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PREFACE

EvervonE who has studied Hume’s philosophy, and
especially those who have written books about 1t, will
agree that 1n spite of everything that has already been
written on the interpretation and significance of his
doctrines there still remains much to be investigated

This book 1s concerned only with Hume’s views
about those problems which are epistemological mn the
sense 1n which I have described that word 1n Chapter I
Its object 1s to help the student who finds himself, after
reading the 77eatzse and the Enguiry, still not at all
clear what it 1s all about, to correlate Hume’s different
remarks about these problems It 1s not intended to be
1n any sense a substitute for reading Hume himself, 1n
fact I doubt if 1t will be even intelligible to anyone who
has not already read Hume’s own works

I believe that the study of philosophy should be re-
garded as the study of certain problems and not as the
study of particular philosophers or of particular philo-
sophical works Accordimgly I have tried to discuss
Hume’s views in such a way that anyone who 1s
famihar with the work of those who preceded him
and who follow him will be able to judge how they are
related to the process of development of the problems
they concern In so doing some personal interpretation
15 mevitable, and I must confess that in attempting to
understand Hume I have come to disagree strongly
with the view of his early critics, which 1s stull widely
current, that Hume has nothing of importance to con-
tribute to philosophy and that his own claim to fame
as a philosopher lies 1n the fact that he developed the
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false premisses of his predecessors to their logical con-
clusions It seems to me that on the contrary Hume
was the first to raise some of the problems about which
philosophers are sull puzzling to-day

This indication of my interpretation of Hume's
epistemology will show more clearly than any acknow-
ledgement could how much I have learnt from those
philosophers who have taken up Hume’s problems and
have facilitated the interpretation of his theories by
their own developments of them I am grateful to these
philosophers and to those whom I have mentioned by
name and from whom [ have quoted, for teaching me
everything that has made the writing of this book poss-
ible I can never adequately thank Professor Stebbing,
who has read the whole work in manuscript, has dis-
cussed each section with me 1n detail and has saved
me from making many blunders even worse than those
that still remain

A paper dealing with the problems discussed 1n
Chapters 3 and 4 was read to the Aristotelian Society
i May 1935 I wish to thank the committee of the
society for permission to reprint the sections which re-
appear verbatim and the members of the society who
took part mn the discussion following the paper for the
criticisms which led me to substitute what I hope are
less inaccurate treatments of the same subjects for the
remainder C M

LoNDON,
February 1937
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[NTRODUCTION 1
PART ONE
CHAPTER 1

THE NATURE oF EPISTEMOLOGY . 3

1 Introduction —An examation of the nature of epis-
temology and some justification for the assertion that Hume
was an epistemologist 15 a necessary prehminary to the ex-
amnation of his epistemological doctrines The views of Dawes
Hicks, Pringle-Pattison, Marvin and Laird will be examined
for some Light on the nature of epistemology

n Dawes Hicks and Pringle-Pattison on Epistemology —
Dawes Hicks holds that epistemology 1s concerned with the
process of knowing 1n relation to what 1s known and especially
with the vahdity of our knowledge of an external world Pringle-
Pattison thinks that "‘epistemnology’’ has sometimes been used
for the enquiry into what can be known to be certamly true and
sometimes for an 1nvestigation of all forms of cognition Both
these enquiries might be called a theory of knowledge, but 1t 15
important to recognise that “knowledge’” may be used mna strict
and narrow sense for that form of cognition which yields cer-
tainty, and 1t may be used 1n a wide sense for all forms of cogm-
tion Philosophers in the past have been inclined to assume that
only knowledge 1n the strict sense 15 worthy of mvestigation,
but since, from the hime of Hume onwards, problems about
other forms of cognition have been recogmized to be important,
Dawes Hicks' and Pringle-Pattison's definition of epistemology
seems to be more satisfactory than a definition which confines
1t to a study of knowledge in the strict sense

wm The Priority of Epistemology —1f we accept this ac-
count of episternology, the statement that epistemology 1s prior
to metaphysics or the other sciences 15 not an epistemological
staternent Nevertheless, 1t has often been maintained to be a
true statement about epistemology This priority 1s supposed
to be logical and not psychological Unfortunately this notion
of logical priority has not been very clearly analysed The only
point that Locke succeeds 1n establishing 1s that to answer
epistemological problems we must study epistemology Ierner
bases his contention that epistemology 1s logically prior on the
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grounds that we cannot know without knowing that we know,
a point he does not succeed 1n establishing In fact epistemo-
logy does not seem to be prior to questions about the world,
either metaphysical or scientific, and the onus proband: lies
on those who assert that 1t 15 so

1w The New Realist Criticism of Epistemology —The New
Realists believe that epistemology 1s concerned with certain
problems which seem to be psychological problems They also
hold that epistemology 1s concerned to establish the possibility
of knowledge This contention seems to involve a misunder-
standing of the statements of epistemologists Finally, since
1t 15 no part of the theory of epistemology to assert that it 1s
prior to metaphysics, there seem no good reasons for rejecting
Pnngle-Pattison’s definition 1n favour of the New Realists’

v Lawrd's Conceprion of Epistemology —Laird maintains
that statements of epistemology are usually unsatisfactory and
that epistemologsts have frequently been concerned to main-
tain views that are equally unsatisfactory, for example, that
the funchion of the epistemologist 1s to study the faculties of the
mund zz vacieo Nevertheless, he believes that epistemology 1s a
distinct branch of knowledge which it 1s of importance to study

v1 Conclusion —In the following chapters those theories of
Hume's which would be said to be concerned with the in-
vestigation of different forms of cognition 1n relation to their
objects are regarded as his epistemology, and not merely those
theories which fall within his own statement of his aim

CHAPTER =

THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION OF THE TREATISE
AND THE ENQUIRY 20

v Introduction —Since Hume's philosophical arguments
have usually been supposed to be concerned with metaphysical
problems, some justification 1s required for treating them as
episternological

n The Differences between the Philosophies of Hume and
his Predecessors —Philosophers with whom Hume 15 supposed
to have much 1n common have tried to find statements about
the world which are indisputably true, and to give a complete
account of everything in the umverse 1n terms of those state-
ments Hume, however, takes as his starting-pomnt certamn
statements which any plain man might make, and shows how
these statements are to be analysed and 1n what eircumstances
they are true He does this by means of an examination of the
human understanding which leads to an account of the dif-
ferent forms of cogmition 1n relation to their objects

W The Epustemological Interest shown in the Treatise —
Since Hume grves no account of epistemology we can only
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judge whether he was concerned with that subject by trying to
discover whether his attitude to the problems he raised should
be called epistemological mn the sense considered The dis-
cussion of impressions and 1ideas 1s often thought to be a
psychological theory Although Hume confused psychologieal,
metaphysical and epistemological statements, the use he makes
of this theory, and the revised discussion of it in the Enguzry,
suggest that 1t should be treated as a contribution to epistemo-
logy Hume also exphatly maintains that his principles will
produce a total revolution 1n philesophy, so that we shall prob-
ably misrepresent um if we take his views to be concerned with
metaphysics or psychology in the accepted senses

w  The Epesternological Interest shown in the Enquiry —
In the Enguzry Hume clearly distinguishes certain funda-
mentally different kinds of objects of mind This 15 an epis-
temological procedure Moreover, Hume explicitly says that
his intention 1s to investigate the differences between these
objects, and that the sole purpose of his investigation 1s to pro-
duce an account of the nature and relations of such objects

v Conclusion —Hume 15 open to criticism 1n that he sug-
gests that same of his terms are ultimate and indefinable, and
then uses them to refer to things which are clearly analysable,
he says that the only objects of mind are perceptions and then
proceeds to discuss others, he says that he 1s concerned with
the activities of the mind and proceeds to discuss the mind 1n
relation to 1ts objects, and he uses ""object’’ to refer both to
something independent of and external to mind and to some-
thing which 1s certainly not independent of mind and 1s not
known to be external to mind In examining Hume's account
of the different activities of mind 1n relation to their objects, I
shall substitute the word “accusative” for the word ‘“‘object”
when 1t 15 used 1n the second sense

PART TWO

CHAPTER 3

SENSATION 37

1 Introductron —The perceptions we apprehend are usually
complex and can be seen to consist of simple perceptions
Simple 1mpressions, with which we must begin our enquiry,
are sensations, passions and emotions From the fact that
Hume’s views about sensations are sometimes incompatible
with his statement of the nature of those sensations, 1t seems
advisable to admit that he has confused two different concepts
His explicit statement suggests that a sensation 1s an accusa-
tive which, unlhke Locke’s sensation, 15 non-representative
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Such a sensation 1s psychologically sitmple Hume assumes that
1L 1s ultimately simple, because he thought that the psycho-
logically simple 15 also unanalysable

u  Sensatrons of the First Kind —Sensations are said to be
mental, compleat 1n themsclves, and unanalysable Sensations
having the last two characteristics are only apprehended 1n-
directly by means of a concept Thus the account of the char-
acternstics of sensations of the first und cannot be accepted as
an account of what we perceive, and must be regarded as useful
for ¢pistemology 1n that 1t enables us to give a clear account of
sensations of the second kind

CHAPTER 4

ACCUSATIVES OF PERCEIVING (1) SIMPLE IMPRESSIONS 46

\ Introduction —There are certain things which explamn
why Hume did not devote more time to perceptual problems,
but they are such as to suggest that it 15 worth while to in-
vestigate his arguments further It would be a mistake to sup-
pose that he regarded zll accusatives as accusatives of percep-
Lion Perceptions can clearly be distinguished from sensations
and from the accusatives of knowing and of believing Never-
theless, within this one class, perceptions, we can distinguish
vanous different types of accusatives, ¢ g sensations and emnu-
tions, and again between perceptions with and without refer-
ence to an external object Perceptions in Hume's first usage
arc impressions and 1deas dissociated from any belief, feeling
or habit Itis probable that Hume would have said that judge-
ment 15 a constituent of every form of cogmtion so that every
accusative 1s an accusative of judging Exceptions must be
made, however, for some accusatives of believing

u Stmple fmpressions of Sensafion —Hume admts three
ditierent kinds of simple impressions, but as he concentrates on
sensations it seems unnccessary to discuss the others 1n detail
He fails to distinguish simple ympressions from pure sensa-
tions, and so his account of the former 1s 1nadequate From his
use ot the impressions 1t 1s clear that we must be aware of them,
whereas we are not aware of sensations as such A simple 1m-
pression 1s a complex having a sensation as one element The
complexity seems somehow due to past experience and 1n-
volves either a modification of the sensation, or, 1if there are new
distinct elements, then they are different in kind from sensa-
tions It 1s important to recogmze that these impressions differ
in degree of complexity and of intensity and determinacy
""Sensation' 15 sometimes used for a physiological occurrence
It1s not possible to distinguish in experience where such sensa-
tion ends and perception begins This should not disturb the
scientist who 1s concerned to give an account of the differences
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and not to draw practical distinctions I submit, however, that
Hume 15 not concerned with sensations 1n this sense

w The Nature of the Sumplicity of Perceptions —A strict
definition of simplicity yields no information, and to get know-
ledge 1t 15 necessary to try to give an account of an element
which will fulfil the strict defimition for the purposes of a certain
particular enquiry The description of the particular simple
element will always be partly empirical in character and there-
fore hable to error Had Hume realized that the ‘simplicity’ of
any element 1s always relative to a particular enquiry, he would
probably have been able to avoid many of his confusions

CHAPTER 5

AccusaTives oF PERCEIVING (z) IDEAs 67

v The Relationship of Ideas to Fmpressions —The word
‘1dea’” 1n this problem 15 used to refer only to those 1deas which
1n modern terminology would be called images Hume’s prob-
lem 15 then to distingwish 1mages from 1mpressions He puts
forward vanous explanations of the difference, but he never
makes clear in which of the three different senses 1n which he
uses the words “impressions’’ and ‘1deas” these explanations
apply The different uses are for (1) episternologically simple
and undefinable entities, (2) the simplest elements 1nto which
experience can be divided by perception alone, (3) the complex
accusabive consisting of an impression or 1dea 1n sense 2 appre-
hended as external or as of something external Hume seems
to have confused two totally different problems, one of the re-
lation of impressions and 1deas in the strict sense, considered in
abstraction from experience, the other the relation of impres-
sions as experienced (sense 3) to ideas as experienced It 1s
most 1mportant for Hume to show that the two are different
problems, although he has not been very successful in domng
so With regard to the first problem 1t 1s sufficient to say that
1deas are copies of impressions but are not derived from them
Since Hume did not distinguish the first two senses of percep-
tion he would apply 1t to both equally Although we cannot be
certain of any facts about perceptions apprehended as external,
Hume 1s concerned with what we believe as well as with what
we know His word “vividness’’ or phrase "“force and vivacity”
should be interpreted as expressing the indefinable character
of these accusatives, and not 1n a literal sense He 15 therefore
not open to those criticisms which are based on the assumption
that it 15 to be interpreted literally This interpretation 1s prob-
ably due to the fact that Hume says that 1deas and impressions
do not differ tn their natures The alternative to a difference in
kind 15 not, for Hume, merely a difference 1n intensity but a
difference 1n our mode of apprehension and attitude This
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difference can be expressed by saying that we believe that
1mpressions are external and that 1deas are not Other char-
acteristics, often cited as the differentiating characteristics of
1mpressions, are not in themselves sufficient to justify the dis-
tinction, though they may influence our belef, either rightly
or wrongly This interpretation of Hume's distinction enables
us to see what Hume means by saying that impressions are
compleat 1n themselves, and 1deas represent 1mpressions It
also enablcs us to see that the ymportant differences between
mmpressions and 1deas can only be expressed in terms of our
apprehension, and therefore that there 15 no important differ-
ence between perceptions which are not apprehended as
external or as of something external

Criticisms of these views appear to be based on a farlure to
understand Hume’s confusion between the three senses of
‘'perception”, and on the assumption that to say that an 1dea
represents an impression necessarily implies that if the 1dea 1s
apprehended 1t 15 apprehended as representative of the 1m-
pression it represents The view that this theory 15 incompatible
with his scepticism seems to be based on a misunderstanding
of the scepticism

n The One Exceptron — The so called exception does not
seem to be an exception at all Hume supposed 1t was because
he argued that we could percerve the mussing colour and
assumed that “perception’ 1n this usage was equivalent to
‘imagination” In fact "perception’” here names a very com-
plex non-perceptual accusative and so 15 not an excephion to
the perception rule Ifin fact the missing colour were 1maged
Hume ought to alter the general rule

m Conclusionn —All problems of importance relating to
complexes concern 1deas apprehended as external

CHAPTER 6

AccusaTives oF PercriviNG (3) CoMPLEXES AND OBJECTS 98

1 The Relation of Complexes to Stmpler — Although
Hume believes that his two celebrated principles are mcon-
sistent with the fact that we perceive complexes he will not
reject them It 1s therefore important to try to discover whether
there 1s any alternative to Hume’s interpretation of the prin-
ciples which would not involve this inconsistency The incon-
sistency would be insurmountable if the complexes we appre-
hend are apprehended as complexes of which the elements are
distinct existences In fact, however, it 1s sensations and not
perceptions which are distinct existences, so that we cannot
adduce the distinctness of perceptions as an argument for the
impossibility of complexes Moreover, the two principles only
prove that there can be no complexes 1f we assume that complex
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perceptions comsist of two or more simple perceptions
united by a real connection, that apprehension of a complex
pereeption necessanily involves apprehension of the relat-
ing element and that apprehension of that element must be
through perception There seems no good reason for accept-
ing these assumptions, and so no reason for rejecting the
principles

It seems probable that the abstraction of sumple perceptions
fromn complex perceptions, of sensations from sunple percep-
tions, and of characteristics of sensations 1nvolve processes
which differ from each other 1n important respects, but Hume
writes as though there 1s only one problem

n  Complex Perceprrons —As an epistemologist Hume 1s
concerned with the problem of the analysis of complexes which
are indisputably given, not with the problem of the construc-
tion of complexes out of simples He believes that what 15
taken to be an object 1s a complex 1mpression What 1s taken
to be an object appears, however, to be a complex both of
stmple impressions and of 1deas All Hume should mean by
"a complex 1mpression” 15 a collection of simple 1mpressions
apprehended as a unity, and by “a complex 1dea’ a collection
of ssmple 1deas apprehended as a unity If or when we are aware
of these complexes 1t 1s at a later stage of psychological de-
velopment than awareness of objects The fact that collections
of simple perceptions are apprehended as complex perceptions
can only be explained, in Hume's philosophy, in terms of
apprehension of objects The fact that two or more simples
are apprehended as a unity 1s due to an ultimate character of
the way 1n which we apprehend, and anything so apprehended
15 called by Hume an individual Hume sometimes uses *'par-
ticular” for 'individual” and sometimes 1n opposition to
“general’’ As a result he assumes that what 1s 1individual
cannot be general This does not follow from his argument

w1 The Relation of Objects to Cornplex Perceptions —Hume
believed that perceptions and objects are not distinguished by
the vulgar He does not make clear what the common-sense
object 1s In order to understand his arguments 1t seems desir-
able to distinguish between objects of the first kind, which, like
perceptions, are penshing, and objects of the second kind,
which, unlike perceptions, are persistent

v dmpression-Objeces of the Frrst Kind —Although Hume
says we take our perceptions to be our objects, his treatment of
objects and our own expenence suggest that the fact that an
object 15 external and a perception 15 not, 15 not the only differ-
entiating charactenstic The fact that the complex perceptions
he names are complexes of both impressions and 1deas sug-
gests that there are further problems An object of the first
kind seems to include a complex of impressions and ideas
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apprehended as ‘out there' It does not seem to 1nvolve appre
hension of persistence although 1t may involve some lind of
reference to the future Examination also suggests that some
1deas which are constituents of objects are not perception 1deas
but general 1deas or concepts, and that the whole problem of
the analysis of objects 1s very much more complex than Hume
admits The apprehension of one partirular collection of per-
ceptions as a umty rather than anotheris due to a characteristic
of the way we apprehend which we cannot explain, the nature
ot the complex 1s, however, modified by experience Hume
assumes that the vulgar in apprehending objects apprehend
non-spatial qualities as having place I suggest that this view
umplies that the plain man’s objects have as constituents con-
cepts which are only revealed by philosophical analysis

v dmpression-Objects of the Second Kind —If a common-
sense thing 1s regarded as persistent 1t will require a different
analysis from the analysis appropriate to objects of the first
kind The impressions which are elements in objects of the
first and of the second kund seem to stand 1n different relations
to the two complexes This 15 partly explicable 1n terms of the
fact that 1n one case some reference to tune 1s required and n
the other case it 15 not The problem, ‘What causes induce us
to believe 1n the existence of body? 1s, for Hume, an epis-
temological problem He mamtains that perceptions are appre-
hended as a persistent unity when they have a quality of
coherence This view seems to be inconsistent with the view
that the apprehension of a collection of perceptions as a unity
1s due to a fundamental character of our way of apprehending
If we accept the latter view the former 1s not necessary to
explain the independence of objects It might be argued that
coherence 15 supposed to explamn objects as the false philo-
sophy sees them, on the other hand, since Hume repudiates
this philosophy, 1t 1s improbable that he meant to discuss such
objects Nevertheless, his argument seems to involve a definite
inconsistenicy owing to his failure to distinguish objects of the
first kind and objects of the second kund Objects of the second
kind cannot be merely perceptions apprehended as distinct,
and I suggest that although Hume 1s probably right 1n think-
g the analysis of the accusative does not involve reference to
anything like his philosopher’s object, he has not shown how
1t should be analysed

vi Jdea-Objects —Hume leaves the relationship of 1mpres-
sion-objects to 1dea-objects to be deduced from the relation-
ship of impressions to 1deas This distinction 15 most easily
understood by considering the relationship of 1deas of memory
to 1deas of imagmnation Since Hume argues that there 1s no
simple 1dea not preceded by a corresponding simple impression,
there must be a difference even between a simple idea of

ny



CONTENTS

memory and a simple 1dea of 1magination The difficulties 1n
Hume’s account of memory seem to anse from the fact that
he has two incompatible views about the nature of the memory
accusative, one that the differentiating charactenstic 1s the
feeling of ‘farce and vivacity’ which we have already con-
sidered, the other, that it 1s a different and specific feeling He
has not realized that he has two views, and his confusion 15
due to the fact that he believes that 1t 1s always possible to
substitute '‘perception’ for '‘ohject’” The difference between
1deas of memory and 1deas of 1magination lies 1n a different
kind of feeling which Hume calls ‘force and vivaaity’ This
suggests that the distinction 1s to be drawn in terms of ex-
ternality Certain passages, however, show that Hume does not
always use ‘‘liveliness’ 1n this sense, and that we must regard
1t as expressing the fact that some 1deas are apprehended 1n a
certain way which we may describe for short by saying that we
have a ‘feeling of pastness’ No ontological or psychological
problem as to whether the oniginal impression can enter the
present situation arises for Hume, who 15 concerned only with
what 1s now present to me Liveliness, 1n this sense, 15 a suffi-
cient differentiating charactenistic of a memory perception
There are, however, other observable differences between
memory and 1magination ideas Firstly, complex memory
mmages all represent complex 1mpressions and complex
imagination 1mages do not Secondly, there 1s usually a differ-
ence of force and vivacity in the literal sense

Hume seems to have recogmzed that we can distinguish
1dea-perceptions from 1dea-objects, but he has nat himself
sufficiently distinguished them to give a clear account of either
The difference between 1deas of memory and of imagination 1s
mn a certain feeling of vivacity which may mean a feeling of
externality or a feeling of pastness The latter seems the more
satisfactory interpretation Complex imagination ideas are not
merely not apprehended as past, but are probably not even
copies of another complex, their complexity 15 du~ to the
faculty of 1magination

Hume only considers the fundamental impression and 1dea
element 1n 1mpression-objects and 1dea-objects respectively,
and does not throw any further light an the nature of the whole
complex, 1dea-object It is clear, however, that there are 1m-
portant problems which he does not raise concerming the other
elements 1n the complex We agree to accept an object of the
first kuind with an idea element, which resembles even though
1t does not exactly represent the impression element 1n an
object of the first kind we have expenienced in the past, as a
memory because we believe there 1s an object of the second
kind to which many different objects of the first kind stand 1n
the same kind of relation Which particular elements of the
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ongnal are represented 1n the copy depends upon the context
of the two experiences

Hume has very Ihttle to say about imagination-objects
There seems no reason to suppose that the analysis of this
accusative differs from the analysis of the memory-object
except 1n the one fundamenta] respect, namely that 1t 15 not
apprehended as external nor with a feeling of pastness

CHAPTER 7

CONCEPTS 165

1 Hume's Confuston of Concepts with Perceptzons —Hume
15 not concerned to deny that there are abstract ideas but to
show what kund of 1deas they are The T7eat15¢ suggests at first
that all 1deas are images There are no abstract or general
mmages Nevertheless, Hume does admit abstract ideas and
non-image 1deas As a result of his beliefs that there 15 no
abstract ymage and that all 1deas are images Hume fails to
give an analysis of the concept-accusative He maintains that
some 1mages give nse to a customn, but his use of this explana-
tion 1mplies a concept-accusative The assumption that there 1s
such an accusative enables us to understand the circumstances
which Hume describes as extraordinary, and to see that his
account of them shows how a particular 1mage 1s related to a
general 1dea This nterpretation 1s based on the assumption
(1) that there are three different problems relating to the one
topic, and that some light on the epistemological problem can
be derived from statements of Hume’s which seem to relate to
the psychological problem, (2) that episternology 1s incomplete
without a concept-accusative—the defects in Hume’s alterna-
tive view also show the need for a concept-accusative, (3) the
image 1nstance of a concept 1s 1n no sense part of the concept
Some of Hume's 1nconsistencies with regard to the nature of
the relation of the 1dea to the impression show that some other
relation 1s required in the case of non-image 1deas
w Determinateness and Distinciness and Separateness —
"Abstract”, “‘general” and “‘universal” are used by Humme to
describe concepts 1n oppasition ta ‘‘particular” which char-
acterizes perceptions lf we recogmize that a concept 1s not a
collection of perceptions 1n any sense, then we must admt that
these words express the fundamental difference between the
two types of accusative ‘‘Individual” in Hume's philosophy
seems to be equivalent to "‘particular’” "“To have a determinate
quality” seems to mean "to have a precise degree of a quality”’
The words '‘deterrminate” and '"indeterminate’ apply to per-
ceptions, are used derivatively 1n connection with objects, and
have no application to concepts Hume's usage 15 inconsistent
owing to his confusion of concepts and perceptions To say
xvl
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that two perceptions are distinguishable or separable 15 to say
that we can percerve them to be different, thus only simple
perceptions can have this quality The 'distinction of reason’,
as Hume recogmizes, does not yield any accusative which 1s
distinct 1n this sense What 1s apprehended 15 a concept which
15 typically different from a perception

m  JInfintte Dipnsibilzty —Hume points out that there 15 no
mfinitely small image, and that when we talk about the In-
finitely small we do experience an 1mage having a certan
magnitude He did not see, however, that what requires to be
analysed 1s not the 1mage but the accusative the phrase ex-
presses He also confuses accusatives and physical things in
this connection

v Space —Hume 1s concerned with space only as an
accusative, but he confuses the concept with the image instance
of1it and tries, without success, to show that the extended thing
1mmage can be regarded as 1dentical with the concept exfension
He does show, however, that apprehension of the concept
extension 15 usually simultaneous with apprehension of an
extended thing image, and that as a matter of psychological
fact the apprehension of the concept 1s subsequent to appre-
hension of 1mage instances of 1t Space or extension which
characterizes objects must be distingumished from the concept
of a particular way of appeanng to mind which Hume some-
times calls "distance’’ He shows first that there 1s no image
empty space In accordance with his principles of philosophfz-
g he admits nevertheless that something must be appre-
hended when we talk about space, and he suggests that 1t 15 a
relation, distance This concept 1s apprehended as the result
of perceptual experiences of objccts having the relation to each
other

v Trme —Hume's discussion of tume relates to the accusa-
tive #zzme Unfortunately he 1s primanly concerned with the
image mstances of the concept and throws very little light on
the concept itself He first shows that there 1s no image fze,
but his attemnpt to provide an alternahive explanation 1s useless
unless we assume a concept Just as the concept space 15 1n fact
preceded by perceptual apprehension so perceptual appre-
hension 1s necessary for the concept fime 7zme, however,
cannot be derived from apprehension of any particular sense
impression, 1t 15 the manzer 1 which 1mpressions appear
Hume did not realize that “‘time’’ 1s used in many different
senses, and he seems sometimes to think of the concept f:e
as an image of a collection of filled moments of time, and some-
times to think of the concept #z7zz¢ as the manner of the appear-
ance of impressions This confusion 1mplies a distinction be-
tween twa concepts The first might be called *“duration”,
which 15 not, as Hume supposed, an image, but a concept
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which can only be indicated as that which perceptions or
events occupy The second, for which we may retain the word
“time”, 15 1ndicated by Hume's assertion that it 1s the manner
1 which perceptions appear Although 1t would be consistent
with Hume's position to admit that there are other zzzze con-
cepts, he does not discuss them except 1n so far as his confusion
implies a further concept which can only be accounted for in
terms of what 1s distinct from accusatives

