e c e s s o r .  The r e q u i r c m e n t  of 
s e p a r a t i o n  i s  s a t i s f i e d .  I t  w i l l  b e  o b j e c t e d  t h a t  n o t  

o n l y  ' d i s t i n c t i o n '  b u t  now ' s e p a r a t i o n '  a r e  c l a i m e d  to  
be c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  ' s l i d e '  -- c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  o n e  p i t c h  

becoming ( " t u r n i n g  i n t o " )  a n o t h e r .  T h i s  c l a i m ,  SO t h e  
o b j e c t i o n  g o e s ,  is  c o u n t e r i n t u i t i v e .  Is  it? Let u s  
t u r n  t o  t h e  t h i r d  n o t i o n ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of  tempora l  
c o n t i g u i t y ,  f o r  a n  answer.  

The t rombone ' s  s l i d e  i l l u s t r a t e s  q u a l i t a t i v e  
d i s t i n c t i o n ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  , among p i t c h e s .  Otherwise  
the p i t c h  c o u n t  w i t h i n  t h e  s l i d e  would n o t  be many. 
:;evertheless, no break is  e x p e r i e n c e d .  Rul ing o u t  a 
sound break  i t s e l f ,  what would a q u a l i t a t i v e  b r e a k  be 
l i k e ?  Two s o r t s  a re  p o s s i b l e .  F i r s t ,  a t h i r d  q u a l i t y ,  

n e c e s s a r i l y  a p i t c h  because  t h e  sound i s  unbroken,  l i e s  
between two p i t c h e s  and s e r v e s  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  ( " b r e a k " )  
them. But t h i s  c o n t r a d i c t s  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  of tempora l  
c o n t i g u i t y .  Second,  t w o  p i t c h e s  are  t e m p o r a l l y  
conciguous ,  b u t  a b r e a k  l i e s  between them because  t h e y  
a r e  r,ot r.ext t o  each  o t h e r  i n  t h e  o r d e r  of  p i t c h e s .  B u t  
t h i s  c o n c r a a i c t s  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e  two p i t c h e s  are 
j u s t  n o t i c e a b l y  d i f f e r e n t .  However, t h e r e  i s  no need t o  
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emphasize j u s f ;  n o t i c e a b l e ,  provided t h a t  their d i s t i n c t i o r i  
i s  granted .  Among ph i losoph ica l  r e l a t i o n s ,  Hume l i s t s  
degrees  of a q u a l i t y .  (T 15)  S p e c i f i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  
p i t c h e s  are degrees .  Nextness of degrees  w i l l  20 as 
w e l l  a s  j u s t  n o t i c e a b l e  i n  p re se rv ing  t h e  exper ienced  
s l i d e  from p i t c h  to  p i t c h .  

t hey  could  n o t  be two. They a re  success ive .  O t h e r w i s e  
they  could no t  be sepa rab le .  And one s l i d e s  i n t o  t h e  
o t h e r .  Otherwise they  could  n o t  be q u a l i t a t i v e l y  and 
tempora l ly  cont iguous .  

becoming is  metaphys ica l ly  inadequate .  But it is c l e a r  
t h a t  Hume is no t  t r y i n g  t o  g i v e  a metaphys ica l  accoun t  
o f  becoming. We does  n o t  r a i s e  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of p r o c e s s .  
Rather ,  teniporal c o n t i g u i t y  and' nextness  i n  d e g r e e s  of 
a q u a l i t y  s u f f i c e  t o  account  for non-monotonous p r o c e s s e s .  

I n  summary, two p i t c h e s  are d i s t i n c t .  Otherwise  

I t  might be ob jec t ed  t h a t  Hume's account  of 

I have conf ined  d i s c u s s i o n  to non-monotonous 
sounds i n c o r p o r a t i n g  success ion  wi thout  b reaks .  But 
' s l i d e s '  s t a n d s  t o  such sounds as,. say, ' f a d e s '  s t a n d s  
t o  c o l o r s .  Sometimes on:y t h e  g e n e r i c  ' t u r n s  i n t o ' ,  
o r  an e q u i v a l e n t ,  i s  a v a i l a b l e .  .P 

d i s t i n c t  terms. Q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i s t i n c t  terms do n o t  
r e q u i r e  temporal. c o n t i g u i t y .  Wowevnr , i f  distinct 
q u a l i t i e s  are temporal ly  cont iguous ,  n e x t  i n  t h e i r  
order, and success ive ,  one m u s t  t u r n  i n t o  t h e  other. 
One t u r n i n g  i n t o  Lhe o t h e r  is  p rocess  and e n t i r e l y  
c o n s i s t e n t  with kiume's pe rcep tua l  atomism. 