CHAPTER 8

HF ACCUSATIVES OF (o) D I 222
T A TIV KNowING AND HUME's ScCEPTICISM

1 Perceptions and Propositzons —Although Hume gives no
clear statement of his position on this point he admits, 1n the
course of his discussion, that from the point of view of epis-
temology each object of the mind, z ¢ each accusative, 15 a
unity, and in that respect 15 similar to every other accusative
Neverthcless, he seems to assume that everyone will recognize
that accusatives differ from each other in 1mportant respects,
and that only propositions, and not perceptions, can be con-
sidered as possible accusatives of knowing

n  The General Nature of Hume's Scepticism —It 1s of the
utmost importance to distinguish two totally different theones,
scepticism with regard to the senses, and scepticism with
regard to reason, frequently referred to as ‘Hume's scephi-
csm’ Each of these forms of scepticism 15 an episternological
theory giving an account of certain familiar experiences and
everyday statements with a view to the analysis of the accusa-
tive involved As such they are of purely philosophical interest,
and 1n no way either confirm or refute any of the views we may
accept as plain men

wm Sceplicism with Regard fo the Senses —In Hume's
philosophy the word “‘certain’ had a wider application than
the word "'knowledge’ His scepticism with regard to the senses
consists 1n the assertion that apprehension of perceptions 1s
certain and apprehension of objects 1s not Thus 1t 15 not a
theory about knowledge at all, but a theory about the certaimty
and fallibility of perceptual accusatives Even this theory leads
to no drastic practical consequences, since all that 1s necessary
for everyday life 1s belief 1n the existence of objects, and not
certainty of their existence

w  Inturtiwve Knowledge or Knowledge of Particular Pro-
position Accusatives —The 1mportant problem raised hy
Hume's discussion of knowledge is the possibility of know-
ledge of propositions which do not have objects as their con-
stituents since, as we have already seen, those which havye
objects cannot be certain and therefore cannot be known Un-
fortunately Hume himself never succeeded 1n distinguishing
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perception-propositions and object-propositions, with the result
that his discussion of this problem 1s rather confused More-
over, he also failed to distinguish particular and general pro-
positions Itis clear, nevertheless, that Hume wanted to main-
tain that all particular perceptual propositions, that 1s to say
all propositions in which the relata are perceptions and in which
the relations and the relata are simultaneously apprehended,
are known His own doubts about some such propositions seem
to be due to lis failure to distinguish them from object-pro-
positions Although such ‘intuited’ propositions are known,
and therefore certain, we sometimes appear to be mistaken 1n
our mtuitions This 1s due to the fact that even if we do not
make any assumptions about objects we frequently behave as
if we mtuited, or assume we have intuited, a proposit.on which
15 1n fact only based on the intuition Assumptions of this kind,
however, do not lead to any important consequences for epis-
temology and are chiefly of practical interest

It should also be noted that many of Hume’s ‘mathematical’
propositions are not mathematical 1n the more usual sense of
the word, they resemble the other intuitive propositions 1n all
important respects

v The Accusatives of Reasoming and Demonstration and
Scepticism with Regard to Reason —There 15 a further class of
accusatives of knowledge which are typically different from
twitions—accusatives of reasoning or accusatives of demon-
stration In the Ezguzry Hume refers to these accusatives as
‘relations of 1deas’ These relations of 1deas must, however, be
clearly distinguished from the relations of 1deas 1n the Z7zaszse
Although Hume himself does not state 1n what the difference
consists, 1t appears from his treatment of the problem to le
in the fact that in the 77eatzse the terms of the relations of
1deas are perceptions, whereas the terms related 1n the rela-
tions of 1deas 1n the Enguiry are concepts Since the words
which express concepts can be defined, propositions having
concepts as constituents can be known, Hume assumes that
only propositions of quantity and number belong to this class,
but there seems no reason why there should not be relations of
concepts other than quantity and number concepts which can
also be known

CHAPTER g9

THE AcCCUSATIVES or BELIEVING 266

v Introduction The Diyferent Kinds of Accusatives of
Believing —There are three kinds of accusatives of behieving
(1) All objects, z ¢ all perceptions apprehended as existing ex-
ternally to and independently of the observers, are beliefs
(2) Proposition accusatives which are not relations of 1deas are
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matters of fact Matters of fact which concern present impres-
s10ns or memory 1deas are known All other matters of fact are
believed (3) All propositions having objects as constituents are
accusatives of believing The distinction between these different
kinds of believing imphies two different uses of *‘belief”
“Belief” 15 used for that act of mind by which we attribute 2
distinct and independent existence tv pure perceptions In so
doing we go beyond the evidence of the senses Belef 15 also
used for that act of mind by which we apprehend propasitions
relating to the future which are not necessarily object-proposi-
tions In so doing we go beyond the senses 1n another sense In
answer to the question which 1s of most importance to him 1n
relation to this subject, Hume maintains that no matter of fact
can be known because the contrary of any matter of fact 1s still
possible He therefore asks if there 1s any justification for our
feelng of assurance about them Since all such inference 1s
founded on the relation of cause and effect the answer to the
question will be found in the analysis of the causal relation

u The Psychological Problems concerming Believing —
Hume's problem of disinguishing accusatives of knowing and
accusatives of believing 1s of importance only for epistemology
and nvolves a highly technical use of the word ‘‘belief”’ *‘Be-
Lef”” 15 generally used to name our attitude to those proposi-
tions within belief in Hume’s wide sense with regard to which
we feel some doubt Hume does not clearly distinguish these
two senses af "‘belief”’ The state of mind 1 believing 1n the
wide sense 15 to be distinguished from the state of mind mn
knowing, the only other state possible 1n relation to these 1deas,
by the fact that 1t 1s possible for us to think otherwise in belhef
whereas 1n knowledge we are necessarily determined to think
as we do Hume’s account of the difference between belief 1n
the narrow sense, and disbelief, 15 less clear He seems not to
have distinguished the feeling of the 1deas to the mind and the
feeling of the mind All that we seem able to say i1n the end 1s
that there 1s a recognizable difference between accusatives of
believing and accusatives of disbelieving, that the difference
cannot be described or defined, but that 1t 15 quite defimtely
not a difference 1n idea Corresponding to this difference 1n
accusatives there 15 also a difference 1n feeling, which we are
equally unable to explain or define Admitting the difference
between beliefand dishehef, Hume asks why some propositions
are believed and others disbelieved In the case of the first kind
of accusative of belef, belief 1n objects, 1t 15 due to a funda-
mental charactenstic of all human minds The apprehension
of the object as the kund of thing 1t 1s, 15, however, partly due
to past expenence Behef in an 1dea object or 1n a present
object-proposition 1s to be explained in similar terms Beliefs
about the future, that 1s to say behefs of the second kind, are
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due to custom or habit, 2 principle of human nature which
everyone knows well Belief of the third kind, 1n object-pro-
positions relating to the future, 1s the result of a combination
of these two factors

m  The Caeusal Relatrion —Hume examines the causal re-
lation to discover whether there 1s any justification for belief
which goes beyond the evidence of the senses because causa-
tion alone produces such belief He professes to be concerned
with the plain man’s notion of cause, though he sometimes
confuses this with the scientific notion This examination shows
that causal predictions are based on the observation of constant
conjunction No observation of what has happened in the past
1s evidence for any future cvent It follows there 15 no evidence
which justifies any feeling of assurance or certainty about causal
propositions Scientists try to get over this difficulty by main-
taining that there 15 a necessary connection between events
Hume maintains, however, that this necessary connection
cannot be discovered

v Scepticism Again —Scepticism with regard to reason con-
s15ts 1n the assertion that those propositions which I have called
accusatives of believing cannot be known Hume sometimes
writes, however, as 1if the theory that I cannot be certain about
beliefs 15 scepticism This theory may have some beaning on
everyday hfe even though, as we see clearly, the episterno-
logical theory will not have Hume maintains that although it
shows that we cannot be sure that behefs will turn out to be
true, nevertheless 1t would be ridiculous not to continue to
behave as though they will There 1s one further lind of
scepticism, popular scepticism, which arises from the fact that
our faculties are fallible This leads to a discussion of what
we mean by saying that one event 1s more probable than
another and of what conditions lead us to make such a judge-
ment This discussion shows that as plain men we must admit
some propositions as proofs, even though we cannot know them
Other probabihities still admit of doubt The assertion that one
event 15 more probable than another means, from the point of
view of the plain man, ‘I feel greater assurance about 1t’, and
from the pomnt of view of the philosopher, it has been more
frequently observed’
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INTRODUCTION

THE very first steps 1n the study of philosophy are
sufficient to show that the plain man’s question ‘“What
15 philosophy?” 1s not easily answered A wider know-
ledge of the subject only reveals more clearly the diffi-
culty of giving any short account which would be
adequate to describe all the very different work which
has been done on the subject or which would be accept-
able to more than a few philosophers Plain men who
are anxious to know more about the subject are usually
perplexed to find that there 1s no one short statement
which would be universally accepted as an accurate
definition of “philosophy” Most philosophers, on the
other hand, are more concerned with certain problems
which they regard as philosophical problems than with
the nature of philosophy Although they cannot state
precisely what philosophy 1s they feel assured that such
problems are philosophical and that other men who
have discussed thern may be truly called philosophers
It seems to follow that the history of philosophy should
be the history of the development of these problems
If this 1s so any discussion of the work of a philosopher
should be concerned to show the part he played in the
development of the particular problems he discussed
If the philosopher 1n question expresses his views in
highly technical language it will, of course, first be
necessary to attempt to interpret them in language
sufficiently simple to be understood by everyone
Hume’s philosophy 1s expounded in such simple terms
that there 1s nothing to be gained by restating his argu-

ments except i so far as this 1s necessary to remove
I
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verbal mconsistencies or to reveal contradictions The
serious difficulties, in his case, arise from the fact that
he did not clearly formulate his problems It 1s often
difficult to discover his views even on problems 1n
which he was obviously interested, simply because they
are confused with views on other problems which
although related are nevertheless distinct As a result,
although we may find many philosophers anxious to
maintain that the Z7eatsse and the Enguiry are valu-
able contributions to philosophy, 1t 1s very difficult to
find any stating clearly 1n what this greatness consists
In the following chapters I shall examine the views
Hume expresses on certamn philosophical topics, and
attempt to show to what particular problems these
views relate in the hope of discavering whether any
of them has been of particular significance in the
development of the problems in question



PART ONE

CHAPTER 1
THE NATURE OF EPISTEMOLOGY

1 Introduction

THERE seems to be fairly general agreement among
philosophers that Hume was an epistemologist This
1s evident from the fact that most discussions of epis-
temology or criticisms of epistemologists involve some
reference to Hume, and from the fact that those who are
more interested 1n interpreting Hume’s writings than
in epistemology, even though they may offer very
different interpretations, are nevertheless ready to
admut that he 1s an epistemologist The following dis-
cussion 1s concerned with Hume's episternology and
not with his other views which although interesting are
not epistemological, except 1n so far as 1t 1s necessary
to consider them in order to disunguish them from
those which are epistemological In Part Two I hope to
make clear which epistemological problems Hume
raised and the nature and extent of his contribution to
their solution It 1s first necessary, however, to examine
the notion of epistemology in order to understand the
precise nature of that study and then, 1n the hght of our
conclusions, to give some justification for the assertion
that Hume can be said to have made a contribution to
epistemology

A prelimmary survey of the various studies of so-
called epistemological questions and of the examina-
tions of the nature of epistemology and the doctrines
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of epistemologists shows that unfortunately criticisms
of the theory are more numerous than precise state-
ments of 1ts nature or aims It 1s not surprising, there-
fore, that there seem to be various different conceptions
of the theory current i philosophical hiterature The
only method of determining 1f there 1s any one precise
sense of the word “epistemology”,' which 1s adequate
for all philosophical discussion, or if we require more
than one sense to allow for these different usages, 1s by
an examination of the views expressed by some of the
philosophers who have written on this subject I propose,
therefore, to begin by examining two positive statements
of the nature of epistemology by Dawes Hicks and
Pringle-Pattison, and 1n the light of these statements
to proceed to the views which are 1n part explcitly
stated and 1n part implied by Marvin and by Laird

u  Dawes Hicks and Pringle- Pattrson on Eptstemology

Professor Dawes Hicks defines epistemology as ‘that
branch of philosophy which has for 1ts province the
investigation of the nature and structure of knowledge
as such, with a view to determine the condition of its
possibility, and the significance, worth and validity of
1ts contents as representing the nature and relations
of the real’ 2 He explains that the word epistemology
was first used 1n Ferrier's /ustitutes of Metaphysacs,
1854 Ferrier here makes a sharp distinction between
epistemology, the doctrine or theory of knowing, and
ontology, the science of that which truly is, and con-
tends that although psychologically the latter is prior,
logically the former 1s, since we cannot know what 1s
until we have answered the question, “What 1s the

! Single inverted commas are used throughout as a sign of a quotation Double
inverted commas are used to indicate that the word, and not what 1s expressed
by that word, 15 referred to

* Encyclopedia Britannica, Theory of Knowledge
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meanmg of “to know’’?’ Dawes Hicks proceeds to
argue that the notion of knowledge seems to imply a
distinction between an inner or mental process of
knowing and an outer world of fact to which the act
refers, and that 1t 1s in knowing that the two dis-
tinguishable aspects are brought together 1 a certain
umity The result of this act of knowing 1s the acquisi-
tion of truth These distinctions show that there are
three different fields of research- investigation of the
structure of the subjective process called knowing 1s
the field of psychology, of the specific character of the
objects of the external world, 1s the field of the natural
sciences, and of the nature of truth as distinct from the
rmind and the facts 1t 1s “about’ 1s the field of the theory
of knowledge and logic Finally he shows how the
nature of epistemology can be made clear by dis-
tinguishing 1t from psychology with which 1t 1s obvi-
ously liable to be confused Psychology is concerned
with the act of mind as a psychical event and has no
special interest 1n what 1s apprehended, whereas epis-
temology 1s primarily concerned with the problem
how an act of mind can give knowledge of the external
world and under what conditions such an act truly
represents the world

Pringle-Pattison gives two definitions,” the first that
epistemology 1s the theory of the origin, nature and
lirnits of knowledge, the second that 1t 1s ‘the systematic
analysis of the conceptions employed by ordinary and
scientific thought 1n interpreting the world and includ-
ing an investigation of the act of knowledge, or the
nature of knowledge as such with a view to determining
its ontological significance, otherwise known as Theory
of Knowledge’ He too makes clear his conception of
epistemology by disuinguishing 1t from psychology

Y Dictionary of Philosephy and Psychology, Epistemology
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Psychology 1s concerned with the psychical event and
not with 1ts objective import, eplstemology Investigates
the nature of the cogniuve relation as such and asks
whether knowledge 1s a true account of reality

These two accounts of epistemology have so much
in common that 1t seems advisable to consider them
together It 1s noteworthy that both Dawes Hicks and
Pringle-Pattison regard “epistemology’ as equivalent
to “‘theory of knowledge” So long as the two expres-
sions are regarded as strictly synonymous there can
be no objection to this usage Unfortunately, however,
“theory of knowledge” 1s used 1n more than one sense,
so that there 1s obviously some danger of confusing
epistemnology with some theory of knowledge which
1s not that theory of knowledge for which “epistemo-
logy” 1s an alternative name Dawes Hicks and
Pringle-Pattison both draw our attentuon to the im-
portance of distinguishing psychology, which may also
be said to be concerned with a theory of knowledge,
1n one sense of that phrase, from epistemology Never-
theless this will not prevent many people from con-
fusing problems about the act of knowing with pro-
blems about the relation of the knower to the known
Locke, for example, professes to be going to discuss
problems which I should call epistemological problems,
but in fact confuses them with psychological problems
It follows that 1t 1s most 1mportant to determine pre-
cisely the sense of ‘‘theory of knowledge” which 1s
equivalent to “‘epistemology’”’

The verb “to know’ 1s commonly used in both of
two quite distinct senses It 1s sometimes used as a
name for the class of all cognitive acts which relate a
mind to anything which can be an object of mind, for
example, perceiving, believing, supposing, sensing,

Judging, etc It 1s convenient to call this sense of “to
6
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know'’ the wide sense It is also used as a name for one
member of this class of cogmtive events, namely for
those cognitions which give certainty In this sense
of “knowledge’’, perception, supposition, belief, etc.,
are not knowledge at all I shall call this the strict
sense of “to know’’ The strict sense will clearly also
be the narrow sense It 1s obviously important to de-
termme m which of the two senses Dawes Hicks and
Pringle-Pattison are using the word '‘knowledge’ 1n
the phrase ‘‘theory of knowledge” Ferrier's strict
dichotomy of mind and matter, of epistemology and
ontology, suggests that he thought that the only ques-
tion worth asking 1s whether what I think that I know
conforms to or represents reality Any cognition which
15 judged to be true to reality is then knowledge and
any cognition which 1s not knowledge merits no further
consideration In this case only the strict sense of
knowledge 1s required Pringle-Pattison, on the other
hand, wants to maintain that ‘““epistemology’ has been
used 1n two distinct senses He argues that epistemology
15 frequently supposed to be concerned with the possi-
bility and conditions of knowledge in the strict sense,
but thinks that 1t 1s also used for ‘a critical analysis of
all the conceptions by which we endeavour to interpret
the world’, and in this usage it 15 concerned with the
analysis of knowledge in the wide sense Accordingly
we may conclude that for Dawes Hicks and Pringle-
Pattison epistemology 1s a certain kind of investigation
of knowledge It1sto be distinguished from psychology,
which also investigates knowledge, mn that 1t 1s con-
cerned with the knower as related to the known and
notwith the knower as knowing It 1s to be distinguished
from ontology, which investigates what 1s known, 1n
that it 1s concerned with the known in relation to the
knower or the knowing and not with the nature of
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something independent of any knower For Ferrier
some cogmtions will give knowledge and others will
not, and epistemology 1s only concerned with those
which do not give knowledge in order to distinguish
them from those which do Dawes Hicks and Pringle-
Pattison, however, think that ‘“‘epistemology’” may
also be used for an examnation of all forms of
cognition It seems to me that this wider usage 1s
the more satisfactory, since there are many problems
of importance which are frequently discussed and
which would be admitted to be epistemological prob-
lems which would not be covered by the narrower
defimtion

m The Priorety of Eprstemology

Before turning to the other two conceptions of epis-
temology 1t 1s desirable to consider whether epistemo-
logy in this sense 1s prior to other mvestugations, and,
if so, what 1s to be understood by the assertion that it
1s The originator of the 1dea that there 1s some sense
in which epistemology 1s prior to other investigations
15 Locke His argument runs' ‘The first step towards
satisfying several enquinies the mind of man was very
apt to run into was to take a survey of our under-
standings, examine our own powers, and see to what
things they are adapted Till that was done, I suspect
we began at the wrong end, and in vam sought for
satisfaction 1n a quiet and secure possession of truths
that most concerned us, while we let loose our thoughts
into the vast ocean of Being, as if all that boundless
extent were the natural and undoubted possession of
our understandings, wherein there was nothing exempt
from 1ts decisions, or that escaped its comprehen-
sions "t It should be noted first of all that if we

Y Ersay concerming Human Understanding, 1,1, 7
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accept the above account of epistemology, then 1t 1s
no part of the nature of epistemology that it 1s prior in
any sense. Consequently, any assertion of its priority
will be an independent statement i that the nature of
epistemology 1s the same whether 1t be judged to be
logically or psychologically prior or not It 1s necessary
to recognise this pomnt, in view of the fact that the
notion of priority seems to be contained in the New
Realists’ conception of epistemology We must then
ask 1n what sense epistemology 1s sometimes considered
to be prior and what 1t 1s that 1t 1s supposed to precede
No one who adopts the kind of view of epistemology
which I have been discussing thinks that 1t 1s psycho-
logically prior  Locke explicitly says ‘we let loose our
thoughts 1n the vast ocean of Being as 1f all that bound-
less extent were the natural and undoubted possession
of our understandings, wherein there was nothing ex-
empt from 1ts decisions, or that escaped 1ts compre-
hension’ Hume draws our attention to the same fact,
Ferrier points out that we are first interested in ontology
or the nature of being, and Pringle-Pattison agrees that
epistemology arises as a result of doubts about our
beliefs about being or existents and 1s, therefore, a
secondary product of thought It seems clear, then,
that epistemology 1s not psychologically prior to other
mvestigations Locke’s positive contention 1s that an
examination of the understanding which, disregarding
his inconsistencies, 1s epistemology, 15 ‘the first step
towards satisfying several enquiries the mind of man
was very apt to run into’ In the Essay (I, 1, 7), how-
ever, and 1n all the other parts of the essay consistent
with this passage, Locke 1s concerned to maintain that
before we can say that we know anything we must
decide what can be known This is equivalent to the
assertion that before we can answer epistemological
9
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questions we must study epistemology It can only be
said to assert that epistemology 1s prior to other
branches of knowledge on the assumption that they
give knowledge in the quite precise sense which epis-
temology 15 to define Locke does not even attenpt to
establish this Nevertheless, he does appear to assume
thar the object of all enquiry 1s to give knowledge 1n
this precise sense Even if we admit that this assump-
tion 1s true, however, 1t 1s difficult to see in what sense
the nouon of priority 1s bemng used in this context
Locke does not attempt to explain how he 1s using the
phrase ‘‘the first step” and i1t probably never even
occurred to him that it would give rise to difficulties
I for one, however, cannot think of any way of analys-
ing this relationship of priority of epistemology over
the other sciences, especially in view of the fact that
episternology must 1n some sense presuppose other
mvestigations, since we cannot ask what can be known
unless there 1s something about which this question
can be asked The assertion that 1t 1s logically prior
throws no light at all on the problem without an
analysis of the notion of logical priority To me 1t
seems very doubtful whether forms of knowledge
can be arranged in any of the kunds of orders with
which we are famhar, and 1t rests with the person
who maintains that they can be ordered to give a
precise account of the relationship of the members of
that order

We have already seen that Ferrier believed that
episternology 1s prior to ontology and furthermore that
we cannot even begin ontology without attempting
to know what 1s, and are not 1n a position to know what
15 until we have answered the question, “What 1s the
meaning of “to know’’? The first contention may be

true, bur 1t 1s 1mpossible to decide whether 1t 1s or not
10
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untl 1t has been elaborated The second raises a
number of problems which need not concern us here
The attitude of most philosophers, scientists and plain
men alike, however, can be illustrated by reference to
Hume and Pringle-Pattison Hume points out both
in the Introduction to the 77eatzse and in the Enguzry
that he does not aim to show that knowledge 1s possible,
he assumes 1t In the course of his argument he accepts
the fact that there are many things which we would
affirm without hesitation that we know, quite inde-
pendently of any epistemological mvesugation He
would admut, I think, that epistemology enables us
to see which of these affirmations are true and which
are false Pringle-Pattison also maintains that the
validity of knowledge 1s an ultimate and inevitable
assumption, though we may ask whether there are any
grounds for supposing that knowledge represents
reality It may still be argued that even though we all
do 1n fact assume that we know, even though we have
no knowledge of epistemology, nevertheless we are
wrong n this assumption I suggest, however, that
1t 15 not at all obvious that we cannot know without
knowing that we know, and that the onus proband: lies
on Ferrier or anyone else who wants to maintain this
view The point which 1s important m this connection
1s that, although we may know certain ontological
propositions without having any knowledge of epis-
temology, we are not 1n a position to say in what sense
we know them, or whether or not we are using “know-
ledge” 1 a sense so remote from all other uses of
1t that there 15 no justification for i1t, until we have
studied epistemology. Since, however, the problem of
deciding what can be known, or in what sense what we
assume that we know 1s known, 1s an epistemological

problem, the fact that we cannot answer it without
11
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studying epistemology does not seem to me to estab-
lish the priority (in any sense) of epistemology to
ontology

Although the assertion that epistemnology 1s prior to
ontologyrequires further justification, 1f “‘epistemology”’
1s understood 1n the sense | have accepted, 1 two of
the alternative interpretations of epistemology 1t does
seem to be prior 1n some sense If the purpose of epis-
temology 1s to prove that knowledge 1s possible, as
some philosophers suppose, then 1t must in some sense
be prior to ontology In fact, however, most epistemo-
logists do not seem to be concerned to prove this
If, moreover, epistemology 1s concerned with know-
ledge 1n the strict sense only, then 1t may be prior
Probably Locke took this view of epistemology He
seemns to think that the only thing worthy of considera-
tion by the human understanding 1s knowledge 1n the
strict sense Accordingly, we must determine what can
be known before proceeding with our enquiries Finally,
when the enquiries are completed, a statement of
human knowledge will begin with a statement of what
can be known and proceed with an amplification of
that statement Thus in the Zssey Locke maintains
that only relations of ideas can be known, and then
proceeds to show what these relations of ideas are
We may conclude, then, that if epistemology 1s con-
cerned only to determine what can be known n the
strict sense, and 1if the only object of investigation or
enquiry 1s what can be known—if we are not to ‘let
loose our thoughts mnto the vast ocean of Being’—then
the epistemological statement, for example, ‘know-
ledge 1s of the relations between 1deas’, 15 1n some sense
logically prior to the metaphysical or ontological state-
ments about those ideas If, however, epistemology
15 regarded as an investigation into knowledge 1n the
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wide sense, 1t has yet to be proved that 1t 1s prior
any sense to other investigations

v The New Realist Criticism of Epestemology

In view of the fact that the New Realists maintain
that ‘Perhaps the most notable feature of a realistic
philosophy 1s the emancipation of metaphysics from
epistemology’,' 1t seems advisable to consider their
views on the subject of epistemology As their repre-
sentattve 1t 1s Marvin who 1s especially concerned to
establish this particular characteristic of their theory
The pomnt he 1s most anxious to emphasize 15 that epis-
temology 1s not fundamental to, z¢ logically prior
to, any of the special sciences Although there are
many statements relatmg to the nature of epistemo-
logy, the New Realists seem to assume that no-one
15 likely to have very much difficulty on this point
Consequently, they do not give any detailed statement
of their views about 1t In the Introduction ? it 1s argued
that ““the emancipation of metaphysics from epistemo-
logy'' means that the nature of things 1s not to be
sought primarily 1n the nature of knowledge This
suggests that epistemology 1s concerned with the
nature of knowledge in some sense of that phrase
Marvin’s definition throws more light on the subject
He believes that epistemology is ‘the science which
investigates the nature, the possibility, and the limuts
of knowledge’, * that epistemology 1s concerned with
‘the knowing process, the act of discovery, man’s
reasoning and the conditions of his reasoning’,* and
that, since these are natural events, 1t 1s concerned with
the same kind of investigation as any other natural

U The New Realism, p 32
2 Thus 15 said to express opinons commoaon to several of the authors of the book
3 The New Realism, p 43 ¢ Ibhid, p 60
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science Moreover, he mstances as an epistemological
theory that may be of use to metaphysicians the view
that knowledge grows by the trial and error method *
If this 15 an 1nstance of a fact about the nature of know-
ing or the knowing process, 1t 1s clear that Marvin means
by an examination of the knowing process an enquiry
which would be regarded as psychological both by
Dawes Hicks and by Pringle-Pattison It 1s beyond the
scope of this book to give a detailed cniucism of this
theory, but 1n view of the fact that problems of this
kind are discussed by psychologists, and are seldom
even referred to by those philosophers who are re-
garded as epistemologists, it would be as well not to
use “epistemology’”’ to refer to an investigation of the
knowing process The assertion that epistemnology 1s
concerned with the possibility of knowledge 1s also open
to question Moreover 1t 1s ambiguous Since epistemo-
logy 1s concerned with knowledge 1t must in some
sense be concerned with the possibility of knowledge,
since without knowledge there could be no epistemo-
logy We nmught say, then, that epistemology either
assumes or discovers that knowledge 1s possible and
investigates under what conditions 1t 1s possible
Marvin seems to think that this procedure consists 1n
the assumption that certain things in the world can be
known and others cannot, and that this 1s a meta-
physical statement, or at least presupposes definite
metaphysical views, and in the assertion that any
scientist who has maintamed that he knows anything
which the epistemologist does not admut as knowledge
has been wrong and should alter his views This nter-
pretation of epistemological procedure seems to be
quite mistaken The assumption that some things can
be known and others cannot 1s only z p7z072 1n a repre-

' The New Realism, p 94
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hensible sense 1f 1t 1s supposed to tell us something
about the world As Marvin pomnts out, there 15 no
justification for the view that statements about the
world are valid when made by an epistemologist but
not when made by a scientist. I suggest, however, that
the epistemnologist’s assertion that something can be
known 1s not an @ prz07z metaphysical statement but
a statement about how he 1s going to use the word
“knowledge” The only metaphysical assumption re-
quired for epistemology 1s that, in some sense of “‘are”,
there are objects of mental processes ! These are the
subject matter of epistemology The epistemologist
divides these objects into different classes which he
calls by different names One of these classes will be
objects of knowledge The assertion that there are
typical differences between the objects 1s a result of an
examination of the subject, and 1f 1t can be refuted the
refutation must take the form of an epistemological
argument and not of an z przo7z statement or of a state-
ment from one of the special sciences The assertion that
one class 1s to be called the knowledge class 1s of course
arbitrary, but as 1t merely concerns the use of a word
there 1s no reason to take exception to 1t Finally, in
saying that some of the propositions which the scientist
says that he knows cannot be known, the epistemologist
1s only saying that 1n these cases his use of ‘'knowledge”
does not apply Since this 1s an epistemological state-
ment 1t does not, as Marvin assumes, contradict any
scientific statement The scientist 1s not interested 1n
his relation to what he investigates nor in the nature
of his cognitions but 1n the subject he 1s investigating,
and the epistemologist 1s concerned only with the
former and not at all with the latter We should also
notice that although Marvin defines “‘epistemology’’ in
' Cf below, p 100
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this way he sometimes seems to write as though the
doctrine that epistemology 1s prior to all the other
sciences 1s an epistemological doctrine Although we
must agree with him that epistemology 1s not prior to
the sciences, 1t 1s important to remember that this 1s
not an epistemological theory but a quite independent
theory about a method of scientific procedure In con-
clusion, it seems to me that the New Realists have mis-
understood the arguments of epistemologists on some
of the most important points and that although some
philosophers who profess to be considering epistemo-
logical questions may discuss psychological and meta-
physical problems, for the most part they are con-
cerned with the lund of invesugation which Dawes
Hicks and Pringle-Pattison describe

v Lawd's Conception of Epistemology

Ina Presidential Address to the Aristotelian Society*
and in Knowledge, Belief and Opinion Laird gives a
detailed discusston of epistemnology with much histor:-
cal information and criticism I propose to discuss only
those remarks which relate to the particular aspects of
the subject which I have been considering Laird takes
as his starting-point the assertion that we must accept
the fact that we think Consequently we cannot argue,
as he mantains some philosophers wish to, that there
can be no study of epistemology In fact we do ask epis-
temic questions He continues, that epistemology 1s
usually supposed to be either the theory that ‘Cogita-
tion should examine 1ts own powers and capacities
before examiming or conjecturing anything by means
of cogitation’, or the more moderate theory that ‘the
mind 1s a knowable thing among other knowable

Y Proceedings of the Aristotelian Sociely, 1929—-30
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things' * He himself holds, however, that epistemo-
logists are not compelled to make either of these
assumptions > Epistenology will be an independent
study because there are epistemic questions, for
example, ‘How do I know that this 1s so?’ and ‘What
right have I to believe that this 1s so?’ These and other
epistemological questions concern the knower and
something known and not, as critics of epistemology
suggest, the knowing process or act of knowing inde-
pendently of anything known or acted upon The
greater part of the remainder of Laird’s discussion 1s
devoted to a refutation of the view that the faculties
can be studied 27 vacuo and of the view that epistemo-
logy 1s prior to other sciences Without raising a
series of historical problems I should like to suggest
that since, as Laird himself points out, Locke, Hume,
Kant and Mill all studied the faculties 1n operation, it
15 at least possible that their various statements to the
effect that 1t 1s important to study the faculties mean
that the faculties are to be studied in operation and not
1n vacuo The fact that their aim was to establish cer-
tain conclusions about knowledge, as distinct from
psychological conclusions, seems to support this sug-
gestion The remarks which are alleged to state the
prionty of epistemology are also open to alternative
interpretations  Although we must admut that the
philosophers who have discussed these problems have
not clearly formulated their conceptions of epistemo-
logy or of the place of epistemology in relation to
other branches of knowledge, here again 1t 1s at least
possible that Hume, for example, meant not that we
cannot study other sciences before epistemology, or
that 1t 1s useless to do so, but that the science of man,
or of the principles of human nature, alone can form

' Knowledpe, Behef and Opineon, p 5 2/hid p 6
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the basis of a system of the sciences, and knowledge
of these principles will enable us to determine whether
scientific propositions can be known with certainty !
Hume’s procedure certainly seems to be more 1n con-
formity with this interpretation than with Laird’s, and
he continually emphasizes the fact that the acceptance
of the philosophical principles he expounds does not
mvolve the rejection of other beliefs He would prob-
ably have admitted, however, that the study of epis-
temology may help us to develop new discoveries mnto
organized branches of knowledge or belief

vi Conclusion

Whatever view we take with regard to these last
two points, though, 1t 1s important to remember that
we are far more likely to derive a useful conception of
episternology from an examunation of the procedure
of philosophers who would be regarded as epistemo-
logists than from an unquestioning acceptance of
their own statements of therr procedure The latter
course has resulted in a great deal of devastatng
criticism of epistemology, even by philosophers who
are anxious to mamntain that they themselves are
epistemologists, and also 1n a definition of the word
“episternology”” which, 1n the light of these criticisms,
does not apply to any of the great epistemologists of
the past This seems unfortunate, and I shall try to
avoid similar difficulties by taking Hume’s epistemo-
logy to be not simply what he states 1t to be, but the
theory implied by his procedure in relation to this
staternent Thus, despite the fact that his statement 1s
madequate, [ hope to show that some of his arguments
do provide a contribution to that distinct branch of
enquiry which 1s concerned with the investigation of

! Ths, of course, 15 an epistemological problem  Cf preceding section
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the different mental processes 1n relation to their objects
and with the nature, and perhaps also the validity,
of these different objects I trust this statement
will be recognized as referring to epistemology even
though I admit that a definition cannot be abstracted
from 1t

19



CHAPTER 2

THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION
OF THE TREATISE AND THE ENQUIRY

1 Introduction

In spite of the facts that Hume uses very simple
terms and that his arguments show at least verbal
clarity, there are stll considerable possibilities for
differences 1n 1nterpretation Some philosophers have
regarded his sensory phenomenalism, or the scepti-
cism which was a consequence of 1t, as his main con-
tribution to the development of philosophy In the
following chapters I want to show, by an examination
of Hume’s epistemological doctrines, that the Zreaszse
and the Engwuiry are of particular importance in the
history of philosophy, because they raise for the first
time a great many of the problems which are sull
the subject of investigation to-day This procedure
will involve the interpretation of some of Hume's
arguments as epistemological statements—even though
they have usually been interpreted as metaphysical
statements This chapter 1s concerned to give some
Justification for the epistemological interpretation

n Zhe Differences between the Philosophies of Hume

and of ks Predecessors

The best way to show that it was Hume, rather than
any of his predecessors, who first raised these epis-
temological problems, and that these problems are
different problems, 1s by contrasting his work with

theirs So far from Hume’s philosophy being i the
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same tradition as the work of Descartes, Spinoza and
Berkeley, 1t seems to be quite independent of certain
fundamental assumptions on which the latter writers
based their arguments It never occurred to these
philosophers to question these assumptions, nor even
to state themn They seem to have thought, for example,
that philosophy 1s the science which tells us what 1s
indisputably true, and that the truths philosophy
states are not relauve to anything else Agamn, they
believed that the universe 1s an ordered system and
that a complete account of the nature of the unmiverse
would be a complete statement of all there 1s to know
They held that the plain man’s everyday beliefs have
no claim to be called knowledge but that as philo-
sophers we can have intustions of truths which may
be regarded as the mdubitable and necessary bases
for the construction of a complete theory of the nature
of the universe They even doubted the validity of
scientific assertions, since these have their foundations
1n common-sense beliefs, and are therefore not directly
related to what we know to be true about the universe
Propaositions asserted by a philosopher, on the other
hand, are true because they follow from the funda-
mental intuitions The view that such truth 1s relative
to the intuitions as propositions n a deductive system
are relative to the 1mitial assumptions, would, of course,
be quite unacceptable to any philosopher trying to
construct a theory of the umiverse 1n this way Both
the onginal intuttions and everything that follows
from them have absolute truth

Hume’s philosophy differs from these philosophies
in at least two very important respects In the first
place, although both Hume and the philosophers I
have mentioned could be said to have started from a

proposition which cannot be doubted, and, therefore,
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appear to be similar 1n their choice of method, the
interpretation of this assertion will be quite different
when 1t 1s applied to Hume from when 1t 1s applied,
for example, to Descartes Descartes builds his whole
metaphysic on an mtwtion which 1s said to be simple
and ultimate Despite the fact that as an mtuition 1t
1s supposed to be indubitably true, some philosophers
would say they can doubt it, others that it 1s false,
and still more that it 1s not the only ultimate principle
on which metaphysics should be based In contrast to
this, Hume takes as his starting-point, not an intuition
such as ‘I think, therefore I am’, which no-one but a
philosopher would have thought of, but a statement
about a parucular concrete situation, for example ‘I
am now perceving an apple’, ‘I believe that it will
rain to-morrow’, ‘1 have an idea of Parns’, which every
plain man would admit to be true in certamn circum-
stances Such statements are probably neither ultimate
nor simple, 1t 1s chiefly because they are complex that
everyone would accept them, but 1t 1s important for
Hume that in taking them as a starting -pomnt for his
investigation he neither asserts nor demes their com-
plexity They cannot, therefore, be rejected in the
same way as Descartes’ intuition might be It cannot
be denied that in certamn circumstances ‘I am per-
ceiving an apple’ 1s true, so that to refute Hume one
must refute his analysis of the statement, and whether
mm fact the person speaking 1s lying or not i1s quite
urrelevant to the analysis If he speaks truly, then ‘this
1s true’ will be an assertion which can be made about
the original statement but will not be part of the
analysis of 1t

This difference 1 choice of starting-point leads to
the second and more fundamental difference Descartes,

Spinoza and Berkeley were undoubtedly concerned
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with metaphysics They hoped to show the nature of
what there 1s 1n the universe, and assume without ques-
tion that it 15 possible to do so They are, therefore,
obliged to consider mind as one phenomenon to be
accounted for 1n their system of the universe Hume,
on the other hand, seems to be concerned with totally
different questions He 1s not trying to give a meta-
physical account of the universe, but an epistemo-
logical account of the knowing process m relation to
its object He asserts that his philosophy 1s an enquiry
into the nature and extent of the human understanding,
so that he too 1s concerned with knowledge The re-
semblance 1n this respect 1s, however, quite superficial.
Hume’s problems of knowledge form an independent
study not touched on by Berkeley, Descartes or
Spinoza His object 1n investigating the understanding
1s to give an account of the different forms of cognition
m relation to their objects, and n the hght of this
account to show how the propositions of metaphysics,
mathematics, the sciences and common sense are
related to each other and how far each can be judged
to give us certainty about an external world Such
a philosophy 1s ‘distincuive mn purpose and point of
view’

In mamtaining that Hume was concerned with
different problems from his predecessors I did not refer
to Locke, because Locke 1s usually given the credit for
having first raised the epistemological problems Al-
though Locke's statement of his object suggests that
he will discuss epistemological problems, the Zssay 1s
not epistemnological 1n character, so that we must look
to Hume for the first discussion of these problems
These few considerations seem to show that Hume was
not pnimarily concerned with the metaphysical prob-
lems of his predecessors, and 1t 1s now necessary to
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atternpt to justify the assertion that he was concerned
with epistemological problems

m  The Epistemological Interest Shown in the Treatise

The difficulty of finding any precise account of the
nature of episternology even to-day, when so many
philosophers are studying epistemological problems,
suggests that we are not likely to find statements which
would lead to a useful and unambiguous definition of
the word epistemology in Hume’s writings. Although
Hume daes give some statement of his object and does
recognize that he 1s embarking on a new kind of mn-
vestigation, his statemnent 1s not adequate to do justice
to his procedure, and he does not make clear in what
respect his work differs from that of his predecessors
Accordingly, as I have already suggested, we cannot
justify the epistemological interpretation by reference
to any of Hume's explicit statements, but must turn to
his actual process of enquiry The strongest evidence
in favour of this iterpretation 1s that there 1s un-
doubtedly a development from a treatment of problems
which 1s partially epistemological in the Z7eatzse 1o
another treatment of the same problems which 1s quite
definitely so n the Enguiry In the 7reatzse Hume's
avowed object 1s to examine the extent of the human
understanding This, 1n one sense, undoubtedly leads
to epistemological investigations, but it may, as with
Locke, lead to something much more closely resembling
the metaphysics of Descartes, Spinoza and Berkeley
Hume, at this stage, 1s not really clear what the
examnation 1mplies, and he 1s obviously influenced by
the traditional method of approach to philosophy *
He sees that the examnation of the understanding
leads to some kind of analysis of what 15 known He

! In Berkeley and Locke and possibly in Spinoza and Malebranche
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therefore begins with the theory of impressions and
1deas This procedure was unfortunate, as Hume
realized later It gives nise to two different kinds of
misconceptions, and although Hume does not explicitly
discuss them he expresses his dissatisfaction with the
scheme of the 77eafise 1n the Advertisement to the
Enguiry and 1n his letters ! In the firsi place 1t would
be almost 1mpossible to determine, from the opening
chapters of the 77eatise alone, whether Hume 1s con-
cerned with psychology, metaphysics or epistemology
Moreover, 1n the second place, Hume's desire to start
with the psychologically obvious and his desire to
reach the logically simple have together led him to
confuse the two As an instance of the view that the
theory 1s primarily a psychological doctrine we cannot
do better than take Mr Selby-Bigge's criticism ‘Even
in the 77eatise we {eel that the introductory psychology
1s rather meagre and short to serve as a foundation for
so large a system, but in the E7nguzry 1t 1s still more cut
down ’ 2 This clearly suggests that we should regard
the theory as a fundamental psychological basis for
all Hume’s more important doctrines Unfortunately
Hume’s method of expounding the theory in the
Treatise sometimes admits of such an interpretation,
and 1t 1s possible he would himself have been satisfied
with 1t at first The use he makes of this doetrine, how-
ever, seems to justify us in regarding 1t as epistemo-
logical It might then be argued that Hume’s con-
tention 1s that impressions and 1deas are the elements
mto which all epistemological complexes can be ana-
lysed Here again we must admut that the exposition
of the theory of impressions and ideas, both 1n the
Zreatrse and in the Enguiry, does justify this assertion

1 Cf below, p 27
2 Introduction to Hume’s Enquiries, p xu1, Selby Bigge Edition
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Nevertheless 1t 1s itmportant to remember that the object
which was historically first for Hume was to find for
a starting-point something which would be so obvious
as to be undeniable even to the planest of plain men.
Despite his inconsistencies he 1s genuinely anxious
to make statements which are quite unambiguous 1n
order to avoid the confusions which he says are so
common 1n other philosophies, based, for the most part,
on principles which are themselves unclear These
efforts unfortunately frequently lead him to over-
sunphify his problems  In this particular case Hume’s
exposition certainly suggests that the theory of 1deas,
‘the elements of this philosophy’ (T 13),' i1s indeed
an adequate foundation for all that follows Continuing
historically, Hume soon could not fail to notice that
there are other objects of the human mind besides per-
ceptions, for example beliefs and judgements He pro-
ceeds, therefore, to discuss the other activities which
give these objects without explicitly stating what the
discussion obviously implies, that some of his earlier
remarks will require revision Hume’s account of
knowledge, 1n the wide usage of the word “knowledge’’,
to cover the whole field of our experience, 15 quite obvi-
ously not confined to impressions and ideas Just as
the scientist may have to reject an hypothesis which
1s adequate to the scientific facts he knows at a certain
stage of his enquiry, since newly observed facts do
not conform to that hypothesis, so Hume must admit
that the theory of impressions and ideas 15 not alone
adequate for an epistemology The second confusion
in the opening sections of the 77ea/ise, between the
psychologically and the logically simple, cannot be

' Quotations from Hume are throughout given with page reference to the
Selby Bigge edibion thus (T 13) 4 Treatise of Human Nature, p 13, and (E 13)
Enguiry concerning the Human Understanding, p 13
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illustrated shortly, but should become clear in the course
of the discussion of Hume’s treatment of simple and
complex 1deas and 1mpressions We may conclude then,
from the Z7eatise, that although Hume’s statement
of his object 1s not an altogether satisfactory statement
of an epistemological investigation, 1n the light of the
course his argument takes 1t 1s difficult to interpret 1t
as a statement of a psychological investigation. The
following discussion of these arguments will, I hope,
show that they can be rightly called epistemological
One further argument, if not from the Zreatise
itself, from a letter written when Hume had the 77eatzse
in mind, might be adduced in favour of the epis-
ternological mterpretation At one ume Hume main-
tams that he wants to adhere to common sense and to
avoid mtroducing any of the mysterious unobservable
entities of substance, cause, etc, and 1n so far as he
discusses the nature of 1deas he 1s fairly successful At
another time, however, he maintains ‘My principles
are also so remote from all the vulgar sentiments on
the subject, that were they to take place, they would
produce almost a total alteration in philosophy’ * This
obviously cannot refer to the first principles, which are
supposed to be indubitable There seem to be only two
alternative interpretations The ‘principles remote from
vulgar sentiments’ may be the principles of the analysis
of matters of fact which lead to scepticism It seems
to me more probable,? however, that the ‘remote’ prin-
ciples are the principles of epistemological enquiry ?
Admittedly 1t 15 unlikely that the vulgar have any
definite sentiments with regard to the respective merits
of epistemological and metaphysical studies, whereas

' P 25to Home Cf Green and Grose, vol I, pp 23, 27, 31 and 36

2 See below, pp 46 and 47

1 These principles involving views about knowledge and rehigion which are
equally ‘remote from vulgar sentiments’
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they probably have very definite convictions about the
reality of the external world Nevertheless on the former
interpretation there would not be a total alteration in
philosophy, since a metaphysical scepticism 1s not so
very different, from the point of view of the plain man,
from Berkeley’s idealism On the latter interpretation,
that the new principles are the principles of epistemo-
logical enquiry, there would be, and I maintain has
been, a total alteration 1n philosophy

W The Epistermological Interest shown n the Enquiry

Turning to the £Enguiry, we find that the evidence
which was vague, scattered and ambiguous has been
replaced by defimte and indisputable statements of
epistemological principles We must agree with Grose
that Professor Fowler makes a great mstake 1n
ignoring the Z77eatrse, which contains ‘some of the
acutest speculations of one of our acutest thinkers,
and those, too, on points which are not discussed 1n
any of his subsequent writings'® For our present
purpose, however, the important pomnt 1s that on his
own showing ‘the Z7eatzse does not represent Hume's
later sentiments’, and we must therefore disagree also
that the Advertisement should be regarded merely as
‘the posthumous utterance of a splenetic mvald’?
Similar views are expressed in the letters written from
the time of the failure of the Z7eatzse unul after the
Enguwry was published, when Hume was between
the ages of twenty-five and thirty-seven and not an
invalid, and we seem justified 1 accepting Hume’s
own assertion that the Engwiry does set forth 1n a
simpler, shorter and more orderly form the ‘revolu-

* Green and Grose edition of Hume's Ersays, vol 1, p 39
2 fhid footnote
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tionary’ principles which are scattered throughout the
Treatise

The stimulus to the study of epistemological prob-
lems 1s undoubtedly the recognition that the things
usually grouped together and called objects of the
various mental activities comprise sets of fundament-
ally different kinds of objects We have already seen
,that 1n the 77eafzse Hume recognized at least three
different kinds, impressions, 1deas and propositions or
relations of 1deas Although he does not lay any
particular emphasis on the difference he certainly dis-
cusses them separately, and probably thought the
distinction so obvious as to require no emphasis He
maintains that ‘all the perceptions of the human mind
resolve themselves into two distinct kinds, which I
shall call empressions and 2deas’ (T 1), and that 1t 1s
unnecessary to enlarge on this point because everyone
will readily perceive the difference ‘Reasoning’, as he
later points out, 1s concerned with the companison of,
and discovering relations between, ideas We have,
therefore, two kinds of objects of perception and a
third kind of object which 1s the object of reasoning
Hume, mm common with his contemporaries, uses the
word “‘understanding”’ to cover every mental activity,
including even sensing, 1n contrast to modern writers
who tend to confine 1t to the higher cognitive processes

It 1s interesting to compare Hume with some of his
contemporaries 1 relation to this point Descartes’
whole metaphysic follows from his conception of
method, and this, 1n 1ts turn, 1s based on his conception
of sumple natures The sumple natures are simple and
indubitable objects It 15 true that Descartes 1s con-
fused at this point, but he certainly seems to assert that
they are simple 1n the sense that each consists of a
simple essence [f this is the case 1t 1s difficult to see
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how they are comjoined Descartes certainly assumes
that they are, but does not explain how we can pass
from the apprehension of one to the apprehension of
another Thus, although he does not admit that we
can intuit related simple natures, that 1s to say, proposi-
tions, his further arguments nevertheless assume them
so that he too has at least two different kinds of objects
of the understanding Locke went one step further
and asserted that since our 1deas are nothing but bare
appearances or perceptions in our minds they cannot
in themselves be true or false, truth and falsity belong
to propositions ! Thus, 1n spite of his assertion n the
introduction that the object of the mind 1in thinking
15 always an 1dea, he too must admit another object,
namely that to which truth and falsity apply The
preblem does not arise for Berkeley, of course, because
the mind 1s not apprehending a different kind of object
in the two cases to which the other writers refer, on
both occasions 1t apprehends 1deas, but whereas 1n one
case the mind 15 merely apprehending, in the other 1t
15 apprehending and combining

It 1s clear, then, that Hume 1s not alone in the
mmplicit recognition of at least two different kinds of
objects of the mind He goes further than his con-
temporaries, however, in the 77eafise, 1n emphasizing
the fact that perceptions are of two different kinds In
the Enguiry he goes still further and 1s equally careful
to distinguish objects of reasoning 1nto matters of fact
and relations of 1deas Still more important, however,
1s the assertion 1n section 1 ‘It eannot be doubted, that
the mind 1s endowed with several powers and faculties,
that these powers are distinct from each other, that
what 1s really disunct to the immediate perception
may be distinguished by reflexion . . There are many

v Estay concerning Hurnan Understanding, 11, 32,1
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obvious distinctions of this kind, such as those between
the will and the understanding, the imagination and
passions, which fall within the comprehension of every
human creature, and the finer and more philosophical
distinctions are no less real and certain, though more
difficult to be comprehended’ (E 13-14) Finally, of
equal importance 1s the concluding assertion that the
Engurry 1s an attempt to throw some light on these
subjects The Enguiry thus begins with the explent
statement that 1t 1s concerned with the different
activities of the mind That this 1s mtended to be
epistemological and not psychological seems clear
from the fact that Hume 1s throughout concerned with
the mind in relation to 1ts objects, the impressions,
1deas, matters of fact, etc Moreover, it 1s clear that
Hume 1s concerned with these problems entirely as
epistemological problems and not simply as a means
to some metaphysical view, since he hopes to complete
his investigation with an arrangement of the principles
of the understanding similar to the astronomer’s or the
scientist’s arrangements of their data In addition to
his statement of this object, however, the distinction
between his investigation and metaphysics 1s brought
out by his explicit rejection of the latter ‘This talk
of ordering and distinguishing, which has no merit,
when performed with regard to external bodies, the
objects of our senses, rises 1n 1ts value, when directed
towards the operations of the mind, m proportion
to the difficulty and labour, which we meet with 1n
performmg 1t (E 13) He concludes the positive
staternent of his episternology with the pious hope that
by means of it he can ‘undermine the foundations of
an abstruse philosophy, which seems to have hitherto
served only as a shelter to superstition, and a cover to
absurdity and error’ (E 16)
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It 1s, however, not only in the positive statement
that Hume’s epistemology 1s shown more clearly 1n
the Enguiry than i the Zreatise There 1s a marked
improvement, from the epistemologist’s point of view,
in his method of approach to the problems he raises
This should be quite obvious from even the most brief
comparison of the exposition of the theory of 1deas in
the two essays Whereas i the Zwezfise the theory
might be thought to be psychological, especially if
considered 1ndependently of the rest of the work, in
the Enguiry 1t 1s quite clearly epistemological It
would be absurd to suggest that Hume was entirely
consistent Even in this section of the Zxnguiry he 1s
agan guilty of using words which suggest that the
only objects of the mind are impressions and 1deas,
but this in no way deters hin from proceeding 1m-
mediately to contrast relations of ideas with matters
of fact Nevertheless, since the Enguiry 1s so very
much more definitely epistemological 1in character than
the Z7eatise, and since Hume himself urges that the
purpose of the Enguiry 1s to set out more clearly the
revolutionary principles put forward in a confused
manner n the Zreatrse, we seem justified in concluding
that, allowing for his inconsistencies, Hume 1s primanly
concerned with epistemological problems, that even
if he was wrong 1n thinking his principles original,!
he was probably the first philosopher to proceed
mn accordance with them, and that his philosophy
should therefore be examined as a contribution to
epistemology and not as a contribution to meta-
physics 2

' Since Locke suggested them hefore him

2 It 15 interesting to speculate whether Hume abandoned philosophy because
no one took up his argument or even saw the pont of the new principles I think

this explanation s certainly more plausible than Grose’s Cf Greene and Grose
edition of Hume
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v Conclusion