Temporal c o n t i g u i t y  r e q u i r e s  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  

Although Church goes t o  consic?erablc  l e n g t h  to 

e s t zib l i s h a b s o 1 u t e s e 1 f - i d  en tit y and s e 1 f -c G n t a i. ?me n t 

of Humc's p e r c e t u a l  atoms, h i s  view that:  Nunc's atomism 
excludes processes  restx o n ' n e i t h c r  o n e  o f  t h e s e  no t ions .  
I t  rests an a n  unexamined assumption a h u t  succession. 
Por Church ,  ' success ion '  e n t a i l s  ci..sr,gcable e x i s t e n c e ,  
as it dw.s  fox  Hime. Tn a d d i t i o n ,  i t .  entai1.:: fox. 
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Church, b u t  n o t  f o r  Hume, a sor t  of q u a l i t a t i v e  b r e a k  
i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  next r iess  of d e g r e e s  of a q u a l i t y  and/ 
o r  tempora l  c o n t i g u i t y .  T h i s  i s  why h e  p i t s  -Ilume's 
p e r c e p t u a l  atornism a g a i n s t  p r o c e s s .  

I t u r n  now t o  non-culminat ing p r o c e s s  of t h e  
non-success ive  v a r i e t y .  I t  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by a 
monotonous sound and a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  second reason, 
drawn f r o m  flume's a c c o u n t  of t i m e ,  a g a i n s t  c o n s t r u i n g  
an i m p r e s s i o n  as a p r o c e s s .  Thus,  f i v e  n o t e s  sounded 
by a f l u t e  is used by H u e  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  a p r o p e r  
succession. (T 3 6 )  Each n o t e  i s  unchanging.  By 
'unchanging '  I mean t h a t  it i s  n o t  i t s e l f  a s u c c e s s i o n .  
Hume, h i m s e l f  , u s e s  t h e  word ' p a r t '  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  
non-success ive  e l e m e n t s  i n  a s u c c e s s i o n .  The s u c c e s s i o n  
sounded by  t h e  f l u t e  h a s  f i v e  tempora l  p a r t s .  ' P a r t s '  

i s  riot opposed t o  'who le ' ,  e x c e p t  a s  t h e  p a r t s  of a 
s u c c e s s i o n  are summed. tIowever, a tempora l  p a r t  of a 
sum i s  o f t e n  d e a l t  w i t h  f i c t i t i o u s l y ,  a s  i f  i t  w e r e  
i .tself a sun c o n s i s t i n g  of tempora l  p a r t s .  F o r  example,  
w e  may s w i t c h  on a i i g h t  s i m u l t a n e o u s l y  w i t h  t h e  
o c c u r r e n c e  of a rnonotonous sound and d i v i d e  t h e  sound 
by t h e  b l i n k i n g  l i g h t .  I t  e n d u r e s ,  say, f i v e  b l i n k s .  
The b l i n k s  c o n f e r  f i v e  p a r t s  on t h e  monotonous sound. 
I t  l i t e r a l l y  l a c k s  p a r t s ,  a n d ,  t h u s ,  i t  i s  n o t  l i t e r a l l y  
a sum. I t  a c q u i r e s  p a r t s ,  and t h e r e b y  becomes a sum, 
by comparison w i t h  something l i t e r a l l y  p o s s e s s i n g  p a r t s  
-- i n  t h i s  case s u c c e s s i v e  l i g h t  b l i n k s ,  R e f e r r i n g  a 
s u c c e s s i o n  -- a sum -- t o  what i s  n o t  l i t e r a l l y  a 
s u c c e s s i o n  i s  a f i c t i o n ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  Hume. (T 37) H e  
p r o c e e d s  t o  e x p l a i n  how comparison g e n e r a t e s  t h e  f i c t i o n :  
T h e  first and second  a p p e a r a n c e s  o f  t h e  o b j e c t ,  b e i n g  

: .c~npar ' d  o i t h  t h e  c u c c s s s i o n  of our perceptions, tieern 
eqi ,c l : l ly  rernov'd u s  if t h e  object had r e a l l y  c h a n g ' d .  ( T  6 5 )  

The p o i n t  r e q u i r i n g  emphasis  i s  t h a t  t h e  
nonotonocs  sound l i t e r a l l y  l a c k s  temporal p a r t s .  For  
t h i s  r e a s o n ,  i t  i s  c h a n g e l e s s .  Is it a b s o l u t e l y  c h a n g e l e s s ?  