Before turning to the exammation of Hume’s
answers to the epistemological problems which he
raises, there are several points to be noticed at which
his account of epistemology and his epistemological
method are open to criticism We have already noticed
that problems about the nature of the objects of mind
and about their relation to each other are apt to be
neglected It 1s quite usual to read, for example, that
we ‘sense so and so’ or ‘percerve so and so’ as if 1t
were quite obvious that what the ‘'so and so”’ expresses
must be the object of that particular kind of act It s
clear, however, from the fact that 1t 1s usually not
difficult to find another writer giving an example of
the same act with a different kind of object that 1t
cannot be obvious As we have already shown, Hume
15 so far an epistemologist that he cannot be accused of
assurning that the objects of a certain act are of a
certamn kind without stating the assumption The
opening chapters of the 77eafzse and of the Enguiry are
devoted entirely to making clear the nature of what
he there says he believes to be the only possible objects
of mind His argument 1s, however, open to other
objections In the first place these accounts of objects
involve the use of terms which Hume suggests are
simple, ultimate and indefinable, whereas the use he
makes of them shows that they refer to things which
are extremely complex It 1s essential to try to discover
what analysis of them Hume would have given before
we can accept his views about them Furthermore, as
we have already seen, Hume’s original statement of
his views about the objects of mind gives quite a false
impression of the field of epistemological investigation
He suggests that the understanding 1s confined to
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impressions and 1deas, whereas he himself explicitly
recognizes other objects of mental activity, for ex-
ample, relations of 1deas, and discusses other objects,
for example, matters of fact, the objects of belief, which
in the 77eatise he does not expleitly recognize as a
special type of object at all 1 have tried to show that
epistemology mvolves an investigation of all objects
of the understanding, and that we are not yet in a
position to determine what number of kinds of objects
there are Hume does recognize, however, in the
Enguzry, that we are not yet 1n a position to state the
different kinds of activaty of the understanding This
leads to a third difficulty in his philosophy The epis-
temologist 1s concerned with the mind in relation to 1ts
object Hume says that he 1s concerned with the
activities of the mind This assertion 1s mitigated by
the fact that he immediately proceeds to discuss the
objects of the activities, but 1t 1s tmportant to notice
that his statement 1s open to criticisin and that it leads
to confusion of the kind noticed above, when he sees
that there are many different kinds of activities and
talks as 1f there are only two kinds of objects Finally,
Hume's use of the word ‘‘object’’ must be admuitted to be
very unfortunate, since he also uses 1t 1n a completely
different sense, namely, 1n the sense in which 1t refers
to the external thing which the vulgar assume to be
related to the 1dea or mmpression An object of this
lund, 1n Hume's view, could never be an object of the
understanding at all Since Hume uses the word in-
discriminately for objects of both kinds, it 15 only
possible to determine from the context in which sense
he 1s using 1t Moreover, since this 1s not always very
easy we are 1n great danger of misinterpreting him by
thinking of the object of the understanding when he
himself 1s referring to the external object, and ice
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versa For example, 1n saying that ‘the senses, 1n
changing their objects, are necessitated to change
them regularly’ (T. 11), the object 1s probably an
impression On the other hand, in the very same
sentence the assertion that ‘the imagination must, by
long custom, acquire the same method of thinking,
and run along the parts of space and time 1n con-
cerving its objects’, does not nearly so obviously refer
to 1deas Similarly 1n his discussion of the ideas of
space and time Hume deliberately uses the word
“object’”” 1n such a way that it may apply either to an
external independent thing or to an impression (T 37)
We know that Hume was mainly concerned in this
connection to poimnt out the affimity between the vulgar
and the true philosophic view on this subject He
wanted to show that ideas and 1mpressions, as he con-
cerved them, fulfilled all the functions of common-sense
objects It seems very plausible to suppose that to do
this he would use the word “‘object” as often as possible
as a synonym for “impression’’ on purpose to show that
umpressions can be substituted for objects 1n ordinary
discussions His subsequent treatment of impressions
and objects, however, reveals important differences
for epistemology between them It therefore seems
desirable to distinguish for Hume between the objects
which are perceptions of mind, and the objects which
are external to and independent of mind In order to
avoid confusion 1t 1s necessary not to use ‘“‘object” for
Hume's objects of the first kind at all Instead I shall
substitute “‘accusative” An accusative 1s what 1s ex-
pressed by the word or set of words which follow any
verb expressing a cognitive act, for example, “'I know”,
“I perceive”, etc It may then be regarded as a class
name for the objects of the different mental processes
It 1s the business of the epistemologist to show
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how many different kinds of accusatives there are
and to, tell us something about each lkind Part
Two 1s concerned with Hume’s contribution to these
problems

36



PART TWO

CHAPTER 3
SENSATION

1 Introduction

As plain men we would all agree that our ordinary
everyday experience consists chiefly in apprehension
of objects both in 1solation and in relation to other
objects Accordingly Hume, who 1s determined not
to base his philosophy on any assumptions which are
themselves open to suspicion, begins by asking what
1s the nature of the accusative which 1s apprehended
whenever we believe 1, or talk about, or behave m
relation to, an object,! that 1s to say, a table, a chaur,
or any other common-sense thing The answer to
Hume’s question will be quite independent of any
theory of the metaphysical nature of the object
Accusatives apprehended 1n expenience of this kind
are complex perceptions Even as plain men we can
see that such complexes may be split up into collections
of simple elements and that these simple perceptions are
either impressions or 1deas Simple impressions, again,
can be divided into three groups, sensations, passions
and emotions Since, as a matter of fact, we usually
apprehend complexes and rarelyattend to the simples of
which they consist, 1t 1s desirable to begin the investiga-
tion i1n this way with the famihar complexes and so
proceed to the less famihar simples For the purposes of
epistemological exposition, however, 1t 1s better to begin
with the elements which are epistemologically simplest

t See Chapter 6, below
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The evidence for an interpretation of ‘‘sensation’’
as Hume uses 1t 1in the 77eafzse and the Enguiry 1s of
two kinds Firstly, there are a few clear and quite
defimite statements about sensations, and, secondly,
there 15 a considerable amount of other information
relevant to the problem A consideration of the views
expressed In these two different ways suggests that
they cannot consistently both be attributed to the same
concept Rather than reject any of these views as mere
mnconsistencies, since all of them seem to be of some
philosophical importance, 1t seems advisable to admit
that Hume has confused two quite different concepts
and to attempt to try to distinguish his views which
concern the one from his views which concern the other

From the argument I have just outlined it appears
that sensations are a certamn kind of accusative, or, as
Hume would say, object of the mind The influence of
Locke’s conception of an 1dea ‘whatsoever 1s the object
of the understanding when a man thinks’ 1s evident
It is interesting to speculate how far Hume might have
avoided his confusions on this point had he realized
that the phrase ‘the object of the understanding when
a man thinks’ so far from being clear, as his contem-
poraries seemed to think, 1s extremely ambiguous It
1s clear, however, that whatever Hume’s sensation
may be, unlike Locke’s, it 1s non-representative In
non-philosophical moments sensations are usually
regarded as the consequence of stimulation of the sense
organs by an external object, but, in Hume's opinion,
so far as the philosopher 1s concerned, this 1s totally
urelevant It 1s true he often speaks as though the
belief 1s relevant, for example, ‘An 1mpression first
strikes upon the senses, and makes us perceive heat
or cold, thirst or hunger, pleasure or pain, of some kind

or other’ (T 8) Nevertheless, I think we may safely
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regard such inconsistencies as ummportant, since
Hume’s whole exposition 1s in sympathy with the view
that an mpression 1s something of which we are
immediately aware (and thus not the kind of thing
which could strike upon the senses) and whether or not
it does occur 1n any relation to anything striking on
the senses 15 not a question which the epistemologist as
such, nor, for that matter, the sceptical philosopher
as such, can answer

These simple perceptions which we can all see to
be the simple elements out of which our complex per-
ceptions are composed rmight be called psychologically
simple 1if, mm saymng that they are psychologically
simple we mean that they are the simplest element
which we perceive We may 1n fact indirectly appre-
hend elements which are in some sense simpler, but we
shall be aware of them by means of a construct which
1s the result of a thought process, so that from the
psychological point of view the accusatives are less
stmple ! The fact that simple perceptions are psycho-
logically simple 1s sufficient justification for taking
them as the simplest elements in an epistemological
account of accusatives Unfortunately, it never occurred
to Hume to doubt that what 1s psychologically simple
1s simple from every poimnt of view Accordingly, in
describing sensations, he attributes to them the greatest
simplicity he can conceive What 1s simple for per-
ception or awareness, however, seems to be very
complex from other pomnts of view Modern philo-
sophers and psychologists are careful to draw a dis-
tinction between simple perceptions, which are epis-
temologically simple, and sensations, which are even
simpler than simple perceptions Hume confuses a
sensation, which 1s supposed to be unanalysable, with

1 Cf below, Chapter 4, Section m
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the simplest element in awareness Although 1t 1s
unlikely that he would ever have distinguished the
sensation and the simple perception, unless he had
first rejected the view which he does not state, but
which 1s implied by his whole treatment of the subject,
that what 1s psychologically simple 1salsounanalysable,
I think he was the first philosopher to make statements
which clearly show the possibility of analysing psycho-
logical simples The distinction between the psycho-
logically simple and what may be regarded as simpler,
from another point of view, 1s obviously tmportant for
epistemology, even if only because 1t reveals the com-
plexity, and so the nature, of the psychologically simple,
and 1t 1s possible that modern philosophers who have
learnt from Hume and who make distinctions of this
kind have realized the necessity of doing so because
they have seen Hume's confusion Hume’s acceptance
of the simplest element 1n experience as unanalysable
may be due to, or perhaps resolvable into, his eriginal
atomistic assumption that impressions, and therefore
sensations, are ‘compleat 1n themselves, and 1mplying
no reference to other passions, volittons, and actions’
(T 458), and the acceptance of ‘the age-long 1deal of
explanation according to which the business of think-
g was to discover what was (analytically or visibly?)
simple, and thereafter to ‘explain’ anything, either by
exhibiting 1ts ultimate simplicity or 1ts composition
out of simple elements’ * I think there can be no doubt
that these assumptions are fundamental for Hume
and thar they do preclude the possibility of an accept-
ance of the distinction between the two uses of “sensa-
tion”’ and that we must accept the fact that, although
Hume's discussion suggests that there 1s an important

' Laird, Hume's Phalvsophy of Human Nature, p 28 CF below, pp 6z 63,
Chapter 4
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problem to distinguish the two uses of sensation and
to give an account of the two kinds of sensations, he
1s not himself aware what that problem 1s, nor 1s he
aware that he has contributed to 1ts solution Before pro-
ceeding, one further point in connection with both uses
of ‘‘sensation’’ should perhaps be noted Hume does
not explicitly raise the problem whether the sensing
has as 1ts object a sensation or whether the sensation
and the act of sensing are 1dentical It seems probable
that 1t never even occurred to him However, he
mnvariably uses phrases which imply a distinction
between the act and the object of the act, so that 1t
would always be true to say that we sense something
and what we sense 15 a sensation This 1s 1n conformity
with the terminology adopted throughout in connec-
tion with accusatives How far Hume would have
thought 1t applicable to the unanalysable entities had
he distinguished them from the simplest accusatives
1t 1s 1mpossible to say

1 Sensations of the First Kind

Having seen that Hume does confuse two different
accusatives of sensing, and the probable reasons for
his confusion, we are 1n a better position to distinguish
the elements in Hume which point to the first inter-
pretation of ‘‘sensation’, namely that a sensation 1s
an unanalysable element The first characteristic of
sensations 1s that they could be described as mental
in some sense of that word and could not be described
as physical in any sense of that word This, I think,
would be applicable to both kinds of sensation It 1s
important to recognize that though modern psycho-
logists distinguishing between perceptions and sensa-
tions mean by a sensation something which could be
described 1n physiological terms, the sensation of the
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first kund required by Hume’s explicit statement about
1it, and by his philosophy as a whole, 1s an epistemo-
logical abstraction Any physiological interpretation
would be precluded by his view that we cannot know
that there are external or physical things, either objects
or selves Secondly, the assertion that a sensation 1s
‘compleat 1n 1tself’ certainly suggests the first inter-
pretation There 1s a sense 1n which a sensation inter-
preted n the second way 1s ‘compleat 1n itself’ namely
that it does not involve any reference to anything
external or physical Nevertheless, I do not think that
that 15 all Hume meant by the phrase Sensations, in
the passages which suggest the first interpretation, of
which this 1s one, are meant to be ‘compleat’ 1n the
sense that they are unanalysable elements I shall try
to show later that sensations in the second sense involve
sensations 1n the first sense p/us something else 1n
addition, and that the additional element does involve
reference to something other than sensation Thus 1t
1s only 1n a very limited sense that the second sensa-
tions are ‘compleat in themselves’, and [ do not think
that that 1s the sense that Hume mtended us to give
to the phrase We seem justified 1n concluding, then,
that the interpretation of “‘sensations’’ which 1s com-
patible with the assertion that they are ‘compleat 1n
themselves’ 1s the first, and that the phrase does 1mply
such an interpretation !

The third important characteristic for consideration
has already been mentioned Sensations are supposed
to be ulumate and unanalysable elements Hume's
way of malang this point 1s to say that '‘sensation’ 1s
a word which everyone understands but 1t expresses
something about which very little can be said A

¥ It s clear that sensahons of the first kind, since they are not apprehended,
as such, cannot be representative
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sensation 1s not the kind of thing which could be
described, since, being absolutely simple, it has no
characteristics in common with anything else by which
it could be described Hume therefore indicates what
he means by ‘‘a sensation” by giving examples of
sensations, an absolutely specific shade of blue, an
absolutely specific sound or taste or feeling of pleasure
This characteristic seems to me clearly to suggest
the first interprefation Hume wants to assert that
a sensation 1s quite simple and unanalysable His
language 1s peculiarly appropriate to express this
sunplhicity He always refers to ‘a particular colour’
(I take 1t that this 1s equivalent to '‘an absolutely
specific shade” 1n modern terminology) and never, as
many writers do, to ‘a particular red patch’ In view
of the fact that Hume was notoriously careless about
his use of language, and moreover, was very unclear
on this point, 1t 1s improbable that he himself realized
the significance of his own terminology Nevertheless,
it 1s lummating to notice that the phrase “a patch of
colour’’ implies interpretation of the visual field whereas
Hume’s neutral phrase “a particular colour” 1s fortunate
in that 1t expresses the abstractness he wants for sen-
sations T

Such a sensation 1s an element 1n an accusative, so
that by definition it could not be apprehended as such
It must not be confused with the kind of sensation
with which most psychologists are concerned This
kind of sensation 1s a physiological occurrence, and so,
as we have seen, not an accusative Most psychologists
seem agreed that these sensations are not apprehended,
but that they are not apprehended must be admitted

' 1 admut, of course, that 1t 15 singularly mnappropnate from other points of
view, especially in that 1t suggests a umiversal when in fact I think he wanted
to refer to a specific accurrence
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to be a matter of fact and not of defimition Hume
assumed that what appear to us to be simple 1s un-
analysable ! The absolutely specific sound which I
hear 1s the simplest aural accusative Itis not, however,
a sensation of the first kind, and Hume seems to be
wrong 1n supposing that the simplest accusative, or
object of awareness, can be regarded as an example
of a sensation in the sense defined 2

If this first account of sensations be regarded as
an account of the simplest elements we are distinctly
aware of, 1t 1s quite true to say, in the light of modern
developments of the problems of sensation and aware-
ness, that it does not fit the facts Hume’s own state-
ment of his views, however, does not seem to give
any conclusive reasons for thinking that it must be
so regarded Moreover, since 1t 1s so confused with
a view which does concern the simplest accusatives,
there seems some justification for distinguishing the
two views, if only to show what other philosophers
who have developed the problem may have learnt
from Hume The first view of sensations 1s of im-
portance for epistemology because 1t enables us to
give a clearer account of sensations of the second
kind It must be remembered, however, that from the
pomnt of view of perceptual experience they are ab-
stractions and, since Hume 1s concerned to give an
account of accusatives he 1s naturally most interested
in sensations in the second sense, namely that sense
in which they are accusatives ‘Tho’ a particular
colour, taste, and smell are qualities all united together
in this apple,” Hume says ‘’tis easy to perceirve they
are not the same, but are at least disunguishable from

' Cf Chapter 4, pp 62 66

2 Cf Chapter 4, p 57 It should also be noted that even the aural sensation

15 not unanalysable 1n every sense, since we can distinguish separable elements,
¢ £ ntensity, pitch, overtones
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each other’ (T 2) He does not say that as sensations
(in the second sense) they are distinct and that the red-
ness 1s just redness and not in any way related to the
redness of the apple in our experience, nor, so far as I
can see, does he say anything which suggests this view
in any other context It does not seem incompatible
with the main trend of Hume’s thought, then, to say
that we can apprehend the sensation of the first kind
indirectly by means of a concept or as the result of a
cognitive process, but there 1s no accusative, sensation
of the first kind, which 1s perceptually apprehended in
the way that sensations of the second kind are

So far I have confined my attention almost entirely
to the first interpretation This 1s because [ believe
the two interpretations to be so totally different that
1t 1s a pity they are both called sensations Hume un-
doubtedly required to consider the first interpretation
of sensation since it reveals the nature of the second
kind of sensations Since, however, we do not directly
apprehend such sensations 1t 1s very confusing to call
them by the same name as an accusative, so that in
the future I shall call sensations of the second kind
simple perceptions, and shall consider them as such
1n relation to other perceptions
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CHAPTER 4
ACCUSATIVES OF PERCEIVING

I SIMPLE IMPRESSIONS

1 Introduction

Ir we are to be 1n a position to do justice to Hume’s
views on perception we must first consider the place
of perceptual problems 1n his philosophy In the open-
ing section of the Z7eafise Hume certainly suggests
that 1n his opinion perception raises no serious problems
at all, our perceptions are either impressions or 1deas
and either simple or complex Nevertheless, 1t 1s per-
fectly clear that this statement cannot be accepted as
expressing his final view, since the sections following
are devoted entirely to an attempt to state some im-
portant pomts about perception Moreover, his treat-
ment of the other accusatives requires a theory of the
nature of perceptions as a basis We must, therefore,
admit that Hume was not completely unconscious of the
need to raise perceptual problems The fact remains,
however, that these problems are hardly mentioned n
the Enguzry and that even in the 77eatise, where he
does explicitly recogmize them, the discussion 1s scanty
and nadequate 1n many respects, and Hume himself
does not seem to attach much importance to 1t It may
help us to see that Hume's views on perception are
important, both for his own philosophy and for others
which have grown out of 1t, if we consider why these
facts are so Hendel tells ust that Hume approached

Y Studies in the Philosophy of David Hume, chap 2
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philosophy through his religious studies and that the
great discovery which so thrilled him was that our use
of the notion of causation 1s highly presumptuous This
discovery 1s expressed in Hume’'s epistemology in
terms of his scepticism, that 1s to say in terms of the
distinction between knowledge 1n the strict sense and
other forms of cognition usually, and on Hume’s view
quite unjustifiably, called knowledge too Thediscovery
also led him to investigate other acts and their accusa-
tives Nevertheless, he 1s always most interested 1n his
first discovery, and 1t 1s this discovery which he 1s so
anxious to make known to the world Consequently,
the discussions of causation occupy by far the greater
part of the Zreatzse For the same reason, when Hume
recasts his original work 1n a form which 1s designed
to be popular, he omuts all, or nearly all, he had to say
about perception and concentrates entirely on trying
to make clear the importance of his great discovery
His concentration on the problem of the distinction
between strict knowledge and pseudo-knowledge must,
therefore, be regarded as a sign of his own particular
interests and preferences, and not as showimng that
perceptual problems are unimportant epistemologic-
ally Very probably if Hume had succeeded in gaining
recognition for his important discovery he would have
turned his attention to a more detailed examination
of perceptual problems The fact that the sections of the
Treatrse which have been recast are so very much
clearer and more consistent 1n their new form in the
Engurry suggests that had he done so he mught have
left a very enhightening contribution to those epistemo-
logical problems most 1n need of it For this reason 1t
seems worth while to give more attention to Hume's
views on perception than a consideration of his own
statements alone would warrant The explicit state-
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ments relating to the nature of perceptions in the be-
ginning of the Zreatzse and the Enguiry do not give
an adequate account of Hume’s theory of perception,
partly because he does not define his terms, and partly
because the problems he 1s raising, as he himself points
out, are new, and he has not succeeded n formulating
them very successfully, so that i1t 1s often difficult to
determine to what problemn his argument relates

One further pomnt remamns to be mentioned 1n this
connection Hume 1s apt to write as though he believed
that every accusative of the mind 1s a2 perception, that
1s to say 1s either an impression or an 1dea This seems
to suggest a use of “‘perception” which would not be
useful in an attempt to interpret Hume’s philosophy
The problems he raises lead to a recognition of many
accusatives of totally different types Some of these
would not be called accusatives of perception in any
ordinary use of the word “perception”, and I do not
think any serious misrepresentation of Hume’s views 1s
involved in distinguishing between those accusatives
which would and those which would not be admitted
to be accusatives of perception

Assuming that perceptions are one class of accusa-
tives and that the two terms are not equivalent, 1t 1s
important first of all to determine which accusatives
belong to this class I shall begin with three negative
assertions about them as they seem to be less disputable
than any others Perceptions seem to be clearly distinct
from sensations In Chapter 3 I suggested that Hume
sometimes uses ‘‘sensation’ for something which 1s an
element 1n a simple perception and sometimes for a
simple perception Moreover, no sensation of the first
kind resembles any perception in any of the important
respects in which all other perceptions resemble each
other We are therefore probably justified 1n regarding
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the use of '‘sensation’ 1n the two senses as an instance
of Hume’s carelessness or confusion in regarding the
first kind as perceptions, and we may conclude that no
sensation 1 the first or strict sense 1s an accusative of
perception In the second place, accusatives of per-
ception must be distinguished from accusatives of
knowledge Although there may be more than one
lund of accusauve of knowing, no perception can be
an accusative of knowing Thirdly, the accusatives of
perceiving must be distinguished from the different
kinds of accusatives of believing, including objects

It 1s more difficult to make any positive assertions
which would be useful in demarcating the field of these
accusatives. The first passages in the 77eatzse suggest
that perceptions differ only in their degree of vivacity
and complexity, so that for epistemological purposes
we should treat them all as similar in kind Neverthe-
less, both 1n the 77eatise and in the £ngury, Hume
recognizes that there are differences between percep-
tions which lead us to group them into separate classes
under a common name, for example sensations must
be distinguished from emotions, and himself points out
that the fact that different languages each have a word
to express the same set of 1deas shows that there 1s
some connection between those 1deas 1n virtue of which
we give them a common name (T 10) This suggests
that we can throw most light on the nature of percep-
tion by considering each class of accusauves of per-
cewving 1n turn, and the obvious course would be to
begin from Hume's division of perceptions into four
main groups, simple impressions, simple 1deas, complex
impressions and complex ideas There 1s, however, a
serious objection to this procedure I have already
pomnted out that we need to distinguish between
the accusatives of perceiving and the accusatives of
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sensing, believing and knowing, but there 1s also a
further distinction within the accusatives of perceiving,
in Hume's use of “perception’”’, which 1s equally
important Hume, either by accident or by design,
uses the word “‘perception” for two radically different
classes of accusatuves so that we find two accusatives,
differing in very important respects, both called per-
ceptions Since it 1s quite 1mpossible to state Hume's
position clearly without distinguishing them 1t will be
impossible to keep as closely to his order as would
otherwise be desirable The first of the two kinds of
perceptions are impressions and 1deas pure and simple,
that 1s to say those elements which we have described
as psychologically simple, and complexes of such
elements. The second kind are those accusatives
which Hume also calls impressions and ideas, which
are perceptions apprehended as external objects It
15 unlikely that the importance of the distinction will
be disputed, and 1t 15 not difficult to point to various
factors which contributed to Hume's failure to draw
it He was so anxious to show that perceptions 1n the
first sense will fulfil all the functions of common-sense
objects that he did not see that 1t was important for his
argument to distinguish the two, still less did he see
what disastrous confusions followed from his failure
to do so Moreover, he thought that, since the vulgar
regard perceptions as their only objects, 1t would
be unnecessary to ask what these objects are Un-
fortunately this belief mevitably came into conflict
with his epistemological investigations I shall show
that he certainly refers to and discusses the frst kind
of percepuions, which are so important from the point
of view of epistemology, but that for the reasons I
have just given he fails to show that they differ from
the second kind of perceptions For the purposes of
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epistemology, therefore, 1t 1s more satisfactory to dis-
tinguish between the two different kinds of perception
and to consider first all perceptions of the first lund,
belonging to all of Hume’s four classes of perceptions,
than to exammne all the members of the first group,
whether they are perceptions of the first kind or of the
second kind

Perceptions 1n the first usage are impressions and
ideas considered as such, without reference to any-
thing external which may cause them or be related to
themn 1n any other way Hume repeatedly emphasizes
this pomnt but as he also uses the word “perception”
for objects there 1s some excuse for the fact that some
philosophers think of perceptions as objects and con-
sequently are led to misinterpret Hume’s scepticism
Moreover, as many modern philosophers and psycho-
logists mean by an accusative of perceiving a common-
sense thing or physical object, 1t 1s especially 1m-
portant to bear mm mind Hume’s emphatic assertions
that this 1s not what he means by “‘a perception” ‘We
may observe that all sensations are felt by the mmd,
such as they really are, and that when we doubt,
whether they present themselves as distinct objects,
or as mere 1mpressions, the difficulty 1s not concerning
their nature, but concerning their relations and situa-
tion’ (T 18g) ‘That our senses offer not their impres-
sions as the images of something distinct, or independ-
ent, and exfernal, 15 evident, because they convey to
us nothing but a single perception, and never give us
the least intimation of anything beyond’ (T 189) ‘To
form the 1dea of an object, and to form an 1dea sumply
1s the same thing, the reference of the 1dea to an object
being an extraneous denomnaton, of which n itself
1t bears no mark or character’ (T 20) Thus 1t seems
that the only thing common to Locke and Hume 1s
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terminology Locke's 1deas are always ‘1deas of’ some-
thing having a different existenual status from the
idea 1tself The reference of our perceptions to some-
thing external or the acceptance of these perceptions
as external 1s, for Hume, belief and not perception®
He does not wish to deny that there 1s anything
beyond our perceptions which 1s the cause of them
or which they represent His argument runs ‘As to
those zmpressions, which arise from the sewses, their
ultimate cause 1s, 1n my opinion, perfectly inexplicable
by human reason, and 'twill always be impossible to
decide with certainty, whether they arise immediately
from the object, or are produc’d by the creative
powers of the mind, or are deriv’d from the author of
our being Nor 1s such a question any way material
to our present purpose’ (T 84) Apart from the fact
that Hume here implies that there are objects other
than 1deas, he intends, for the most part, that his
theory should imply neither that there 1s, nor that
there 1s not, an external world He 1s careful to explain,
though, that the vulgar almost invaniably do entertain
this belief about their perceptions, or rather they
‘suppose their perceptions to be their only objects’
(T zos), and think of them as external In the case
of some perceptions, of course, the problem does not
arise Emotions, for example, are not likely to be
referred to anything external, nor do we entertan
such beliefs 1n connection with some 1deas of imagina-
tion Hume does not, however, succeed 1in always
writing of perceptions as independent of anything
external He argues, for example, ‘An impression first
strikes upon the senses, and makes us perceive heat
or cold, thirst or hunger, pleasure or pamn of some kind
or other Of this impression there 1s a copy taken by

! In the first sense
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the mind, which remains after the impression ceases,
and this we call an 1dea’ (T 8) If the impression 1s 1n
the mind 1t 1s not the kind of thing which could strike
on the senses and, as | have suggested, Hume’s whole
exposition 15 1 sympathy with the view that it 1s
not the function of the sceptical philosopher to state
whether or not 1t occurs 1n any relation to anything
striking on the senses Moreover, the impression of
which ‘there 1s a copy taken by the mind, which re-
mamns after the impression ceases’ (T 8), 1s clearly
the impression which may or may not be the result of
the stimulation of the senses but which 1s definitely
not that which stimulates the senses It 1s important,
finally, to consider the relationship of judgement, as
Hume conceives 1t, to percepion Hume does not
discuss the problem of judgement at all fully, in fact
the word “judgement” only occurs about half a dozen
times throughout the Z7eafise, but the occurrences
are sufficiently significant to merit careful considera-
tion Hume talks at different times about ‘judgment
or behef’ (T 180), Judgment of knowledge or belief’,
and says that nature ‘has det’rmined us to judge as
well as to breathe and feel’ (T 183) and that ‘judg-
ments are sometimes true and sometimes false’ The
most 1mportant passage though, seems to be the foot-
note to section vu of Part III of the 77eatzse Hume
there argues that 1t 15 a great mistake to attach any
importance to the threefold division of the acts of
the understanding, into conception, judgement and
reasoning ‘What we may 1n general affirm concerning
these three acts of the understanding 1s, that taking
them 1n a proper light, they all resolve themselves mto
the first, and are nothing but particular ways of con-
cewving our objects Whether we consider a single
object, or several, whether we dwell on these objects,
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or run from them to others, and 1n whatever form or
order we survey them, the act of mind exceeds not a
simple conception, and the only remarkable difference,
which occurs on this occasion, 1s, when we jomn belief
to the conception, and are perswaded of the truth of
what we conceive’ (T g7, footnote) This passage 1s
primarily concerned with a psychological theory, but
in default of any explicit epistemological statement 1t
enables us to see how Hume would have, or in any
case, could have, dealt with the epistemological state-
ment Omitting reasonmng from this discussion, we
are left with the assertion that conception and judge-
ment are ‘particular ways of concetving our objects’
Precisely what Hume meant by this phrase and by the
phrase ‘they all resolve themselves into the first’ 1t 1s
impossible to say, and 1t seems probable that he did not
mean anything precise It seems to show, however,
that Hume intended to use the word ‘judgement’’ in
such a way that every accusatve,! mcluding the
accusative of percerving, 1s an accusanve of judging

u Swmple fmpressions of Sensation

Hume’s account of simple impressions and simple
ideas 1s so frequently dismussed by philosophers with
only the briefest of comments that 1t would seem as if
there should be no difficulty at all over these concep-
uons Unfortunately there seem to me to be many
problems connected with them with which Hume does
not dea! at all clearly I shall, therefore, examine these
simples 1n the hight of Hume's arguments, since I feel
sure that some people do find difficuluies in these con-
cepuons, however simple the exposition may seem to
others

! Except accusatives of believing, some of which will be judgements and some
of which will not Cf below, Chapter 9
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Hume mamtains that all our perceptions are either
impressions or 1deas Impressions are further sub-
divided 1nto the simple and complex, and into 1mpres-
sions of sensation and of reflection The latter distinc-
tion shows that there are three fundamental kinds of
simple umpressions, sensations, passions and emotions
The impressions of reflection arise from the ideas of
previous sensations Since Hume does not give any
detailed discussion of these impressions either in the
part of the 77eatzse 1 want to discuss or in the Enguiry
I shall confine my attention to sensations The import-
ance of the distinction between 1mpressions of sensation
and of reflection 1s that it shows that 1t would be a
rmustake to think that "1mpression’ 1s a simple term, as
Hume sometimes suggests He may have believed that
for the purposes of epistemology there 1s no need to
distinguish the three kinds of impression, although as
plan men we must admit that there are important
differences between them It 1s more probable, how-
ever, as he proceeds to discuss the passions n the second
book of the Z#eatise, that he believed that, of the three,
only sensations are elements 1n the accusatives he 1s
about to consider, so that the passions and emotions
can be set aside for examination later

I have already tried to show that Hume failed to see
that there are certain very important philosophical
problems relating to the nature of simple impressions
of sensation Consequently the chief difficulty in his
account lies not 1n any disputable statements but in the
fact that he has considered 1t unnecessary to say more
than that there are simple 1mpressions of sensation
They are mentioned as one class of impressions, which
everyone can distinguish from 1deas, and we are given
examples of them merely to show how the simple are
to be distinguished from the complex ‘Tho’ a par-
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ticular colour, taste, and smell are qualities all united
together 1n this apple, 'tis easy to perceive they are not
the same, but are at least distinguishable from each
other’ (T 2) The only other assertion which 1s directly
concerned with the sumple 1mpressions of sensation 1s
1n the section dealing with scepticism with regard to the
senses (T 187) Hume argues here that although 1t 1s
customary to divide impressions of sensation into three
distinct classes, ‘those of the figure, bulk, motion and
solidity of bodies’, ‘those of colours, tastes, smells,
sounds, heat and cold’, and ‘the pains and pleasures
that anise from the application of objects to our bodies,
as by the cutting of our flesh with steel, and such like’
(T 192), nevertheless there 1s no philosophical justifica-
tion for so doing Impressions of sensation are simple,
ulumate and homogeneous and nothing further can
be said about them Nearly everyone would agree,
however, that the problem cannot be dismissed 1 this
summary fashion, and even Hume’s own subsequent
discussions show that 1t 1s inadequate for all his more
important doctrines These statements do say all there
1s to be said about the sensations of the first kind, which
we have agreed not to call perceptions Since, however,
there are no other relevant statements Hume must also
mntend them to be an account of the sensations of the
second kind, which are perceptions For this they
are clearly inadequate Moreover, the second kind of
impressions of sensation are mvolved 1n complex 1m-
pressions and 1n the various other accusatives, so that
we cannot afford to proceed without attempting to
amplify Hume's statements [ shall, therefore, accept
the fact that Hume failed to distinguish the two
accusatives of sensing and failed to see that the second
lund, as he uses 1t, requires further analysis, and

attempt to find from his discussion of other problems,
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what account he might have given had he realized one
was necessary

The most suggestive approach to the problem seems
to be by reference to one of the respects in which the
two kinds of sensation differ This difference 1s very
difficult to express, since as plain men and as psycho-
logists we are always interested n sensations of the
second kind and there 1s no farmliar language which
unambiguously expresses what I want to say Although
the verb ‘'to sense” 1s frequently used in such a way
that sensation would be said to nvolve awareness,
probably everyone would understand what 1s implied
by a distinction between sensing and being sensibly
aware of In Hume's philosophy, as we have already
seen, the elements which are sensed are the sensations
of the first kind It 1s clear that we cannot perceive
these sensations, simce by definttion they are abstrac-
tions from or elements 1n the simplest kind of percep-
tions Nevertheless, I do apprehend some accusative
which 1s related 1n some way to a sensauon of the first
kind, since I can talk about sensations This accusative
1s a concept which 1s a thought-construct Sensations
of the second kind, however, are apprehended in per-
ception? This apprehension may be called sensible
awareness Although Hume does not use this phrase
1t 1s clear that 1t 1s consistent with his views, because
he habitually uses phrases which imply awareness in
connection with sensations He writes, for example,
suppose a person ‘to have become perfectly well
acquainted witk colours of all kinds, excepting one
particular shade of blue, for mnstance, which 1t never
has been his fortune to meez weth’* (T 6) In the hight
of this distinction between the two kinds of sensation
I think we must admit that so long as we use the word

' Cf above, p 44, Chapter z 2 My italics
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‘‘sensation’’ 1n the first sense, there are no epistemo-
logical grounds for distinguishing different classes of
sensation On the second nterpretation, however, the
fact that people have thought they could be so divided
15 a sign of an epistemnological problem.

The sensations of the second kind, which are per-
ceptions, that 1s to say they are accusatives or are
expertenced, are not obviously simple and unanalysable
in the same sense as the first kind of sensations are
The very fact that we can express the difference be-
tween the two kinds, however inadequately, 1s a sign
that one 1s complex The simplest sensation of the
second kind, for example, a particular instance of a
particular shade of red, will always be analysable into
a sensation of the first kind, and 1in addition, what can
on.y be called the awareness or apprehension of red
It 1s important to recognize that it 1s not necessary
either that the percipient should recognize red, since
he may never have seen 1t before, or that he should be
aware of 1t as red, since he may have no conception of
red, or even that he should be aware of it as a colour,
since he may have no concept of colour He must,
however, be aware of 1t in the sense that, assum-
ing that he did understand the language, if someone
asked him if he was aware of red he could truly reply
‘Yes’

I think there are some grounds for assurming that
Hume meant by a sensation of the first kind what most
modern psychologists seem to mean by a sensation,
namely, something which 1s describable i physio-
logical terms If “sensation’ 1s used in this sense 1t
would be significant to say that I was having a sensa-
tion of red a moment ago because there 1s a red book
in my field of vision, although I had not noticed 1t until
this moment There will be, of course, as Hume should
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have recogmized, an indefinite variety of simple per-
ceptions of all degrees of complexity. Examples of the
more complex forms of the sensations we are consider-
ing would be recognition of red, z ¢ awareness modified
by the fact that a qualitatively similar awareness has
occurred before, recognition of red as a colour, when
the percipient distinguishes between visual and aural
sensations for example, awareness of red as red, when
the percipient 1s aware of the sensation as similar to
others which he has grouped together, dislike of red,
when the awareness cannot, from the psychological
point of view be separated from a certain feeling, dis-
like of red because of 1ts associations when the aware-
ness 1s mseparable from the circumstances which gave
rise to the feeling as well as from the feeling itself It
would be tedious to multiply these examples further,
they should be sufficient to show that Hume 1s guilty of
a serrous omission 1n saymg nothing about such sensa-
tions The importance of the sensations of the first kind,
from the epistemmological point of view, consists 1n the
fact that they enable us to distuinguish the second kind
from them and to see more clearly what kind of accusa-
tives the second kind are Having compared the two
kinds there seems to be no doubt that the simple impres-
sions of sensation, which together constitute the com-
plexes, are of the second kind and not the simple, colour-
less entities which are epistemological abstractions.

I see no reason to suppose that sensations, what-
ever their degree of simplicity or complexity, should be
equal in degree of what Hume would call vividness
Although Hume has said so much on the subject of
‘force and vivacity’ that there should be little likelihood
of his being misrepresented on this point, 1t 1s necessary
to consider differences in vividness, as they have some-
times been thought to give rise to important problems,
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There certainly seem to be, at any one moment, sensa-
tions of which I am quite determinately aware, others
of which I am only indeterminately! aware and, in the
modern usage of the word, others of which I am un-
aware That there are sensations, 1n some sense of the
word, of which I am not aware seems to be clear from
the fact that if I make an effort to do so I can at any
moment be aware of the hardness of the floor and the
table on which my feet and arms are respectively
resting, the highter pressure of my clothes, the coolness
of the breeze through the window, the twittering of the
birds or the distant roar of the traffic Despite the fact
that [ am aware of these sensations only at the moments
when | deliberately attempt to be so, there seems no
reason to suppose that what I am aware of at the
moments when | desire to be so 1s not also occurring
at the moments when I am directing my attention to
something else Everyone is familiar with occasions
on which he would have heard someone open the door
and walk into the room had he not been so engrossed
1in the book he was 1eading that he did not notice the
sound sensation, and other similar experiences I think
we must admit, then, that there are occurrences which
answer to the description I have tried to give These
sensations are quite genuine occurrences in the sense
in which any other physical occurrence 1s genume
Although 1t might be possible to give arguments to
show that Hume sometimes used the word “sensation’’
in this sense, the simple perceptions and the epistemo-
logical abstractions seem all that 1s required for a
discussion of his epistemological problems

' Tlisusc of ' indcterminate’ 1s obviously open to cnticism I can only say that
it scems to deseribe these accusatives in my expenence I am aware of something
outaiue e Jucus of my attention as being impressions, but they only take on
detirmun e charetunsties when I attend to them I admit, however, that others
rght expuience the diflerence simply as a difference in degree of intensity
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Certan sensations, which I suggested above might
be described as those of which we have only m-
determinate awareness, seem to some people to be
neither simple perceptions nor merely physiological
occurrences The examples most often given are the
visual sensations I have ‘out of the corner of my eye’
For Hume, these are indisputably perceptions or
sensations of the second kind There seem to me two
reasons why philosophers have thought these sensa-
tions constitute a special problem The first 1s that
they have probably assumed without realizing 1t that
sensations must be equal m intensity The shghtest
thought shows that this 1s quite obviously not so, and
it will probably be argued that no-one ever supposed
anything so stupid Nevertheless, 1f there are two
sensations, ¢ and 4, in my direct lme of vision and
others ¢, d, ¢, etc, seen ‘out of the corner of my eye’,
there 1s no reason to assume that ¢, & and ¢ differ 1n
any important respects from ¢ and 4, except on the
assumption that ¢ and 4 are equal to each other i1n
mtensity and must also be equal i intensity to any
other sensations which may replace them The ab-
surdity of this assumption 1s so obvious that everyone
will agree that the only difference between the relation-
ship of 2 to 4 and the relationship of ¢ to ¢ is one
of intensity and not one which would justify us 1n
treating one group as if 1t constituted a special problem
The second reason which may have led people to
think there 1s this problem 1s the difficulty of deciding
where sensations in the physiological sense end and
sensations of the first and second kinds begin It seems
to me that from the psychological point of view 1t
would be quite impossible to draw the distinction at
all If T attempt to decide whether a certain visual

sensation of a section of the wall 1n a remote corner
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of my field of vision 1s a sensation or a very faint
perception, the sensation immediately becomes so
intense that neither descripuion applies It 1s sufficient,
however, to be able to say that any sensation of which
there 1s any degree of awareness at all 1s a perception,
and any sensation of which there 1s no degree of aware-
ness 1s a pure sensation Whether or not we are able
to determine whether there 1s no awareness or a very
minute degree of 1t, in the case of any parucular
sensation, 1s utterly irrelevant

m The Nature of the Sumplicity of Perceptions

So far | have said a great deal about the sitmplicity
or lack of simplicity and the determinateness or lack
of determinateness of the impressions without attempt-
Ing to give any precise account either of how Hume
uses these words or of how I am using them This
seemned desirable because, as I have shown, Hume
does not define the words himself, nor would his use
of them be consistent with any one definition Had
I attempted to supply the deficiencies before con-
sidering his view there would have been a danger of
mterpreting the views in the light of the defimition
mstead of derniving the defimition from the views
Unfortunately 1t 1s quite impossible to proceed further
without some attermnpt to clarify Hume’s term “‘simple”

Laird maintains that Hume’s divisions of im-
pressions and ideas into the simple and the complex
‘indicated, 1n fact, Hume's acceptance of the age-long
ideal of explanauon according to which the business
of thinking was to discover what was (analytically or
visibly?) simple, and thereafter to “explain’” anything,
either by eaxhibiting 1ts ultimate simplicity, or 1its
composition out of sunple elements’* It 1s difficult to

Y Hume's Philosophy of Human Nature, p 28
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see how Hume could have avoided some recognition
of the fact that the apple certainly appears to be a
complex of sumpler impressions, despite Laird’s doubts
as to the value of this procedure The problem I want
to raise, however, 15 not how Hume came to draw the
distinction but what 15 the precise nature of the dis-
tinction he drew The difficulty 15 that Hume did not
see the importance of asking the question Laird raises,
‘Is the simple analytically or visibly simple?’ '—stull
less did he realize that 1t 1s important to say what he
means by saying that anything i1s either analytically
or visibly simple The simplest elements referred to
in Hume’s epistemological theories are the sensations
of the first kind That these are not ‘visibly simple’ in
any ordinary sense of that phrase cannot be disputed,
since 1t follows from our account of them It also
follows from this account of them that they are in
some sense analytically simple So far as I can see all
that can be said precisely and accurately about the
nature of this sumplicity i1s that anything which 1s
analytically complex can be analysed into 1ts simpler
elements, and anything analytically simple 1s non-
complex

This very unsuggestive statement can only be
elaborated by reference to the particular sumples under
consideration The particular elements judged to be
simple 1n the sense defined will always be simple
relatively to the particular investigation being carried
out Had Hume realized this very important pomnt his
exposition would undoubtedly have been very much
clearer than 1t1s In order to understand what a simple
impression 15, we must, therefore, consider the impres-
sions themselves This shows that we never can give
an account of a simple 1mpression which will be both

v Hume's Philosophy of Human Nature, p 28
63



HUME’'S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

accurate and complete and also certain The bare
statement of the nature of simplicity 1s certain, because
it 1s merely a matter of definition Any attempt to give
a more complete account of any particular simple
cannot be certamnly true since 1t 1s at least partly
empirical 1n character, except, of course, in the case
of simples assumed to be simple for certain purposes
Hume's attempt to account for simple impressions
seems to me to be an attempt to describe those elements
which are simple 1n the sense defined for the enquiry
he 1s about to carry out The important pomnt about
it 15 that he does not arbitrarily select an element which
1s assumed to answer to the definition and then describe
it, but tries to find some element which does in fact
answer to 1t In other words, he assumes that there 1s
an element or a set of elements which are the epistemo-
logical simples and that no other elements will serve
their purpose He tries to discover what 1s simple by
a process which 1s partly analytical and partly empiri-
cal, consequently we cannot know that the simples
Hume describes are really simple I do not want to
suggest that there is any reason to doubt that they are
epistemologically simple The sensations of the first
lkind certainly seem to answer to the definition of
“simple” and to be adequate to the needs of all
epistemological investigation Nevertheless, 1t 1s not
impossible that future discoveries may enable us to
see that these simples can be analysed and that it 1s
necessary, for epistemological purposes, to analyse
them

The assertion that further analysis may be necessary
‘for epistemological purposes’ needs some justification.
I have argued that any given element can only be said
to answer to the defimition of “‘simple” relatvely to
some given enquiry Consequently, from the fact that
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Hume’s sensations of the first kind are (if they are)
epistemnologically simple, 1t does not follow that they
are simple from all other points of view On the con-
trary, although a particular sound which 1s an ele-
ment 1n a simple 1mpression, for example, a sensation
apprehended as a sound, 1s simple for the epistermo-
logist, 1t may also be considered complex It 15 quite
concervable that someone might want to ask a question
which involved distinguishing between the intensity
and pitch, etc In this case the simple element would
be regarded as complex Itis, therefore, very unportant
to specify 1n what connection any particular element
15 to be regarded as simple

We can now consider why 1t was so unfortunate that
Hume did not realize the importance of this point It
1s clear that sumple percepttons and sensations of the
first kind cannot both be epistemologicaliy simple If
sensations of the first kind are epistemologically simple,
sensations of the second kind are epistemologically
commplex Nevertheless, this does not preclude us from
regarding them as sumple at all They may be rightly
described as simple if we qualify the description by
saying that they are psychologically simple, or simple
from the psychological point of view The important
point about a perception, as distinct from a sensation
(;n Hume’s sense), 1s that 1t 1s 2 complex which con-
sists of a sensation modified and coloured in various
ways by past experience and emotional reactions
Were he able to give a precise account of the nature of
these modifications the psychologist would probably
not regard these perceptions as sumple at all As 1t 15,
he cannot analyse them further and uses them 1n his
argument as ultimately simple. Consequently, they
are, for hum, simple 1n the sense defined The import-

ance of this point for the 77eatzse and Enguzry 1s that
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had Hume realized that what 1s simple for the psycho-
logist 1s not necessarily simple for the episternologist,
and that what 1s simple for the epistemologist 1s an

abstraction to the psychologist, he might have avoided
his confusion between the two kinds of sensation
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2 IDEAs

1 The Relationship of ldeas to Impressions

HuwMmr seems to have been very considerably ham-
pered by lack of terminology at this stage of his in-
vestigations, so that any discussion of his argument
must begin with an examination of his use of the word
“idea” His first assertion 1s that all our perceptions
are 1mpressions or ideas, 1mMpressions are Sensations,
passions and emotions, and 1deas are fant copies of
them Although he does not explicitly say so, 1t 1s clear
that Hume meant ys to understand also that there 1s
no 1dea which 1s not either a faint copy of an impres-
sion, erther simple or complex, or else 1s a new complex
of faint copies of simple impressions It 1s obvious, then,
that he means by an 1dea what in modern terminology
would be called an image! Unfortunately, though,
Hume uses the same word "‘idea’” for a number of 1deas
which cannot, by any stretch of the imagination, be
regarded as images Consequently 1t 1s often supposed,
I believe falsely, that Hume thinks that every idea
must be an 1mage, and, therefore, that his whole epis-
temological theory 1s untenable I shall return to the
ideas which are not 1mages later,? and shall consider
now 1deas 1n the narrow sense, that 1s to say images

It 1s fairly easy to see that although we may not

' Since in the Enguiry and i Part 1 of the 77eafise Hume is concerned

with sensztions and sensation 1mages, I do not propose (o discuss the problems
relating to passion and emotion 1deas 2 Chapter 7
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be able to define "perception” 1n the narrow sense
we are not likely to confuse sensations, passions and
emotions with other accusatives I shall not, for ex-
ample, think that I have a sensation of a proposition
or an image, /rengular, although Hume seems to
think that people sometimes forget that the image
which 1s a particular triangle 1s not an image, #2-
angular This 15 not, however, a serious difficulty,
since any such person would admit his mistake when
his attention was drawn to 1t Since, then, we feel
fairly confident that we can distinguish perceptions
mn the narrow sense from other accusatives, the main
problem about 1deas 1s to determine how they are
to be distinguished from the impressions which con-
stitute the remainder of the field of perceptions We
must first consider Hume's preliminary statements on
the nature of this distinction Ideas differ from im-
pressions 1n the degrees of force and liveliness with
which they strike upon the mind (T 1) The 1deas are
the fant images of the impressions 1 thinking and
reasoning (T 1 and 2), but they do not differ from
each other n kind Moreover, ‘the common degrees
of these are easily distinguished, tho’ it 1s not im-
possible but i1n particular instances they may very
nearly approach to each other’ (T 2) Nevertheless,
the exceptions 1n the case of sleep, fever and madness
(T 2) are not sufficiently frequent to deter us from
recogmzing the difference in general If we accept this
distinction between 1mpressions and 1deas, an empirical
survey (T 2) shows that every simple idea (at this
stage without exception) 1s denved from a simple
impression (T 3)! Experience also shows that im-

! Cf 'The one seem to be 1n a manner the reflexion of the other’ (T 2)
‘The one are the causes of the other’ (T §5)
Ideas ‘exactly represent’ 1mpressions (T 4)
Any 1dea ‘arises from’ 8 pnimary ympression (T 75)
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pressions are ‘prior to’ 1deas We do not proceed so
absurdly as to endeavour to produce the impressions
by exciting the 1deas, and 1t seems clear that anyone
born blind or deaf not only 1s without the impressions
of sight or sound but lacks also the corresponding
ideas (T 4)!

Various different objections have been raised to
these points, but critics of Hume seem to be unanimous
in maintaining that, taken as a whole, the theory 1s
mnadequate to account for the facts Hume wants to
explain Many of these criticisms throw lght on
Hume's problems, and, in so domng, merit a detailed
examination We cannot, however, decide whether
they are justifiable until we have determined the
nature of Hume’s problem very much more precisely
than he does himself It 1s very easy to suppose that
Hume 15 considering the relationship of impressions
to ideas mm whatever senses of those words most
naturally occurs to us If we are to do justice to
Hume’s view, however, 1t 1s of the utmost importance
to be quite sure that we are interpreting the words 1n
the same way as Hume himself interpreted them It
1s very doubtful whether we do so Hume certainly
suggests quite frequently that he would mean by "‘a
complex impression’’ what anyone would mean by a
name for any material thing, and by “‘an 1dea’” what
any plain man would mean by an idea of it Never-
theless, we have seen that certain characteristics of

AU our ideas are derev’d from corvespondent smpressions’ (T 105)
‘We have no 1dea, that 1s not denv'd from an impression’ (T 155)
A simple 1dea must ‘anse from’ a simple impression (T 157)
An 1dea 15 ‘denv'd from' an impression (T 157)
‘Reason alone can never give rise to any onginal idea’ (T 157)
*Therefore that 1dea must be deniv’d frem expenience’ (T 157)
‘Ideas always represent their objects or impressions’ (T 157)
‘All 1deas are deriv’d from and represent impressions’ (T 161)
'All 1deas are denv’d from impressions’ (T 160)

1 Cf ‘Impressions always take the precedency of 1deas’ (T 33)
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the plain man’s material thing are quite incompatible
with some charactenistics of impressions m Hume’s
account of them when he 1s being philosophical Our
natural tendency, i attemputing to test Hume’s theory,
15 to consider something we are now perceiving, for
example a brown surface of a table, in relation to an
idea of another brown surface, either perceived or
imagined Although these accusatives are certainly
perceptions 1n Hume’s wider use of the word, they are
not perceptions n the narrow sense What 1s perceirved
by the plain man or the philosopher 1n an unphilo-
sophical mood 1s a highly complex accusative in which
an impression or an idea m the narrow sense 1s a
constituent For example, my perception 1s not simply
a visual sensation which could be described by a
certain colour name, nor 1s 1t even merely awareness
of that sensation conditioned by past experience It
1s awareness of certain sense-given elements as faving
characters and relations which are certainly not sense-
gwen Precisely the same 1s true of the 1dea It 1s a
memory of some table surface which I have perceived,
in the way I have just indicated, in the past, and which
I think of as part of the surface of something external
to me It 1s obviously very important to decide whether
Hume's discussion relates to perceptions in this sense,
or to perceptions 1n the strict or narrow sense, before we
attempt to criticize his view We may find that it relates
not to perceptions at all but to sensations

Probably everyone will agree that Hume does not
expheitly distinguish the different problems of the
relationship of the three different kinds of impressions
and 1deas respectively Nor does he even give any clear
statement which enables us to judge which of the three
problems he 1s concerned with Moreover, his careless-
ness 1 his use of terminology makes it equally 1m-
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possible to decide this pomnt with any degree of assur-
ance from his exposition It seemns to me probable that
Hume not only did not explicitly distinguish the
problems but did not realize that there are three
problems This 1s not surprising mn view of the fact,
which we can see from his terminology, that he did not
distinguish sensations, the abstractions from percep-
tion, and the two kinds of perceptions, the simplest
perceived accusative, and the complex, the perception
apprehended 1n relation to certain beliefs or with
certain attitudes or interpretations The failure to
distinguish the two kinds of perception, as we have
seen, was deliberate Hume was especially anxious to
emphasize the similarity between the true philosophy
and common-sense belief Nevertheless, the fact that
his use of the same name to express two different
accusatives was deliberate has not saved him from
confusing characternstics of one of the accusatives with
charactenistics of the other, and I believe that his
failure to distinguish sensations and sunple perceptions
15 a result of this process of deliberately thinking of the
two as one and the same Consequently, 1f we regard
his statement about the relation of impressions to 1deas
as a contribution to only one of the problems, we must
admit that they are inconsistent with each other If
we distinguish the three problems, it becomes clear
that they are not inconsistent but that they relate to
different problems That 1t was desirable for Hume
to distmguish them 1s clear He was led to write the
Treatise by the discovery that some of our firmest
beliefs, and especially religious beliefs, cannot be sup-
ported by any observable facts, and he was particu-
larly interested to distinguish those beliefs which, m
Hendel’s terminology, are ‘presumptive’ from those
which are not Since some ideas appear to involve
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‘presumptive’ beliefs and others do not, and since the
difference can best be discovered by comparing them
with their corresponding impressions, 1t 1s obviously
important for Hume not to treat the different ideas
and the different impressions as one and the same
Since 1t 1s also important for epistemology that the
different problems should be distinguished and that we
should learn what Hume contributed to each, I shall
try to discover to which of the problems his remarks
relate

If we agree to adopt Hume's terminology and talk
about sensation-impressions and sensation-ideas, we
must admit that 1in so doing we are using the word
‘idea” 1n a different sense from the normal one As
used by the plain man, ‘idea” always involves refer-
ence to an external world for its interpretation Since,
in the case of sensations, there can be no such reference
to an external world, there seems noreason to dispute
Hume’s assertion that ideas are faimnter copies of
impressions It amounts, 1n fact, to the assertion that
he 1s going to use the word “1dea’ 1n such a way that
a famnt copy of an impression 1s an 1dea A considera-
tion of the relationship of the sensation element m a
perception-impression complex apprehended asexternal
and a perception-idea complex apprehended as of
something external suggests that this account 1s quite
adequate without any reference to representation or
priority Whether 1t 1s also adequate to account for
the relation of simple perception-impressions and
simple perception-ideas 1s another matter Just as, m
describing sensations, Hume thought that he was
describing simple perceptions, so, 1n describing the
relationship of simple sensation-impressions and simple
sensation-ideas, he thought he was describing the
relationship of simple perception-impressions and
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simple perception-ideas Consequently, we must ac-
cept this difference of force and vivacity alone as
Hume’s solution to both of the first two problems,
while admitting that m view of the fact that the
accusatives, which the second problem 1s about, are
more complex than Hume realized, perhaps the re-
lationship between the impressions and 1deas 1s also
more complicated