I 
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This  i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  q u e s t i o n ,  because a monotonous 
sound could  be  changeless  i n  t h e  sense  of  n o t  be ing  a 
success ion .  Y e t ,  i t  does change i n  t h e  sense  of change 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  process .  I n  r a i s i n g  t h i s  q u e s t i o n ,  
of cour se ,  I do n o t  neon t o  sugges t  t h a t  H u m c  r a i s e s  
it. I do wish t o  sugges t  t h a t  Hume adheres  t o  b e l i e f s  
of common l i f e ,  t h e  c o r r e c t i o n  and s y s t e m a t i z a t i o n  of 

which c o n s t i t u t e  t r u e  phi losophy.  Common b e l i e f s  
i nc lude  b e l i e f  i n  o b j e c t s  t h a t  do n o t  change a s  w e l l  

a s  b e l i e f  i n  success ions  by which a b s o l u t e l y  change le s s  
o b j e c t s  and monotonous p rocesses  a c q u i r e  temporal  p a r t s .  
Why should H u m e  accep t  common b e l i e f s  i n  a b s o l u t e l y  
changeless  o b j e c t s  and i n  success ions ,  b u t  reject  
monotonous p rocesses?  

i f  n o t  f o r  h i s  p e r c e p t u a l  atomism, then  f o r  h i s  tempora l  
atomism. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  temporal. atoms l a c k  p a r t s .  
They cannot  themselves  change because they  l a c k  p a r t s .  
Y e t ,  t h e  essence  of p rocess  is change. Hence, a tempora l  
atom cannot  be a process .  

two senses  o f  ' change ' .  A temporal  atom cannot  c o n s i s t  
o f  p a r t s .  I t  does n o t  fo l low,  however, t h a t  it is  

a b s o l u t e l y  unchanging. I t  could  undergo t h a t  s o r t  of  

change c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of process .  

p e c u l i a r  t o  t i m e  e s t a b l i s h e s  t h a t  h i s  pe rcep tua l  atomism 
and h i s  temporal atomism a r e  c o e x t e n s i ~ c . ~  
McRae makes t h e  same poin t . '  This  being so, i f  a 
pe rcep tua l  atom could be a p rocess ,  a s  shown above, 
then so could  a temporal  atom be a p rocess .  

But, it w i l l  be o b j e c t e d ,  he must r e j ec t  them, 

This  o b j e c t i o n  appears  p l a u s i b l e  by t r a d i n g  on 

I have shown elsewhere t h a t  Iiume's argument 

Recent ly  , 

Hume o f f e r s  s e v e r a l  arguments f o r  h i s  tempora l  
atomism, among them t h e  argument p e c u l i a r  t o  t i m e ,  as 
f 0 1 lows : 
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11 each  moment, a s  i t  s u c c e e d s  a n o t h e r ,  
were no t  p e r f e c t l y  g i n g l e  and 
C n d i v i c i b Z s ,  t h e r e  would be an 
i n f 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 t i m e ;  which I b e l i e v e  v iZl  
be aZlow'd t o  be  an a r r a n t  c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  (T 31) 

Only s u c c e s s i o n s  cons is t  of  tempora l  p a r t s .  Hence, o n l y  
s u c c e s s i o n s  a r e  l i t e r a l l y  d i v i d e d .  F u r t h e r ,  a non- 
s u c c e s s i v e  e l e m e n t  i n  a s u c c e s s i o n  i s  i n d i v i s i b l e .  
For comparison of a s u c c e s s i o n  w i t h  a non-success ion ,  
i n  t h e  way j u s t  n o t i c e d ,  l i t e r a l l y  d i v i d e s  no such 
e lement .  Every non-success ive  e lement  i n  a s u c c e s s i o n ,  
t h e n ,  i s  u n d i v i d e d  and i n d i v i s i b l e .  I t  is  a temporal 
atom. I t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  a tempora l  atom i s  a p e r c e p t u a l  
atom and vice versa,  a n d ,  because  t h e  o n e  could be a 
p r o c e s s ,  so  could t h e  o t h e r .  