We must agree with most of Hume’s critics that if
the perception-impressions apprehended as external
are supposed to be related to the perception-ideas
apprehended as of something external merely by a
difference 1n force and vivacity his theory is inadequate
Hume saw perfectly clearly, however, even though he
did not point out 1ts importance for this problem, that
if we confine ourselves to a study of what we can be
certamn about we shall omit some of the most important
problems of epistemology There are many passages
which emphasize this opinion ‘Philosophy informs us
that everything, which appears to the mind, 1s nothing
but a perception, and 1s interrupted, and dependent on
the mind’ (T 193), nevertheless, ‘ we feign the con-
tinu’d existence of the perceptions of our senses, to
remove the mterruption, and run 1nto the notion of a
soud, and self, and swuéstance, to disguise the variation’
(T 254), and “’Tis certain, that almost all mankind,
and even philosophers themselves, for the greatest part
of their lives, take their perceptions to be their only
objects, and suppose, that the very being, which 1s
intimately present to the mind, 1s the real body or
material existence It 1s also certain that this very per-
ception or object 1s supposed to have a continued un-
interrupted being, and neither to be annihilated by
our absence, nor to be brought into existence by our

¥ Cf Conclusion of Treatise, pp 206, 207
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presence’ (T 206) These facts clearly indicate another
very immportant field of investigation, and it 1s with
this field that Hume’s second argument 1s concerned
Nevertheless, ‘that our senses offer not their impres-
stons as the images of something dzstfinct, or inde-
pendent, and external, 1s evident’ (T 189) The facts
cannot, therefore, be accounted for by reference
to the nature of impressions and 1deas alone We
must exammne the total state of affairs 1n which some-
one 1s perceiving a perception and supposing 1t to
have a continued existence This 1s Hume’s second
problem

It seems to me that the distinction between the
impressions and 1deas of the third kind, which forms
the topic of Hume's second problem, can only be
explamed m terms of our beliefs about an external
world It 1s often supposed, though, that Hume main-
tamns that the difference 15 a difference 1n degree of
vividness 1n precisely the same sense as one 1mpression
of red mught be more vivid than another impression of
red This objection 1s frequently raised We may take
Stout’s statement of 1t as representative In his article,
““Some Fundamental Points in the Theory of Know-
ledge”, he writes 'There 1s here a gap [between the
impression and the image, which 1s both more or less
like the original impression, and derived from it]
which 1s certainly not bridged by his insistence on the
faintness or feebleness of the derivative copy as com-
pared with its oniginal’ ' Again, referring to Hume's
view 1 his Gifford Lectures, he says ‘An impression
in order of ume 1s an orignal experience, the corre-
sponding 1dea 1s a subsequent famter copy of 1t That
it 1s a subsequent fainter copy 1s all that from this
point of view he ought to mean when he calls 1t the

Y Studies in Philosophy and Psychology, p 366
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idea of the impression ’ * It 1s very difficult to see why
philosophers should be so ready to attribute such a very
silly view to Hume Everybody admuts that, although
we sometimes make mistakes, we can usually dis-
tinguish impressions and 1mages without any difficulty,
and so far from denying this fact Hume 15 very careful
to point 1t out Yet this criticism 1s directed against a
view which admits no such distinction Any inter-
pretation of “force and vivacity” which leads to such
an absurdity should be suspect for that reason alone
and certainly seems to demand further investigation

[t seems quite obvious, as Ward points out,? that Hume
cannot mean a sumple difference of intensity, and the
problem 1s to decide what we are to understand by his
somewhat figurative language Stout himself admuits
as much in the Manwual,* where he says that Hume was
right about the “force and vivacity’ but that the state-
ment 15 ambiguous In this context he mamtains that
the essenual point of Hume’s doctrine 1s 1n the ‘striking
the mind’ ‘Images do not strike the mind 1n the same
way as actual sensations ’ It does not seem to me that
this4 1s the essential point of Hume's view, but what
1s important at the moment 1s to notice that the views
expressed by Stout in Mind and Matter and Studres in
Plalosophy and Psychology are incompatible with the
view expressed in the Manwua/ The 1mportant point
15, in Laird’s words, 'that Hume's term ‘vivacity’ was
intended to indicate something ultimate and indefin-
able, not, as would seem 1n the preliminary discussion,
the mere intensity of our perceptions’ * Laird also holds,
however, that ‘he cannot be acquitted of ambiguity 1n

v Mind and Matter, p 218

2 Psychological Principler, p 170

1 Manual of Psychology, p 136

4 As Stout understands 1t

S Hume's Philosophy of Human Nature, p 33
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this particular or of (consciously or unconsciously)
taking advantage of the ambiguity’ ' If he means by
this simply that 'force and vivacity” in Hume’s philo-
sophy are likely to be given a literal interpretation
we must agree with hum, as we have already noticed
instances of such an nterpretation If he means, as [
think he does, that there are no good grounds for an
alternative mterpretation I do not agree with him In
addition to pomnting out that we all do 1n fact distinguish
impressions and 1deas, Hume says ‘Had I said, that
two 1deas of the same object can only be different by
their different fee/smg, 1 shou’d have been nearer the
truth’? (T 636) By this, as Laird says ‘Hume did
not contemplate any drastic revision of his theory,
but merely wanted to say that ‘feeling’ expressed his
meaning better than ‘“force and vivacity”, and ‘The
fact that the feeling 1n question was just Malebranche’s
“le je ne sais quoi qui nous agite, car la raison n'y a
point de part’” (V xu), and that Malebranche, as we
have seen, also spoke of ‘force and vivacity’, tends
to confirm this iterpretation’? We should, there-
fore, consider the possible interpretations of “force and
vivacity’’

I think the stumbling-block for everyone who has
given a literal interpretation to “‘force and vivacity”
has probably been Hume’s assertion that i1deas and
impressions do not differ i therr natures It 1s very
easy to jump from this assertion to the conclusion
that there can be no method of distinguishing one from
the other except by their different degrees of intensity
The fact that this criterion, as Whitehead says, ‘does

' 0p atp 33

? Ths passage is not concerned with the relation of impressions to 1deas but
with the rcddation of memory to 1magination, but the relation 1n question 1s “force

and vivacity’' in each case
3 Hume's Philosophy of Human Nature, p 112
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not fit the facts’,! should, as I have suggested, lead us
to look for some fallacy in the argument The fallacy
obviously lies in the assumption that Hume’s second
problem must be answered in terms of a difference 1n
nature between 1deas and impresstons of the first kind
Stout, as | have already indicated, thinks that the
essence of the difference, in Hume’s view, lies 1n the
‘striling the mind’ 2 He himself holds that the im-
pression has a certain aggressiveness which the 1dea
lacks, and, although normally we do not notice 1t, mn
certain cases 1t 1s unmistakable He instances the
sound of a steam whistle? Although a candle fame
1s much less bright than an electric hight of high
candle power, the impression of the flame ‘strikes the
mind with some degree of force and liveliness, whereas
the mental image [of the electric hight] does not strike
the mind in the same way’ Although he admuts that
‘the difference between 1mages and sensations 1s in the
degree of vividness but for practical purposes we use
other tests’, he holds also ‘the distinction between
image and percept, as respectively famt and vivid
states, 1s based on a difference of kind The percept has
an aggressiveness which does not belong to the image
It strikes the mind with varymng degrees of force or
liveliness according to the varymng mtensity of the
stimulus This degree of force or liveliness 1s part of
what we ordinarily mean by the intensity of a sensation
But this constituent of sensations 1s absent in mental
imagery ° This does not seem to be a satisfactory
account of the distinction as Hume drew 1t because,
whereas Stout would explain the difference in the
way perceptions ‘strike the mind’ in terms of the nature
of the impressions and 1deas, Hume would say that 1t

1 Whitehead, Process and Rralzty, p 188
2 Manual of Piychology, p 137 3 Thid
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must be interpreted i terms of our belefs about our
perceptions and that there 1s no difference 1n the nature
of the perceptions Nevertheless, Stout’s view 1s very
sugpgestive and his assertion that the difference lies n
the way 1deas ‘strike the mind’, even though he inter-
prets this phrase differently from Hume, makes an
advance on other views Ward, for example, will not
accept the view that the important difference lies 1n
the way the 1deas and i1mages respectively ‘strike the
mind’ He mamtains ‘we are familiar with striking
ideas as well as with striking, but not necessarily
mntense, sensations’ ! The importance of this conten-
tion lies 1n the fact that 1t shows that Ward thinks
that although no irreducible difference can be per-
cerved between the way the 1deas strike the mind and
the way the impressions strike the mind, he thinks that
some other difference can be perceived in the nature
of the unpressions and 1deas themselves

As an interpretation of Hume's view, Stout’s theory
has the great ment of showing one way m which
Hume might have distinguished 1mpressions and 1deas
sufficiently unmustakably to satisfy the plain man, yet
without rejecting his own principle that they do not
differ in their nature I do not think Stout’s interpreta-
tion 1s adequate, because I think another 1s possible,
which leaves Hume’s answer a hittle less vague than
the view that all he can say 1s that there 1s an in-
describable difference in the two ways of ‘strikuing the
mind’ It seems to me that a great part of Hume's
discussion of belief may be considered an explanation
of the vague phrase ‘striking the mind' When we are
not I1n a sceptical mood we believe some of our per-
ceptions to be external Other perceptions are not
regarded in this way The perceptions which we believe

Y Ward, Psyckological Pranciples, p 171
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to be external are impressions, those about which we
have no such belief are 1deas 1 shall try to show later
how Hume thought that this atttude of belief to our
perceptions 1s quite mnexplicable and quite unjustfiable
philosophically * At the moment it 1s only necessary
to notice that in conformity with this opinion Hume
should have said that there 1s no important difference
between one perception and another if they are not
apprehended as external We must, however, take note
of the fact that we have a certain belief about some
perceptions and not about others This belief plays
such an important part in our lives that 1t 1s desirable
to have different names for the ‘believed’ and the ‘not-
believed’ perceptions Since the perceptions do not
differ ‘in thetr natures’, but only m respect of our
attitude to them, the obvious and only satisfactory
way of distinguishing them 1s 1n terms of that belief
attitude Perceptions which are believed strike more
forcibly on the mind than the others, consequently
Hume says that the difference between impressions
and 1deas lies in the force and vivacity with which they
strike upon the mind, and 1t 1s of the utmost impottance
not to forget that this phrase 1s to be understood 1n
terms of the mexplicable belief about external objects 2
This account of the distinction has one great merit
which most other accounts lack, 1n that a similar dis-
tinction cannot also be drawn between one impression
and another or one idea and another Having dis-
tinguished impressions {rom 1deas we can always say
that i1deas are generally fainter, more fragmentary,
less forcible, less distinct, less steady, etc, but none of
these characteristics alone, nor even all of them together,

T Chapter 9
2 Hume admits, though, that we do not always so nterpret 1t Cf below,

p 8z
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1s adequate to distinguish impressions from ideas This
15 largely due to the fact that some 1deas and some
impressions are fainter, more fragmentary, more un-
steady, etc, than other i1deas and other impressions,
consequently some vivid 1deas will be more vivid than
some faint impressions and so on Worse still, how-
ever, they are unconvincing ways of distinguishing,
since we all do disungwsh 1deas from 1mpressions and
feel more sure that we are disunguishing rightly than
we ever should if we believed the only difference to lie
in the kind of characteristics I have sugpested above,
which sometimes are a sign of a difference but quite
often are not It 1s clear that i1deas are usually less
vivid, etc, than impressions, and this and other dis-
tinctions are useful for many purposes, especially to
help us to decide whether the criterion should be
applied when there 1s any doubt There must, however,
be some other criterion by which we disunguish 1m-
pressions from 1deas before it 1s even possible for us
to see that impressions have certain characteristics
which 1deas have not Hume himself would be the
last to deny the importance of the characteristics for
this purpose We do not, of course, believe any and
every perception We have constructed an elaborate
system out of our believed perceptions which we call
the external world, and all impressions must fit into
this system Sometimes the belief 1s incompatible with
other beliefs and further perceptions will show that
what appeared to be an impression was, in ordmary
language, an illusion, and for Hume, a perception
which would not have been believed had not belief
outrun the understanding In cases such as this we
may have been led to believe the perception because
it had a certain characteristic which 1deas usually have

not, we are thus misled by the characteristic On other
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occasions, 1t 1s concervable that the superior liveliness
may induce belief mn someone 1n a state of doubt What-
ever the effect of noticing these characteristics, however,
1t 1s essentially bound up with distinguishing true
beliefs from beliefs which we should give up on con-
sideration They lead to belief or disbelief, but n
themselves, and without the peculiar attitude of belief,
are mnadequate to distinguish 1deas and impressions
Apart from the common-sense belief 1n an external
world there would be no need to distinguish different
kinds of perception at all

On this interpretation, there 1s some pomnt in Hume’s
contrast between the idea as representative and the
impression as ‘compleat 1n itself’ On the alternative
suggestion, that 1deas and impressions differ only 1n
force and vivacity in the strict sense of those words,
there seems to be no particular reason for supposmg
that an impression, simply because 1t 1s vivid, 15 com-
plete, and an 1dea, simply because 1t 1s faint, 1s not
On the interpretation I am advocating, however, the
remark would be very significant, since 1t shows that
though the impressions are independent of 1deas and
of anything else, unless we had perceived 1mpressions
we should not perceive 1deas, since it 1s the nature of
the i1dea to represent an impression It follows from
this view that the impression must be psychologically
prior. Unless we accept this we must say that an
1dea could be derived from or arise from something
other than an impression, but this Hume expressly
denies

This analysis of Hume's answer to the psycho-
logical problem enables us to deal more fully with the
epistemological problem This 15 no mere accident
From the nature of the case we should expect that the

problem which 1s simplest epistemologically can only
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be solved after the problem which 1s simplest psycho-
logically It 1s only after we have considered how we
do mn fact disungush 1mpressions from 1deas as they
are experienced that we can decide how far our dis-
tunction 1s justified n terms of the nature of the
elements and how far 1t 1s merely belief In answer to
the problem of the relationship of the complex elements,
Hume has said that impressions are to be distinguished
from 1deas in terms of our beliefs about an external
world Ideas represent their umpressions and are
derived from them but are related to the external
world only indirectly through impressions Since the
1deas are derived from the impressions the impressions
must be prior None of these characteristic differences
throws any light on the problem of the relationship of
the impressions and 1deas as such There seem to be
two answers which Hume might have given to this
problem and I doubt whether either 1s very satis-
factory One possibility 1s that 1deas differ from therr
impressions 1n force and vivacity in the ordinary sense
of those words Although Hume explamms that he is
using the words “force’’ and “vivacity” in a meta-
phorical sense, 1t 1s clear that he also uses them some-
umes 1n their literal sense This 1s probably because
he saw that as a matter of fact the relationship of
impression to 1dea, ze¢ force and lveliness in the
metaphorical sense, 1s 1n a2 way analogous to the
relationship of more to less vivid (in the literal sense)
and we do tend to take vividness 1in the literal sense
as evidence for vividness i the metaphorical sense
This tendency 1s most important in relation to what
we call mistaken judgements It explains why 1t 1s that
n unreflecting moments, due to sleep, fever, madness,
mmattention, etc , we mistake an 1dea for an impression

The mistake 1s entirely due to the fact that we assume
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force and vivacity 1n the literal sense to be evidence
for force and vivacity in the metaphorical sense, z ¢
for an external object, whereas on consideration we
should unhesitatingly admit that the assumption 1s
unjustified since some 1deas are more vivid than some
impressions Thus Hume sometimes argues as if the
impressions and ideas i the first and second senses
do differ in vividness, in the literal sense, in themselves,
that 1s to say quite apart from any attitude of the
percipient to them In the case of the problem of the
relationship of the third kind of 1mpressions and ideas,
the difference 1 vividness, in the literal sense, either
leads to or 1s derived from, the difference in vividness
in the metaphorical sense, z ¢ whether the perception
1s or 1s not external The difference can have no such
connection 1n the case of the other problem Con-
sequently the distinction between impressions and
ideas 1n the first two senses would be purely arbitrary,
depending on which particular degree of vividness 1s
to be on the border-line [t would follow also, of course,
that 1n terms of this problem there could be no mistakes,
granting that we could provide a standard of vividness
If a perception has a certain degree of vividness then
it 1s an 1dea If 1t has not, 1t 1s not

The second possibility 1s that Hume meant his
answer to this problem to be that ideas are copies of
impressions If so, “‘copy’’ must be interpreted i such
a way that the copy implies no reference to 1ts original
In this case, any particular perception, on 1ts first
occurrence, 1s an Iimpression, and any subsequent
perception precisely similar to that perception 1s an
idea It would, of course, be quite legitimate to define
“ideas” 1n such a way that an i1dea has this relation
to ympressions but we do not throw any light on any
problem of importance to philosophy or epistemology
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by so doing Since this 15 true of the distinction 1n
terms of vividness also, and since Hume offers no
further alternative, I suggest that it 1s not necessary
to distinguish impressions from ideas in the first and
second senses The view that these impressions and
ideas are indistinguishable may appear startling, but
the fact that it has no far-reaching effects will no doubt
render 1t acceptable Its chief recommendation 1s that
it conduces to clarity If we admut that there are the
two different problems I have distinguished, we are
able to see that the only sense in which i1deas and 1m-
pressions can be distnguished 1s 1n terms of our beliefs
about them, and that there 1s no characteristic which
can be named or discussed without risk of error which
would justify us m asserting any kind of difference
between impressions and 1deas as such

We must now consider some of the objections that
have been raised to this theory of the relations of 1m-
pressions and 1deas [ shall take Professor Stout’s state-
ments as representative of these criticisms as he appears
to have raised all the arguments which may seem to be
important objections to Hume’s view and to have
offered enhghtening contributions of his own to the
same topics The most important of these objections
we have already considered, namely, whether the force
and vivacity argument adequately answers Hume’s
problem The second important criticism 1s also raised
by Stout We have seen how he argues that Hume
ought only to mean by an ‘1dea’ of an impression a
‘subsequent fainter copy’, and how, in the Gifford
Lectures, he seems to be interpreting this phrase quite
literally * He then argues, ‘But if he consistently abided
by this position, he could not stir a step 1n working out
a philosophy even of the most sceptical character’, and

' Mind and Matter, p 218
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concludes, ‘Hence he surreptitiously takes a step of
momentous importance, with no indication that he
recogmizes 1ts significance He substitutes the term
“thought” for “idea’ as if they were synonymous’
This substitution ‘covertly implies that in perceiving
an 1dea we not only perceive what 1s 1n fact a copy of
an 1mpression, but also think of 1t as being a copy, and
therefore think not merely of the copy but of the
onginal’ Unfortunately, Stout does not give anv
reference which would enable us to see at what pomt
he thinks Hume takes this momentous step, nor does
he give any quotation or explanation m justification
of what he takes to be the consequences of this sub-
stitution We cannot, therefore, be sure that we have
understood his criticisms In default of any clear
statement from Stout himself, we can only assume that
he 1s attacking Hume for making the confusion we
have already discussed Hume does not make it
sufficiently clear that i1t 1s the 1deas which he 1s con-
cerned with in the first problem which are distinguish-
able 1 terms of their own natures and the 1deas which
he 1s concerned with 1n his second problem which have
distinguishing charactenstics other than those Stout
15 probably using “1dea’’ for 1deas of the first and second
kinds and “thought” for ideas of the third kind Hume,
however, uses ‘“idea’” in both senses, or rather he
requires 1deas to fulfil the two different functions
throughout his philosophy, so that the use of “‘thought”
as synonymous with “‘idea’ does not seem to be a
particularly momentous step ‘‘Thought”, as Stout
understands the word, 1s synonymous with one of
Hume’s uses of “1dea’, but he uses '“idea’” in this sense
throughout Stout suggests that Hume starts from
certain fundamental assumpuions and professes to
deduce certain consequences from them, but in fact 1s
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only able to reach the consequences 1f he makes a new
assumption (viz that an idea 1s representative) which
1s incompatible with the original assumptions (especially
that an 1dea 15 nothing but a faint copy) If this 1s so
we should have two incompatible theories neither of
which would be likely to seem very satisfactory either
to Hume or to anyone else If we agree to interpret
Hume’s argument as we have interpreted 1t so far 1t
15 clear that the different accusatives, whether called
“thoughts’ or “ideas”, are not confused in the sense
that Hume cannot admit both but only in the sense
that he has not clearly distinguished the two kinds of
entities nor the two problems relating to each of them
The fact that Stout himself distinguishes the idea
which might also be called a thought from the image,
which 1s the 1dea 1n Hume's first or second sense;
might have enabled him to see this His statement
runs ‘The image 1s the speaifymg content of the
thought, determiming 1t as the zdez of a specific 1m-
pression’ *

Even 1f we admut that the perception-idea must be
distinguished from the 1dea as experienced, or thought,
it does not follow that the thought 1s to be interpreted
as Stout suggests [ do not think that Hume’s second
use of “idea” 1mplies either covertly or openly that n
perceiving an idea we always ‘not only perceive what
1s 1n fact a copy of an impression, but also think of it
as being a copy, and therefore think not merely of the
copy but of the origmal’ In perceiving any perception
either we perceive 1t as external or believe 1t to be
external or we do not If we do not have that atutude
of belief then the perception 1s an 1dea The recognition
that an 1dea 1s a copy of an impression comes only

' It 1s unnecessary to distingwish the two for this argument
2 Studses in Philosophy and Psychology, p 367, cf 366 367
86



ACCUSATIVES OF PERCEIVING

after we have considered their relationship It does
not seem to be implied by Hume's use of the words
since we can perfectly well draw the distinction with-
out reference to copying at all It 1s true, of course,
that some 1deas represent their impressions, and quite
probably Stout 1s using ‘“‘copy’” for ‘represent”
Nevertheless, not all ideas refer to the impressions
which they copy One difference between ideas of
memory and 1magination 1s that in the former case the
idea 1s thought of as being a copy of an impression, 1n
the latter case, although the simple 1deas are 1n fact
of an impression, they are usually not thought of as
such, and we certainly do not think of all the simple
impressions of which the simple 1deas which compose
the complex are representative

The same objections seem to me to apply to Laird’s
criticism* 'Yet the mere fact (if fact 1t were) that 1deas
are derwed from impressions surely does not prove,
or even suggest, that every 1dea 1s so very wise as to
know 1ts own father, or even as to know that it has
a pedigree of any kind, and the fact (1if fact 1t were)
that certain 1deas and certain impressions do actually
resemble one another 1s no more proof of an 1dea
knowing this resemblance than the similarity between
one penny stamp and another one 1s a proof that penny
stamps possess knowledge at all ‘“‘Copies” in other
words need not mean or 7efer, and if impressions do
not mean and do not refer why should their effigies do
so’ ' All this seems to be quite indisputable but
irrelevant The fact that an 1dea 1s “‘of”’ an impression
does not 1mply any of the things that Laird denies
that 1t implies, but, so far as I can see, Hume did not
think that 1t does

The final points raised by Stout’s criticism are that

Y Hume's Plalosoply of Human Nature, p 32
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Hume could not str a step in his philosophy without
substituting ‘‘thought’ for 1dea’ and that ‘the whole
foundation of Hume's scepticism 1s destroyed if 1t 1s
once admitted that the famnter copy of an impression
may be so connected with 1ts original that in perceiving
the copy we eo zpso know immediately not only this,
but the previous existence of the impression as the
onginal of the copy’! In the first place, since, as I
hope I have succeeded 1n showing, Hume’s remarks
about 1deas 1n relation to his two different problems
must be distinguished, and since he did not assume
that his philosophy could be based on 1deas of the
first lund only, there 1s nothing to be gained by trying
to see whether Hume could have stirred a step in
philosophy on that assumption, 1f he had made it In
the second place, Hume does not seem to say that
in knowing an i1dea we ¢o 250 know immediately the
previous existence of the impression as 1ts original, and
Stout does not attempt to substantiate the view that
Hume does Nevertheless, even if Hume did admut
this, 1t 1s not so obviously disastrous to his scepti-
cism as Stout seems to think The paruicular sceptical
theory of Hume’s which 1s relevant to this point seems
to consist 1n the assertion that we can have belief only,
and not certainty, about an external worldz Had
Hume thought, as most people seem to suppose he
thought, that we can have doubts, or cannot have
certamnty, of our perceptions, huis philosophy would be
reduced to absurdity The point of the sceptical theory
of the relation of minds to the external world 1s to
distinguish that relation from the relation which gives
certamnty [t 1s difficult to believe that Hume would
have spent so much time and trouble on making the
distinction 1f he thought we had to be as scepucal

' Mind and Matier, p 218 219 2 Cf Chapter 8
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with regard to perceptions as we should be (as philo-
sophers) with regard to beliefs—in fact there would be
no distinction

Stout’s mistake, 1 the passage I have quoted, lies
in the fact that he says that Hume would admit that
we ‘knew’ the impressions Supposing Hume does
make the admission Stout accuses him of (which I
deny), he 1s unlikely, even 1n his most careless moments,
to say that we know an impression in the sense in
which the impression 1s believed to be external
Hume was quite firm 1n mamtaming that we can have
only belief, and not certainty or knowledge, about
what 1s external This 1s the very essence of one form
of his sceptical theories, and the contradiction which
would destroy the whole foundation of the scepticism
would not be admitted by Hume although he cannot
admit memory knowledge he can consistently allow
memory belief, which 1s all he requires This mistake
seems to me to be natural enough on Stout’s part,
since he himself holds, I think, quite rightly, that our
perceptions always mvolve belief in something ex-
ternal, and has apparently not realized that Hume
1s concerned not only with perceptions as they are
usually apprehended but with the perceptions as such,
which enable him to deal with philosophical problems,
and that 1t 1s only of perceptions in the latter sense
that we can ever be said to have certainty or knowledge
in Stout's usage If the perception be so analysable
that 1t 1s not apprehended as external or as of some-
thing external, this argument has nothing to do with
his scepticism In this sense, an impression merely 1s
a ‘fainter copy’ quite literally, and the assernon that
it 1s will be entirely 1n terms of perception and so not
a matter of fact at all

The source of all this trouble seems to be, according
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to Laird,! Hume's unfortunate remark that ‘ideas
always represent their objects or impresstons’ Laird
assumes that representation mvolves reference to what
1s represented, and presumably Stout also bases his
arguments on this assumption, although he does not
make 1t exphait It does not seem to me, however,
that Hume does use the word 1n this sense It 1s equally
possible to interpret the passage in question 1 such a
way that “‘represents” 1s synonymous with “‘copies”,
and I mmagine that this 1s what Hume meant Stout
and Laird both give the alternative mterpretation,
presumably because they think Hume cannot stir a
step 1n his philosophy without 1t I hope I have suc-
ceeded 1in showing that the assumption 1s not at all
necessary for Hume's philosophy If so, it will be
agreed that there 1s no particular reason for accepting
this interpretation, which 1s incompauble with Hume’s
other assertions, rather than the one which 1s compatible
with them That there are difficulties In Hume’s ex-
position of his theory 1s indisputable, but this does not
seem to me to be one of them 1 think both Laird and
Stout probably are thinking of impressions in the
first sense and 1deas 1n the second sense and arguing,
quite rightly, that Hume cannot derive one from the
other without ntroducing something more than the
Irterally interpreted force and vivacity argument Also
that he cannot stir a step 1 his philosophy without the
simple 1deas in the second sense, which 1s equally true
I think they are wrong, though, m the conception of
simple 1deas of the second kind as Azown to be repre-
sentative, and wiong in thinking that there 1s no way
of accounting for simple 1deas of the second kind open
to Hume other than by the assumptions they accuse
him of Hume’s mistake seems to me to lie in failing
v Hume's Philosophy of Human Nature, p 32
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to distinguish clearly between impressions of the first
and second kinds and ideas of the first and second
kinds, and in failing to give an adequate account of
the importance of belief in this connection The views
implied by everything he says seem to be admirably
clear and self-consistent, even though he did not him-
self succeed 1n expressing them at all clearly

n The One Exception

We have so far considered Hume’s theory of the
nature of 1deas in the light of his view that every simple
1deahasa certain relationship to some simple impression
There remains, however, Hume’s famous 'exception’
to this rule If, indeed, 1t be an exception, then there
still remains one class of simple 1deas of which we have
as yet given no account Hume says that if we suppose
a person to have been acquainted with every shade of
blue except one, and that all the shades of blue except
this one are placed before him in order, he will percerve
the blank and will, ‘from his own imagination, supply
this deficiency, and raise up to himself the idea of
that particular shade, though it had never been con-
veyed to him by his senses’ (E 21) ‘This may serve
as a proof that the simple 1deas are Aot always, w
every instance, dertved from the correspondent im-
pressions ' Nevertheless, Hume concludes, ‘the instance
1s so particular and singular, that 'tis scarce worth
our observing, and does not ment that for 1t alone
we should alter our general maxim’ (T 6, cf E
21) We must first consider the exception 1tself and
then ask whether 1t requires us to ‘alter our general

;
maxim

Just as 1n many other cases, Hume’s own staternent
here 1s so brief that the correct interpretation of it 1s
to a great extent left to the reader’s imagination If we
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take his argument just as 1t stands, a great many people,
including myself, would reply that we could not raise
up the 1dea of the shade which had never before been
expertenced Since the matter 1s insusceptible of proof
the discussion would then have reached 1ts conclusion
This procedure, however, throws no light on Hume’s
problem, and as 1t seems to me that an examination
of ‘the one exception’ and the confusions 1t 1nvolves
brings out some of the fundamental characteristics of
Hume's enquinies, I propose to adopt a more lax pro-
cedure, and stead of keeping to the letter of Hume’s
argument to ask how he came to introduce 1t and how
1t might be interpreted 1n the light of his other argu-
ments I think 1t 1s clear that the ‘one exception’ either
Just happened to occur to Hume, as 1t might occur to
anyone, or else 1t was suggested to him by someone
else Beimng fundamentally honest in these matters, he
therefore draws our attention to 1t, but from the fact
that the argument 1n the £nguiry follows the same lines
as the argument 1n the 7reatzse, instead of being re-
drafted from the beginning 1n the light of the exception,
Hume obviously does not think 1t very important
Most critics of Hume do not ask why he regards 1t as
unimportant, a question which surely must be asked in
the light not only of Hume’s explicit statemnent but also
of the form of his argument in the Enguiry They
content themselves with the assertion that the state-
ment of the exception 1nvolves the collapse of Hume's
fundamental theory about impressions and i1deas For
this reason I propose to begin by examining the excep-
tion, even though, from the point of view of Hume’s
argument, 1t would be better to begin with the reasons
for uts relative unimportance

Despite the fact that Hume himself regards the
particular instance he cites as an exception to his rule,
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and that everyone else accepts his view without ques-
tion, 1t 1s quite possible that 1t 1s not an exception at all
The smgular instance which Hume noticed was not
in 1tself an exception to his rule but simply a fact
of our experience There are various different ways
of stating and interpreting this fact, and 1t 1s only on
one particular interpretation, namely the one Hume
accepts, that it 1s an exception to his rule The fact that
Hume uses words to express this problem which have
musled hum at other times suggests that he may here
too have been confused owing to his failure to define
his terms clearly Hume 1s probably night in saying
that if we had been acquainted with every shade of a
certain colour except one, and if every shade except
that one were placed before us, descending gradually
from the deepest to the lightest, we should ‘perceive’
the blank Everyone will admit, however, that Lthis 1s
a very loose expression The fact that there 1s a shade
missing 1s not perceived n any ordinary use of the
word ‘‘perceive”’, or mn any of Hume’s uses Awareness
of the fact that ‘there 1s a greater distance in that place
betwixt the contiguous colours’ (T 6) 1s some form
of judgement resulting from a series of very complicated
mental processes and concepts As a general rule, 1f
we raised this problem at all, it would only be to point
out the fact that given a series of elements each of
which 1s related to the next element in the series 1n a
certain way, we become aware of the relation and so of
the fact that there 15 a gap 1n the series In this case, to
say that we ‘perceive’ a gap sufficiently expresses our
observation If, however, we are concerned with a
perceptual problem, 1t 1s obviously undesirable to use
this expression unless we do actually ‘perceive’ the gap
in the sense i which we have defined ‘‘perception”
for the purposes of this discussion In this case, 1t would
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be better to say that we judge that there 1s a gap
“Judgement”, of course, 15 as vague as ‘perception”’
until 1t 15 defined, but the use of this word at least shows
that we do not percetve the gap Hume then argues
that we can raise up the ‘idea’ which would fill the gap
The use of “idea” here makes his assertion appear
more plausible than it really 1s* The fact which few
will deny 1s that we are aware that there 1s a gap, and
that a parucular shade of blue intermediate between
those on either side of the gap would fill it From this
point of view we do not perceive the 1dea, but we are
aware, or judge, that a certam particular having certain
relations to other particulars would fill the gap I think
that this 1s the fact which Hume first noticed, but owing
to his use of “perception’ 1n this context and to his n-
terpretation of ‘‘1dea’’ as “image’’ at this stage of his
enquiry, he assumed that few will deny that we can raise
up an image This 1s clearly a disputable point I
suggest, then, that the mstance Hume cites shows
clearly that we do have an 1dea mn some sense of the
word, but 1t does not necessarily show that we can have
an mnage of the missing shade ?

We must now ask, why Hume thought the exception
unimportant It seems to me that, as Hume himself
states 1t, 1t 1s important He says that he believes that
nearly everyone will admit that we can perceive the
rmissing shade If this 1s so there 1s precisely the same
evidence for the exception as there 1s for the rule,
namely that everyone, or nearly everyone, would agree
that cach 1s observable in experience Consequently
Hume should have altered the rule to allow for the
exception If, as I have suggested, although everyone

1 1 supgest that ‘the inferences Hume did not cxplore” (Laird, Hume's Philo
sophy of Human Nature, p, 37) are mmphed by his confused use of “idea’”
thioughout and not mcrely by this one exception

2 CF Stout, Studies in Philosophy and Prychology, p 377
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will admit that we can have an 1dea of the missing
shade in some sense of that word, not everyone will
adrmit that we can have an 1mage of 1t, there 1s not the
same evidence for the exception as for the rule This
seems to be imn fact the case Although everyone will
agree that most images are derived from preceding
impressions, and the majority will agree that there 1s
no 1mage not derived from a preceding impression,
very few will admit that we can raise up a new image
mndependently of any previous impression, Conse-
quently, whereas there 1s a very high degree of prob-
ability that the rule applies universally, and 1t certainly
applies 1n some cases, the assertion that there 1s an
exception has only a very low degree of probability,
as judged from Hume’s empirical standpoint We have
already seen that Hume 1s not concerned to assert or
to deny that we have or do not have any particular
experienice, but to examme what everyone would
admut 1s experienced The terms ‘“‘impression” and
“idea” are introduced primarly to enable us to talk
about these experiences, but the attempt to define
these terms and to determine those elements in ex-
perience to which they can best be applied throws hight
on the nature of the elements to which they refer
Hume’s examunation of the elements m experience
which everyone would admit to be impressions and
ideas respectively, in some sense of these terms, deter-
mines the definitions he gives, and so the means of
deciding m cases where we are doubtful For Hume,
whether the drunkard’s pink rats are complexes having
sensations as elements or not 1s not a metaphysical but
an epistemological problem He 1s not asking whether
something which appears to be an element 1n someone’s
experience 1s or 1s not ‘really there’, but how the ex-
perience 1s to be expressed 1n terms of his epistemno-
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logical theory In the same way, the discovery that an
individual may experience an i1dea which does not
copy any previously experienced impression should
also, to a certain extent, determine his definition Had
Hume felt fairly sure that we can raise up a new 1mage,
and that everyone would agree that we can, as he
suggests they do, he should have adapted his definition
of "image’ accordingly Since, however, the definition
1s largely a matter of convenience, although to a certain
extent determined for us, the fact that there can be no
evidence for the ‘exception’ and that most people doubt
its occurrence, justifies Hume in refusing to change his
definition Even if there either 1s or will be such an
exception, we can never know that there 1s,! so 1t 1s
unnecessary to adapt our theory to cover this possi-
bility We may conclude, then, that Hume was wrong
in supposing that there 1s strong empincal evidence
for the fact that we can ‘raise up’ a new 1mage, but nght
1n so far as he enables us to see that 1t may be possible
He 1s also wrong 1n supposing that even if there 1s
strong empirical evidence for 1it, nevertheless 1t does
not mernt that we should change our rule, since 1t 1s
this form of empirical evidence which determines us
to select one rule or definition rather than another If,
however, we accept the fact that the evidence only
Justifies us 1n asserting that we can make certain judge-
ments about the series with the missing member, and
not 1n asserting that we can raise up a new image
(although we admit this may be possible), then the
exception does not merit that ‘for it alone we should

alter our general maxim’ 2

* I do not agree with Spearman, Zhe Nature of Intelligence and Principles of
Cognition, p 94, that he has ‘venfied’ Hume’s 'conjecture’ He does not give any
evidence to show that he has not perceived that particular shade before, nor do
I see how he could

2 For an interesting discussion of the psychological problem which Hume's
discussion raises, but with which he humself 1s not concerned, see Stout, 4nalyssc
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m  Conclusion

So far we have confined our attention to simple
1deas, and we should therefore turn now to an account
of the complex 1deas If, however, this mterpretation of
Hume’s theories 1s correct, 1t 15 only desirable to dis-
tingush 1mpressions from 1deas when these words are
used with reference to objects Consequently, 1n so far
as 1t might be necessary to refer to a complex 1dea 1n
the strict sense of ‘“idea’” (2 ¢ the sense in which it 1s a
perception and nothing more), 1t could be described
precisely as a complex impression would be described,
with the additional assertion that 1t 1s fainter, All the
important problems about the complexes relate to the
perceptions which are to be regarded as objects and not
as perceptions in the strict sense of that term, and
therefore belong to the next chapter

Psyckology, vol n, p 5§54 Tor an alternahive interpretation see Broad, 74e
Mind and its Place 1n Nature, p 234

97



CHAPTER 6
ACCUSATIVES OF PERCEIVING

3. ComPLEXES AND OBJECTS

1 The Relation of Complexes to Sumples

AccorpING to Hume there are two fundamental
premisses which he feels must be accepted, even though
he also believes them to be inconsistent with each other,
namely “that all our distinct perceptions are distinct
existences, and that the mind never percewes any real
connexion among distinct existences’ (T 636) Since
the two principles certamnly appear to be mndependent
and not incompatible, Hume means, presumably, that,
taken together, they are mcompatble with the fact
that we do apprehend complexes Many of Hume’s
critics accept his view on this point and believe that he
cannot advance beyond the discrete perceptions and
cannot, therefore, account for complexes They con-
clude that his position 1s untenable, but that his argu-
ment 1s nevertheless valuable 1n that 1t shows that
any philosophy which attempts to give an account of
experience 1n terms of ultimate principles 1s doomed
to failure! Although there may be a fundamental
incomnpatibihity between Hume’s principles and the
existence of complexes 1n any sense, the incompatibility
1s not obvious, so that we should at least attempt some
further mvestigation of the problem before rejecting
his fundamental principles Thus 1s especially important
i view of the significant fact that despite the quandary

' E g Red, Essay on the Powers we have by means of our External Senses
Hamulton's Edition, vel 1, p 293
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he 15 faced with Hume insists on holding his ground
‘I pretend not, however, to pronounce 1t absolutely
msuperable Others, perhaps, or myself, upon more
mature reflexions, may discover some hypothesis that
will reconcile those contradictions’ (T 636) Very prob-
ably the difficulty may be overcome by means of a new
mterpretation of the principles without any need for
a new hypothesis We must, accordingly, ask on what
mterpretation of Hume's position difficulties arise, and
if there 1s any alternative interpretation which does not
give rise to difficulties,

If we begin our enquiry nto the nature of the accusa-
tives of the human understanding by asking what
everybody would admut that they apprehend, we dis-
cover a number of complexes, a desk, a chair, a pen,
etc We are, therefore, bound to acknowledge that these
complexes exist in some sense, Hume says, and there
must be something wrong with any epistemological
theory in terms of which there can be no complexes
Nevertheless, a further examination of the accusatives
of the understanding yields the two principles which
must be accepted and which Hume believes to be
irreconcilable with the complexes The fact that there
are complexes and the facts expressed by the two
principles are, however, only irreconcilable on the
assumptions that the complexes we apprehend are
apprehended as complexes of which the elements are
distinct perceptions, and that distinct perceptions can
only constitute a complex when united by real connec-
tions, and that a real connection can only be appre-
hended m perception It 1s open to question whether
any one of these assumptions 1s necessary for Hume,
and I think 1t 1s possible to show that so far from being
necessary they are incompatible with many of his more
important doctrines
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The first question to ask 1s whether there 1s anything
referred to 1n Hume's philosophy which can be de-
scribed as distinet, and, 1If so, what 1s meant by saying
that 1t 1s distinct [t seems clear that if anything 1s to
be described as distinct it must be the simple percep-
tion According to Hume, simple perceptions are what
really exist They are the elements which alone can
take the place of the substance of previous philosophies
If anything answers to the account of substance, then
impressions and 1deas do, but, whether they are sub-
stances or not, there can be no doubt that there really
are simple impressions and simple 1deas, or that sumple
ideas and simple 1mpressions exist, or are in the world
or mn nature We may be sceptical about external
objects, selves or complexes, we may argue whether
perceptions are appearances or representations of
something beyond themselves, but 1t 1s not within the
power of any human being seriously to question the
extstence of simple perceptions This seems to me to
be Hume’s sole strictly metaphysical statement, all
his other problems are problems of analysis, and so far
as | can see 1t asserts a thoroughgoing realism which
15 absolutely undenmiable The problem 1s, which of
Hume’s different varieties of simple perceptions are the
real distinct existents Hume would probably have
replied, the simple perceptions which are not appre-
hended as external and which I have indicated in
the only way possible As we have seen, however, the
charactenistics Hume attributes to simple perceptions
do not characterize the simple 1mpressions and siunple
ideas he indicates The ultimately simple and unanalys-
able entity 1s not identical with that entity which we
percewve to be a simple element 1n our complex per-
ception Although the notion of distinctness requires

analysis, the assertion that sensations, Hume’s un-
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analysable entities, are distinct existences 1s at least
intelligible The fact that they cannot be defined, but
can only be indicated by references to the properties or
relations they do not have, implies some sense 1n which
they are distinct It 1s clear that if sensations are dis-
tinct 1n this sense, then sunple perceptions and simple
1deas are not distinct 1n the same sense, since sensations
are constituents of simple perceptions and since the
latter can be analysed into sensations apprehended 1n
certain ways or having certain characters As Hume
does not distinguish the simple perception from the
sensation he assumes that perception alone will reveal
the ultimate simple elements of experience He cannot,
however, deny that we do mistake the complex for the
simple The only defect of our senses 1s, that they sug-
gest that what 1s complex 1s simple (T 28) It 1s quite
legitimate to argue that we do not percerve real connec-
tions between the distinct existents, but that, owing
to the acuvity of mind, we nevertheless perceive com-
plexes, but 1t 1s not legitimate to assert that these
distinct existents are percerved and that perception
suggests that complexes are simple The assertion could
only be aceepted 1if Hume could supply some criterion
by means of which we could distinguish the ‘appar-
ently’ sumple from the ‘really’ simple He does not
attempt to supply such a criterion and probably could
not do so If, however, he had distinguished the sensa-
tion from the simple perception there would have been
no difficulty The sensations which are simple and are
distinct existents can only be apprehended directly
as mseparable elements 1n simple perception or -
directly by means of a concept which 1s reached by
analysis As experienced they are not distinct at all,
but are elements associated with other elements in

complexes Even though we perceive a perception as
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simple now, we may in the future perceive 1t to be
complex Moreover, even 1f we could be certain that
what we now perceive as simple 1s really simple (which
m this context can only mean will never 1n fact be per-
ceived to be complex) we could not be certain that 1t
15 distinct Sensations can be described as distinct
because the concept sensation 15 reached by analysis
and anything which has not the character referred to
as distinctness 1s not a sensation ‘‘Simple perception”’
on the other hand, i1s 2 name for something which 1s
in fact apprehended in perception, and we can only
discover whether 1t 1s or 1s not characterized by dis-
tinctness by empirical investigation Hume does not
give any justification for calling such perceptions
distinct, and I think 1t 1s very doubtful whether any
useful purpose 1s served either in philosophy or epis-
temology, by calling them distinct 1n any sense On
the contrary, since the simple perceptions, although
accepted as simples for certain purposes, are them-
selves complex and presumably involve principles of
association within themselves, an investigation of their
complexity 1s likely to be very much more illummating
than an attempt to determine some sense 1n which they
are distinct We may conclude, then, that although 1n
some sense a sensation 1s an existent, the fundamental
existent for Hume 1s the sunple perception The
existent which 1s distinct 1s the sensation, and since 1t
cannot be directly apprehended as such it cannot be
apprehended as distinct There seems no reason to
dispute Hume’s assertion that those sensations which
‘exist separately’ cannot alone yield a complex which
exists 1n the same sense as they esxust Hume'’s confusion
of sensation and simple perception, however, must
not be allowed to blind us to the fact that he has not

given any reason for supposing that simple perceptions
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are distinct and 1solated, and, therefore, has not shown
that 1t 15 impossible that there should be complexes
Even if we allow that 1t 1s not impossible for simple
perceptions to be connected with other perceptions, or
with anything else, 1n a complex we have still to explamn
how they can be connected One of Hume’s views on
this point, and I believe the view which 1s partly re-
sponsible for his belief that the principles are incom-
patible with the existence of complexes, 1s that since
all our perceptions are impresstons or ideas, that 1s to
say, simnce we do not perceive relations, for instance,
we cannot account for complexes This argument
seems only to be valid on the assumption that a com-
plex perception consists of two or more simple per-
ceptions connected by a real connection, that the
apprehension of a complex perception necessarily
involves apprehension of the relating element and that
apprehension of that element can only be through per-
ception Hume does not explicitly maintain any of
these assumptions In so far as he believes that there
are no connections which are real i the same sense as
the sunple perceptions which are connected are real he
1s probably right This does not prove, however, that
there are no connections 1n any sense nor that the
existence of a complex 1mplies the existence of some-
thing which can be referred to as a connection ' More-
over, not only does he not prove that apprehension
of a complex perception necessarily mvolves appre-
hension of real connections relating the simpler con-
stituents of the complex, but his own treatment of one
type of complex perceptions 1s inconsistent with the
assertion that i1t does Finally, his own subsequent
arguments show that he did not believe that all appre-

! The complex may, for txample, be the result of a particular way of appre
hending simples
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hension 1s perceptual apprehension We may conclude,
then, that the two priciples are only obviously mncom-
patible with the existence of complexes if we assume
that the simple perception has the characteristics which
should only be attributed to sensations, and that
Hume's belief that nevertheless the complexes and
the principles are incompatible seems to be based on
assumptions which there 1s no parucular reason to
accept Accordingly we need not reject the principles,
but we must reject Hume’s 1dentification of simple
perceptions and sensations and also his 1mplicit
assumptions

Before considering the compleaes 1t 1s important to
recognize that Hume has not distinguished this problem
of complexity from a quite different problem of com-
plexaty We cannot dispute the awareness of the com-
plexes with which our imnvesugation begins Withmn
complex perceptions we can perceive simple percep-
tions These simple perceptions, however, are too
complex for the expression of certain epistemological
doctrines Accoidingly, the epistemologist abstracts
the sensation, which 1s an element in the simple per-
ception, and by this means 1s able to tell us something
about simple perceptions For other purposes, however,
1t 1s necessary to proceed to a still greater degree of
abstraction From one pomnt of view sensations are
simple, but as Hume says, 'Even m this simplicity
there might be contain’d many different resemblances
and relations’ (T' 25) Thus, just as sstmple perceptions
are insufficiently simple for some epistemological pur-
poses, so pure sensations prove insufficiently simple for
other epistemological purposes To give an account of
abstract 1deas and mathematics, for example, we must
be able to refer to the different respects in which a
sensation, which 1s supposedly simple, both differs from
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and resembles other simple sensations As Stout points
out, ‘Any homogeneous sensation will manifest by
analysis a vanety of characteristics’, and he gives as an
example that toothache has quality, intensity, ex-
tensity, protensity and local sign ' Any representative
collection of Hume’s remarks on the subject of the
separability of perceptions certainly suggests that the
distinction of sunple perceptions within complexes, of
sensations within simple perceptions and of charac-
teristics within sensations can all be treated as one
problem. It seems very probable, however, that the
processes of abstraction differ in important respects in
each case

u Complex Perceptions

We have already noticed that 1t 1s not easy to dis-
cover the precise character of Hume’s problems from
his own statements about them This difficulty arises
in connection with his arguments about complexes
Hume has sometimes been criticized for inconsistency
in admitting that there are complexes at all It 1s held
that if indeed everything in nature 1s ‘distinct’ then
there can be no complexes This form of criticism sug-
gests that Hume’s treatment of complex impressions
1s intended to show the way in which complexes can
be made up of simples Although 1t must be admitted
that many of Hume’s own arguments lend colour to
this view 1t does not seem to be a correct interpretation
of his problem The passages which suggest that
Hume’s object was to account for the genesis of com-
plex ideas from simple 1deas are very unfortunate He
does not begin his enquiry with simples as the data out
of which complexes must somehow be constructed, any

v Manual of Piychology p 125, though 1t should be noted that Stout 15 here
using sensation for what I have called a simple perception
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more than any plain man first experiences simples and
then constructs complexes out of them On the con-
trary, he first takes for granted the fact that the apple
15 indisputably given as one thing and then asks the
epistemological question, ‘How 1s this complex to be
analysed”—not the psychological question, ‘How do
we come to perceive this complex as one thing?’ In the
first place 1t 1s, of course, perfectly true that with only
simples given Hume can never account for complexes
It 1s equally true, however, that he 1s not faced with
this impossible task He 1s just as willing to admit that
there are complexes as that there are simples What he
denies, though he does not succeed 1n making this very
clear, 1s that there are complexes in the same sense
in which there are simples Moreover, that there are
simples? 1s not a datum of his philosophy, 1t 15 only
discovered by analysis In the second place, although
from the psychological pomnt of view objects arc prior
to complex peiceptions, for his purposes Hume can
analyse complex peiceptions without 1eference 1o ex-
ternal objects

The nature of complex perceptions 1s not so obvious
as Hume seems to think, and his statement of his own
view about them 1s, to say the least, a little ambiguous
He affirms sumply that complex mmpressions are those
peiceptions which are separable mto simple percep-
tions [ have purposely used the woid “separable” in
this connection because 1t seems to me that Hume does
mtend us to understand by “‘a complex impiession”,
an mmpression which 1s perceived as complex and not
merely a complex which can only be analysed by
abstraction It follows that he 1s not here concerned
with the connection of sensations, but with the con-
nection of simple perceptions mn a complex Or, more

U In the sonse mdieated
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strictly, he will be satisfied if he can analyse the complex
in terms of perceptions so that his discussion of com-
plexes throws no light on the relationship of simple
perceptions to sensations

The only clue to the nature of the complex impres-
ston 1s Hume’s example, the apple Even this 1s likely
to be very misleading ‘Tho' a parncular colour,
taste, and smell, are all qualities united together 1n this
apple, 1t 1s easy to perceive they are not the same, but
are at least distinguishable from each other’ (T 2)
That there 1s a complex impression constituted by the
different simple impressions of taste, colour and smell
would be true under certain conditions, namely, when
one person 1s actually smelling, tasting and looking
simultaneously ' Hume did not think it necessary to
supply these conditions and his failure to do so seems
due not merely to carelessness 1n stating his view but
to a more fundamental difficulty If a complex impres-
sion can be accurately described as an impression at
all, then the constituents of the complex must all be
simple impressions This 1s 1n conforrmity with Hume's
own defimition of complexes There must, then, be no
elements 1n the complex impression which are not being
experienced (as impressions and not as 1deas) by the
percipient It 1s arguable, of course, that this 1s pre-
cisely what Hume meant and said I think 1t 1s clear,
though, that Hume has a strong tendency to conceive
complex perceptions as being far more closely analogous
to objects than his theories about perceptions justify 2
In answer to this objection he would probably have
argued that the vulgar take their perceptions to be their
only objects, so that there 1s no problem of distinguish-

' T am inclined to think that taste and colour, for example, never could be
combined 1n 4 complex 1mpression, since what 15 tasted must be 1n the mouth
and therefore not visibhle