odd because  'atom' c o n n o t e s  a n  e x t e n s i o n  so small, 
or  a d u r a t i o n  so s h o r t ,  t h a t  it i s  b a r e l y ,  i f  a t  a l l ;  
p e r c e i v e d ,  o r ,  even ,  it i s  confused  w i t h  o t h e r s .  
T h i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  i s  Humc's t e a c h i n g  i n  r e s p e c t  t o  
e x t e n s i o n ,  b u t ,  a s  McRae p o i n t s  o u t ,  it i s  n o t  h i s  
t e a c h i n g  i n  r e s p e c t  t o  t i m e . g  

T h i s  r e a d i n g  of Hume's t empora l  a t o m i s m  sounds 

Mume wri tes ,  
Time 01' s u c c e s s i o n ,  t h o  i t  c o n s i s t s  
l i k e w i s e  (h. l i k e  e x t e n s i o n )  o f  
p a r t s ,  never' p r e s e n t s  t o  u s  more 
t h a n  one  a t  once . . . T h e  parsts 
o f  e x t e n s i o n  (because  c o e x i s t e n t )  
b e i n g  R u o c e p t i b l e  of an u n i o n  t o  t h e  
s e n s a s  . . . and . . . t h e  appearance 
o f  one p a r t  e x c l u d e s  n o t  another.  . . , 
On t h e  o t h e r  hand, (because  o f )  t h e  
i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y  of  t h e  p a r t o  of t i m c  
i n  t h e i r  r e a Z  excietence . . . E v e r y  
p a r t  must  appeur s i n g l e  and a l o n e .  (T 429) 

T h i s  p a s s a g e  p r o v i d e s  t h a t  a n  e n d l e s s  series of p a r t s  
g e n e r a t e d  by ' s h o r t e r  t h a n '  i s  i m p o s s i b l e .  Otherwise  
Some p a r t s  i n  t h e  series would be so s h o r t  as t o  l i e  
beyond p e r c e p t i o n ,  and ,  l i k e  p o i n t s  compr is ing  e x t e n s i o n ,  
become confused .  But  Hume rejects t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  i n  
r e s p e c t  t o  temporal atoms. Each p a r t  of t i m e ,  he s a y s ,  
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m u s t  appear  s i n g l e  and a lone .  
I t  might be  s a i d  t h a t  monotonous p r o c e s s e s  -- 

change wi thout  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i s t i n c t  p a r t s  (or ,  a g a i n ,  
change wi thout  success ion )  -- must be, fo l lowing ,  
*., Bergson, i n t u i t e d .  And, s u r e l y ,  Hume would 
reject knowledge o f  t h i s  k ind .  Hence, he must re jec t  
monotonous p rocesses .  But i s  h i s  epis temology,  i n  
p a r t i c u l a r  h i s  t heo ry  of pe rcep t ion ,  so r i g i d  as  t o  
exclude pe rcep t ion  of processes?  
concedes excep t ions  t o  h i s  ep i s t emolog ica l  p r i n c i p l e s .  
For example, a l l  pe rcep t ions  supposed r e s o l v e  thern- 
s e l v e s  i n t o  impress ions  and i d e a s .  (T 1) Y e t ,  H u m e  
concedes t h a t  success ions ,  a l though  perce ived ,  a r e  
o r d e r s  of impress ions ,  n o t  themselves  impress ions-  
(T 36-37) There i s  precedent ,  t h e n ,  f o r  t r e a t i n g  
p rocesses  a s  non-impressions.  Because a success ion  
i s  perce ived ,  b u t  it i s  n o t  an impress ion ,  one might  
cons t rue  i t  a s  a pseudo-impression. S i m i l a r l y ,  a 
monotonous p rocess  might be cons t rued  a s  a pseudo- 
success ion .  For it has i t s  change from i t s e l f ,  b u t  
i t s  p a r t s  must be borrowed from a proper  success ion  
through t h e  medium of comparison. 
t o  r u l e  o u t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  a monotonous p r o c e s s  
could be brought  w i t h i n  t h e  scope of  Hume's scheme 
of  impressions.  Indeed,  l e t  m e  emphasize t h a t  I an 
n o t  urging t h a t  Hume be read  as acknowledging pro- 
cesses. Rather ,  I a m  urging t h a t  he no t  be r ead  as 
r e j e c t i n g  them. 
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