2 I mean by objects the external things which all plain men regard as objccts
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ing the two, at any rate for the true philosophy From
the point of view of epistemology, however, 1t 1s highly
desirable that the two should be distinguished clearly
It 1s most 1mprobable that a complex impression ever
1s taken to be an object, even by the most unphilo-
sophical What 1s ‘taken to be an object’ 15, at the very
least, a complex of impressions and 1deas, and this
complex probably usually contains also other 1deas of
different kinds Hume could reply, quite legitimately,
that he has not asserted that the apple 1s a complex
impression but only that 1t 1s a complex perception He
certamnly does not distinguish complex 1mpressions
and complex 1deas 1n this discussion, and 1t might quite
well be the case that he considered that the apple 1s
not a complex impression but a complex perception 1n
which colour and smell are impressions and taste 1s
1dea, nevertheless he nowhere asserts such a view, and
I do not think he had realized that 1t was necessary
By "a complex impression” then, we seem justified
in understanding a collection of simple i1mpressions
apprehended as a unity, and by a “complex 1dea” a
collection of simple ideas apprehended as a unity
Whether anyone 1n fact ever apprehends a complex
impression or a complex 1dea as such, or whether they
are only apprehended as elements in other complexes,
1s 1rrelevant to the epistemnological problem of their
analysis It 1s important to recognize, however, that
most common-sense objects cannot be regarded as
examples of complex impressions or of complex 1deas,
even if we believe a common-sense object to be nothing
but a perception They may, however, on this assump-
tion, be examples of a complex perception consisting
of simple 1mpressions and simple 1deas The fact that
Hume does not raise this problem at all seems to
corroborate the assumptton that he really was not clear
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about the distinction between perceptions and objects
We seem 1mvariably to experience objects—even our
1deas are conceived as ideas of possible objects—but
1t 1s not inconceivable that we are sometimes aware of
complex perceptions If we are, then this awareness 1s
at a later stage of psychological development than
awareness of objects In any case 1t 1s sufficient for the
epistemologist 1f he can see clearly how perceptions
and objects are to be distmguished when he analyses
them It 1s necessary to consider, though, why one
particular group of impressions 1s regarded as a com-
plex rather than another Why, for example, do I take
the blue impression (from a book) to be part of a
different complex from the brown impression (the
surface of the table)? We have already seen that objects
are psychologically prior to percepions Hume be-
lieves that the fact that we are aware of objects at all,
or of the particular objects of awareness as they are,
cannot be explained It may be due to the fact that
there are external objects, or to the will of God, or to
some peculiar characteristic of the human mind In any
case we cannot know whatit1s It seems clear, however,
that 1f we are aware of complex perceptions, either
complex impressions or complex 1deas, the awareness
must be due to the fact that we have been aware of
objects, and, if the complex perception 1s merely an
epistemnological abstraction, 1t 1s only significant 1n an
epistemology which also admits objects In other words,
the complexity found in complex perceptions, that
15 to say 1 complex impressions and complex 1deas, 1s
derivative from the nature of the complexity which 1s
somehow given 1n awareness of objects Hume does
not sufficiently emphasize this point Consequently, he
sometimes seems to write as \f simple perceptions and
relations are suffictent to give a complete account of
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complexes Quite clearly this 1s not so Any complex
can be analysed into relations and simples, but given
the relations and simples we should not necessanly
experience the particular complexes and simples we
are mn fact aware of The relations hold equally between
any number of other simples, so that if we imagine that
Hume 15 attempting to show how we make up com-
plexes out of simples and relations his account 1s hope-
lessly inadequate to explain why we are aware of these
particular complexes and not others If, as I have
suggested, he 15 primarily? concerned with analysis,
then the complex 1tself 1s given and the problem 1s to
determine which simples and which complexes are
involved 1 1t In discussing perceptions, whether
mmpressions or 1deas, then, 1t does not seem necessary
to ask why the complexes are such as they are but
merely to show what 1t 1s they are The former problem
may now be seen to belong to the discussion of objects
Moreover, 1t 1s also important to bear in mind (I do not
think Hume always does so) that relations are not given
in perceptual awareness as such, any more than simples
are Just as simples are discovered by a process of
disunguishing the complex perception from the object
and separating the simples within the complex, so
relations are only discovered by a process of analysis,
abstraction and construction

[ said above that a complex 1mpression 1s a set of
simple impressions which we are aware of as a unity
We must now examine this loose phrase Even if we
admut that the recognition of a collection as a complex
1s not by perception, but is due to something else, we
can still ask whether we can know anything further

' I do not want to deny that lus arguments also bear on psychology, but the
psychelogicil implications re not rcevint to this problum and 1t would have
been better 1l Hume had distinguished thum
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about the fact that it 1s a complex Hume expresses the
fact that the collection 1s regarded as one thing by
saying that it 1s individual He does not define this
word and his use of 1t does not indicate at all certanly
how 1t 1s to be interpreted The most plausible nter-
pretation seems to be that it 15 used to express an
ultimate character of the way 1in which we apprehend
We have seen that Hume accepts the fact that we do
not apprehend simples but collections of simples The
collection which 1s apprehended as one thing 1s an
individual The individual may have any number of
elements from one to the greatest number which 1t 1s
physically possible to apprehend simultaneously It
may have any degree of complenity, and we may or
may not be aware of the nature of the complexity or
of the nature and number of the constituent elements
As a general rule we are not aware of these things in
our apprehension of the mdividual but only when we
come to analyse them An mdividual 1s not necessarily
an object though there may be one kind of object which
1s an individual An individual does not persist and
does not recur | may at this moment be experiencing
a complex 1mpression precisely similar in character to
another experienced a moment ago, but it would be
a mistake to regard these eaperiences as two experi-
ences of the same individual, each experience 1s of a
different individual

In support of the view that “individual’’ 15 used to
express a certamn character of what we apprehend we
may take Hume's account of the apprehension of one
thing ‘Suppose an object perfectly simple and 1n-
divisible to be presented, along with another object,
whose co-exzstent parts are connected together by a
strong relation, 'tis evident the actions of the mind, 1n
considering these two objects, are not very different
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The imagmation conceives the simple object at once,
with facility, by a single effort of thought, without
change or vanation The connection of parts 1in the
compound object has almost the same effect, and so
unites the object within itself, that the fancy feels not
the transition mm passing from one part to another
Hence the colour, taste, figure, solidity and other
qualities, combin’d n a peach or melon, are concerv’d
to form one thzng, and that on account of their close
relation, which makes them affect the thought in the
same manner, as if perfectly uncompounded’ (T 2zz1,
cf T 262) Again Hume expressly repudiates the view
that a complex 1s a unit 1n any other sense than that
it 1s apprehended as such ‘T'wenty men may be said
to exist, but 'tis only because one, two, three, four,
etc , are existent, and if you deny the existence of the
latter, that of the former falls of course 'Tis therefore
utterly absurd to suppose any number to exist, and
yet deny the existence of unites, and as extension 1s
always a number, according to the common sentiment of
metaphysicians, and never resolves 1tself into any unite
or indivisible quantity, 1t follows, that extension can
never at all exist "Tis in vain to reply, that any deter-
minate quantity of extension 1s an unite, but such-a-one
as admits of an infinite number of fractions, and 1s
mexhaustible 1n 1ts subdivisions For by the same rule,
these twenty men ay be consider'd as an unite The
whole globe of the earth, nay, the whole universe, may
be consider'd as an wnate That term of unity 1s merely a
fictitious denomination, which the mind may apply to
any quantity of objects 1t collects together, nor can
such a unity any more exist alone than number can,
as being in reality a true number But the unity, which
can exist alone, and whose existence 1s necessary to

that of all number, 1s of another kind, and must be
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perfectly indivisible, and incapable of berng resolved
into any lesser unity’ (z ¢ sensations) (T 30)

Hume 1s sometimes led mnto confusions in connection
with the characteristic of individuals we have already
noticed, namely, that they occur once and once only
Sometimes he uses the word ‘‘particular’’ to express
this character He also uses “particular” 1n opposition
to “‘general’”’ or “abstract”, for example, ‘If ideas be
particular n their nature, and at the same time finite
in their number, "us only by custom they can become
general 1n their representation, and contain an mfinite
number of other i1deas under them’ (T 24, ¢f T 34)
This leads him to suggest that the individual, which
1s particular in the first sense, must also be particular
in the second sense, for example, ‘’tis a principle
generally receiv’d in philosophy, that everything in
nature 1s mdividual, and that ’'tis utterly absurd to
suppose a triangle really existent, which has no precise
proportion of sides and angles’ (T 19) It certainly
does not follow from Hume’s account of the individual
that a general idea cannot be individual, but a dis-
cussion of whether this 1s so or not must be postponed
until we have considered the nature of general ideas
The last point to notice about the individual which
1s a complex 1mpression 1s that 1t 1s absolutely deter-
munate, or as Hume sometimes puts 1t, 1s ‘clear and

precise’ (T 72)

. The Relation of Obyects to Complex Perceplrons

Although Hume’s style and his use of undefined
expressions lead to innumerable different interpreta-
tions of his view, probably everyone would agree that
he believes that the distinction between perceptions
and objects 1s only drawn at the philosophic level He
repeatedly calls our attention to the fact that the vulgar
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take their perceptions to be their only objects, and his
emphasis of this point 1s clearly due to his belief that
1t 15 very significant for all his more important views
It 1s not very difficult to see why he did so His primary
aim was to show how everyday language had led
his predecessors to confused philosophies, especially in
their treatment of knowledge His own ‘great dis-
covery’ was that 1t 1s the greatest mistake to think of
what 1s called religious knowledge as analogous to
other forms of knowledge This showed him that
‘knowledge’ of objects and of selves 1s open to similar
objections, and that we cannot hope to reach a true
philosophy until we have made clear mn what sense the
word ‘‘knowledge” 1s being used on these different
occasions In order to do this he tries to bring out the
difference between common-sense opinion and philo-
sophic theory, and thus shows that, whereas philo-
sophers disunguish between perception and objects,
the vulgar take their perceptions to be then only
objects

Unfortunately, Hume’s desire to retain everything
true in the common-sense view for his philosophy
and especially his use of “‘perception’” and “‘object’” as
equivalents led him mto confusions Although he saw
clearly that ‘true’ philosophy must be based on common
sense, he never fully realized that common-sense
opmion, which for common-sense purposes 15 neces-
sarily vague, 1s only useful for philosophy when 1t 1s
made precise I think this 1s why the sections dealing
with objects towards the end of the 7reatise are often
more confusing than enhghtening On one pomt, at
least, we may feel quite certain, 'as far as the senses are
judges, all perceptions are the same mn the manner of
their existence’ (T 193) Nevertheless the vulgar rake
their perceptions to be objects, so that we are justified
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in asserting that objects are different accusatives from
the perceptions which we have just considered In
Part IV of the 77eatise, where Hume has most to say
about objects, his view appears to be (though his argu-
ment 1s not without verbal and serious inconsistencies)
that objects have a distinct and continued existence
and that the fundamental problem 1s to show why we
believe they have a contnued existence Everyone will
admut, of course, that in everyday life we unquestion-
mgly believe thar there are things which persist through
time independently of us and that 1t 1s no misuse of
language to call these things objects Thus far Hume
15 on safe ground We must, however, also bear n
mind those other statements which assert that we take
our perceptions to be our only abjects !

We may agree that a perception will fulfil all the
functions of the common-sense object if the only differ-
ence between the two 1s supposed to lie m the fact that,
whereas the former 1s internal and mind-dependent,

1 the vulgar confound perceptions 1nd oljects, and attribute a distinct
continu’d cxistence to the very things they feel or see’ (T 193)

¢ however philosophers may distingwsh betwixt the objects and per
cephons of the senses, which they suppose co cxistent and resembling, yet this 1s
a distinction, which 1s not comprehended by the generahity of mankind, who as
they percerve only one being, can never istent to the opinion of 1 double existence
and represcntation’ (T zo2)

*  all the unthinking and unphilosophical part of mankind supposc thar
perceptions to be their only objcets, and never think of a double cxistence internal
and externil, representing and represented’ (T 203)

*"Tis certun, that almost dl mankind, aad cven philosophors themsclves, for
the greatest part of their Iives, tike thar poerceptions to be ther only objccts,
and suppose that the very bung, which 1s mbmatcly present to the mind, 15 the
real body or matinal ouastencd’ (T zob)

Our pereeptions arc our only objects, and continue 1dentically ind un
interruptedly the same 1 1ll thar interrupted appearances’ (T 216)

as every idea 1s deriv'd from a preceding perception, ‘tis impossible our
idea of a perception, and that of an objecet or wxternal ¢xistence can cver represent
what are specifically different from cach other Whatever diference we may
suppaose betwint thum, tis still incomprehensible to us, and we are oblig'd either
to concerve an (xternal abject mercly as a rdabion without a aclative, or to mike
1t the very same with a perception or tmpression’ (T 241)

‘ they (men) alw 1ys suppose the very images, presented by the senses, to
be the external objccts, and never entert un tny suspicion that the ouc are nothing
but represcntations of the other’ (E 151)
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the latter 1s external and independent In admitting
this 1t does not follow that we should also admut that
the perception, which 1s ‘perishing’, will fulfil all the
functions of the object, if the object 1s supposed to
persist through time Unfortunately, Hume does not
give a very clear account of the common-sense object
In the earlier part of the Z7eatzs¢, where he 1s anxious
to establish the fact that perceptions fulfil all the func-
tions of common-sense objects there 1s no reason to
suppose that an object persists Even 1n some passages
in Part IV of the Z7eatise 1t 1s possible to interpret
“‘object’” as a name for a perishing existent although
the greater part of this discussion refers to a persistent
existent From the pomnt of view of episternology 1t
seems desirable to avoid confusion by distinguishing
between two different object accusatives Although 1t
seems impossible to determine from Hume’s discus-
sions how he thought the common-sense object should
be analysed, if indeed he had any clear ideas on the
subject at all, and although I am quite unable to throw
any light on this problem, I think 1t 1s desirable to
distinguish the different elements in Hume’s argument
as far as possible [ shall, therefore, begin with objects
of the first kind, that 1s to say perceptions apprehended
as external but not as persisting

v Objects of the Furst Kind

I think 1t 1s not very difficult to see how 1t was,
that, although some of Hume’s remarks suggest that
objects should be analysed in one way and others
suggest a different analysis, he nevertheless writes as
though there 1s only one kind of object In everyday
life, 1n so far as we refer to anything clearly, we rarely
want to refer to objects of the first kind and 1t 1s most

improbable that anyone would ever use “object’”” 1n that
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sense ! Moreover, since 1t 1s not usually necessary to
distinguish the two kinds of objects, we often talk as
though what 1s 1n fact an object of the first kind 1s an
object of the second kind This habit 1s quite innocuous
in everyday life,? but in philosophy it 1s likely to lead to
difficuluies, since the analysis of the two lunds of objects
shows, that not only 1s one kind persistent and the
other perishing, but that different elements enter the
two analyses, and Hume’s confusion in this case seems
to be due to the fact that he adheres too closely to the
letter of common sense, instead of recognizing that for
his purposes a greater degree of accuracy 1S necessary
For similar reasons, his view that the vulgar take their
perceptions to be their only objects led him mto another
confusion The point Hume wants to emphasize, that
it 15 only philosophers and not ordinary people who
want to distinguish between perceptions and objects,
15 very mmportant Unfortunately, though, he did not
see all the implications of this view We have already
seen that in giving his examples of complex umnpres-
sions he tends to confuse perceptions with objects
This suggests that he interpreted the assertion we ‘take
our perceptions to be our only objects’ quite literally,
and assumed that the object of common sense 1s merely
a perception apprehended in a certan way, namely,
as external [t seems very probable, though, both from
introspective evidence and from some of Hume’s own
statements, that the object cannot be accounted for
so simply, and Hume's failure to realize this resulted
in confusions both 1n his account of objects and 1n his
account of complex perceptions

The form of our investigation of the nature of objects

1 Because what we refer to 1n everyday life 1s a physical thing and not an
accusative
2 Cf p 115
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1s determined by the character of Hume’s exposition
It 1s obviously desirable to collect together all his
staternents about objects This cannot be done simply
by taking those assertions in which the word “object”
occurs, because this word 1s used sometimes for objects
of the first kind and sometimes for objects of the second
kind Moreover, Hume also uses ‘‘perceptions”, “1m-
pressions’” and ‘1deas’” sometimes for objects and
sometimes for perceptions 1n the strict sense The only
possible course, 1 the face of these difficulties, 1s to
consider those assertions which can be seen to relate
to objects of the first kind owing to the fact that we
already have a rough 1dea of the lkund of things those
objects are Moreover, the fact that Hume uses “‘per-
ceptions’’ (in the strict sense i which perceptions are
impressions or 1deas) as equivalent to “objects” sug-
gests that we must approach this problemn through his
account of perceptions

A complex perception, as we have seen, 1s a collec-
tion of simple perceptions apprehended as a unity The
reason for our apprehending any collection as a unity,
or for our apprehending one collection rather than
another 1n this way, cannot be given in terms of per-
ception alone, and the fact that they are so apprehended
must be accepted without question 1n any analysis of
perceptions as such The important pont to bear m
mind 1s that the perception 1s sumply the impression
of the senses or the famnter copy of 1t in 1dea According
to Hume’s explicit statement all perceptions are either
simple 1mpressions or simple i1deas or collections of
impressions or collections of 1deas which we call com-
plexes His very first example, though, belies the
explicit statement The complex perception of the apple
1s neither a complex impression nor a complex 1dea but

a complex of impressions and 1deas A little considera-
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tion shows that nearly every complex impression 1s a
constituent of, or abstraction from, a complex of this
mixed kind This should have been a clue to the
problem of objects, but, unfortunately, Hume does not
advance beyond the examples and does not even seem
to see that the mixed complex raises problems which
are not answered by his discussion of impressions and
ideas These problems cannot be answered, 1t 1s true,
in terms of the nature of perceptions, but they are of
vital unportance for the analysis of objects

The first point of importance 1s to see how object-
perceptions are to be distinguished from perceptions
in the strict sense When I am percerving (in the strict
sense) those perceptions which together constitute the
complex perception epple, what [ am 1n fact aware of
1s somethmg external to me, extended i space and
having properties which are named by the names I
give to the simple perceptions which are constituents
of this accusative This accusative 1s an object of the
first kind As a preliminary statement we may say
that 1t 1s a complex perception apprehended 1n a certain
way, namely, as external to the observer Hume fre-
quently uses the word "“independent” i this connection
It seems to me that this word can only be employed
the analysis of this accusative if we use 1t to express that
characteristic of the accusative in virtue of which we
feel that the perception 1s ‘out there’ This 1s the differ-
entiating characteristic of objects, but the question
whether the object or perception 1s dependent or inde-
pendent 1n the usual sense of those words 1s clearly not
raised at all at this level Another poimnt of importance
1s that this accusative, the object of the first kind, does
not involve apprehension of the ‘thing out there’ as
persisting through time 1n the same way as 1t mvolves
apprehension of something as out there—I do not, 1n
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the act of apprehending 1t, consider whether the table
persists or not If 1t 1s involved 1n any way, it seems to
be 1n a peculiar kind of beliefs about the future These
beliefs are such that an analysis of what I am, or
perhaps seem to be, aware of at this moment would
reveal only an object or set of objects 1n the sense I have
given Nevertheless, if I now look under the table and
see that there are no legs and that the surface 1s poised
in mid-air I should probably say that I had believed
that the table had legs This 1s only one example of a
vast number of such beliefs which vary very consider-
ably in kind and which are involved 1n this peculiar
kind of way 1n all perceptions Whether Hume would
have 1ncluded these beliefs as constituents of objects
we cannot say, as he nowhere raises the problem, but
I think 1t would not be incompatible with his other
views 1f he did include them Whether they should 1n
fact be included 1s another question

The two problems to which this account immediately
gives rise are, firstly, which particular perceptions are
apprehended as external when we are aware of an
object and, secondly, what leads us to take these
particular perceptions rather than any others The
attempt to answer these problems also gives rise to a
third, namely, are what we at first supposed to be
perceptions all perceptions 1n the strict sense at all It
1s simplest to begin with an impression object and to
derive our description of the 1dea object from 1t One
element which everyone will accept as a consuituent of
the object 1s a complex 1mpression This consists of
those simple impressions which 1 am apprehending
through the senses when I apprehend the object If
I am only looking at an apple they will be visual 1m-
pressions, if I am holding an apple and looking at 1t

they will be visual and tactual impressions, if I am
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looking at a bell and hearing 1t ring they will be visual
and auditory impressions To assert that the complex
impression, apprehended as external, 1s an object, does
not seem to be adequate We seem, as [ have suggested,
to need other elements of a different kind Hume’s
examples of objects suggest that some of these other
elements are simple 1deas, for example, the 1dea of the
taste of the apple or of the olive Unfortunately, his
suggestion does not seem to be very satisfactory A
simple 1dea 1s always a copy of a simple impression
and as such particular, but the 1dea of the taste of the
apple 1s probably not particular n the same sense It
cannot be an 1dea of the taste of this apple because I
have not yet tasted 1t, nor have I any reason to suppose
that 1t will have a taste precisely similar to the taste of
any other particular apple I have tasted What I seem
to apprehend 1s an 1dea, epple taste, which 1s a general
idea If, in fact, I ever had gustatory images, I might
represent 1t by a particular taste image, but I doubt
if I should regard this as a constituent of the object,
since particular images which, ;n a sense, represent
abstract or general 1deas do not seem to replace them
I think, then, that the 1deas which are constituents of
the object complex are sometimes particular simple
1deas, but are also often general ideas If, for example,
I eat part of the apple and then, when I am not eating
it, look at 1t again, the gustatory image which 1s a
constituent of the object I am apprehending will pro-
bably be a copy of the absolutely specific taste I have
just tasted Symuilarly if I look at something with which
I am familar, although some 1deas may be copies of
certain particular impressions, others will represent
the number of different impressions [ have perceived
on various different occasions of bemng aware of the

object For example, my 1dea of the leg of this table is
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not a copy of any particular past impression, although
it 1s related 1n some way to some or all of the past
1mpressions !

These considerations suggest that what 1s appre-
hended as external 1s a mixed complex of which some
elements are simple 1mpressions, some elements are
ssmple 1deas mn the strict sense, some elements are
general 1deas, some elements are simple 1deas (in the
sense of images) representing these 1deas in the way
in which, when we make a remark about triangles, we
may have an image of a particular triangle, and
possibly some kind of beliefs or expectations should be
included as elements I do not want to suggest that
this 1s either a complete or a correct analysis of objects
A great deal of research into this problem seems to be
necessary before we can determme even what kind of
elements go to make up the complex, and still further
problems are raised by the fact that the elements are
indeterminate,* so that there seems to be no distinct
division between the different kinds of elements
(especially between the general ideas and the beliefs
or expectations) and no distinct limit to the complex
itself We are not, however, concerned with the analysis
of objects but with Hume’s epistemology and the point
about which 1 do feel convinced and which I do want
to emphasize 1s that Hume, by example and suggestion,
has indicated what may be a very important field for
investigation These suggestions and examples, more-
over, show clearly, without any need of criticism, that
his own treatment of the subject 1s not satisfactory

! ‘Tlus multiphicity of resembling instances, therefore, constitutes the very
essence of power or connexion, and 1s the source, from which the 1dea of 1t
snses’ (T 163)

2 Throughout this discussion the elcments I want to refer to are the elements
as apprchiended and 1 saying that they arc indeternunate, [ mean, therefore,
that they are not apprehended as determinate I do not want to deny that there
1s any sense in which they are determinate
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I suggested® that Hume's second problem was to
ask what leads us to take these perceptions rather than
any others as the perceptian elements 1n an object It
now seems that the elements are not all perceptions
in the sense Hume supposed and that there will be
various different problems relating to the selection and
conjunction of the different kinds of elements Since
Hume did not see that so many different kinds of
elements were mnvolved 1n his complex, he did not see
how many different problems of relationship there are
Nevertheless he does throw light on some of them In
reply to one problem, why 1s this particular collection
of visual impressions selected out of the whole field of
visual 1mpressions as constituting the set which 1s a
constituent of the object, Hume would reply thar this
15 an ulumate fact about experience, so far as he 1s
concerned It may be important for someone to ask
this question, perhaps for the psychologist, 1t may even
be possible for someone to answer it, but 1t 1s not a
problem but a datum for epistemology Hume would
probably admut that n many actual cases of such
apprehension 1t 1s 1n part, at least, due to past exper-
ence, but this only moves the problem one step further
back Experience only serves to modify the conception
of the unity (for example, 1t may lead me to regard a
cup on a saucer as two objects, not one), we cannot
explain the original apprehension of the unity in terms
of 1t

Hume would give a very similar answer to the
problem why we conjoin visual, tactual and gustatory
impressions, and call the collection one object It 1s
due to a ‘blind and powerful instinct of nature’ (E 151)
which, as philosophers, we must accept, though we
cannot explain 1t It 1s significant that this quotation,

' Sec above, p 120
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which seems to express this pont most clearly, 1s from
the Enguiry, since we can feel fairly sure that the
Enguiry gives us his considered opinion The corre-
sponding statements n the 77eatise are not so clear
For example, having pointed out that the imagination
concetves a simple mdivisible object with a single
effort of thought, he continues ‘The connexion of
parts i the compound object has almost the same
effect, and so unites the object within itself, that the
fancy feels not the transition 1n passing from one part
to another Hence the colour, taste, figure, solidity,
and other qualities, combin’d 1n a peach or melon, are
concewv’'d to form one thing, and that on account of
thewr close velation, which makes them affect the thought
m the same manner, as if perfectly uncompounded’!
(T 221) The first part of this passage clearly rests
the responsibility for the connection on the imagina-
ton The part I have ahcized suggests, though, that
the imagination apprehends the collection 1n this way
becanse there 1s a certain relation between the elements
of the collection There are two possible ways of ac-
counting for this difficulty In the first place, it may
be the case that, although Hume had seen how the
problem should be approached, he was not really clear
about 1t and, like other philosophers, had ‘sufficient
foice of genwus to free [him] from the vulgar error,
that there 1s a natural and perceivable connexion
betwixt the several sensible qualities and actions of
matter, but not sufficient to keep [him] from ever seek-
ing for this connexion in matter, or causes’ (T 223)
If so he 1s guilty of a definite inconsistency Alter-
natively, in view of the fact that he seems to be suffi-
ciently aware of the dangers of the problem to see
how others have succumbed to them, it may be better

' My italics
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to take the view that the passage involves no definite
mnconsistency but only a very misleading expression
Although the apprehension of an object as such 1s an
ultimate fact of experience and cannot be explained,
nevertheless objects, as apprehended, seem to have
certain observable characteristics in common On this
interpretation this argument 1s analogous to the argu-
ment about impressions and immages The difference
between impressions and images 1s ulumate, but there
are certain describable differences which are usually
observable Although I would not agree that vividness
could be regarded as the distinguishing characteristic
in place of the ultimate difference, nevertheless I should
admit that most 1mpressions are more vivid than most
1deas and that vividness may be regarded as a practical
guide if any difficulty arises, provided it 1s not allowed
to supersede the ultimate difference In precisely the
same way Hume may be arguing, although a collec-
tion of perceptions is regarded as one object simply
because the mind so apprehends it, nevertheless the
perceptions so apprehended do usually have some
close relations If this is all he meant it 1s unfortunate
that he did not make the point more clearly In either
case, what 1s really important for our view 1s to recog-
nize that the statement in the Angwuiry justifies us in
accepting the ‘blind and powerful nsunct’ as his
considered answer to the problem

Hume lays some stress on one further point 1n con-
nection with our apprehension of an object 1n the sense
we are considering He holds that we, that 1s to say
the vulgar, regard the different kinds of impressions
and ideas as conjoined in one place I am inclined to
suspect that he 1s here doing less than justice to the
common-sense view What we apprehend 1s an object,
and, although we regard the taste 1dea as part of the
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same object as the olive visual impression, 1t does not
follow that we regard the taste 1dea as extended
Actually, as plain men, we never ask such a question
as whether 1t 1s or 1s not extended, but I suggest that
any plain man, on reflection, would admut that the taste
15 not extended and that Hume's statement of the
problem as the problem of ‘local conjunction’, a phrase
no plain man would ever use, begs the question In any
case Hume probably first thought of the different per-
ceptions as ‘locally conjoined’, even when he approached
the problem as a philosopher, or he would not have
been so concerned about it The pomnt he wants to
emphasize 1s that an object 1s a complex in which some
elements are spatial and others are not, so that the unity
cannot be adequately described in spatial terms I do
not think that the apprehension of the fig and the olive
as bemg at different ends of the table necessarily
umplies that the fig taste 1s extended 1n one place and
the olive taste in another Obviously an object having
spatial elements involves a spatial reference, and the
spatial reference will be to that place where the visual
impression 1s situated But from the fact that we con-
jom something having place with something unex-
tended in a single complex 1t does not follow that we
think that the taste 1s extended any more than we think
the visual impression tastes Hume seems to be right 1n
thinking that ‘an object may exist, and yet be nowhere'
(T 235), in other words, that non-spatial perceptions
are not spatial, but wrong m supposing that the
problem of whether they are or are not arises at all
before the philosophic level, and that the vulgar have
any belief on the subject, and that any of their other
beliefs necessarily 1mply any view on the matter

The problem of the connection of impressions and
ideas and of perceptions and what I have called a
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peculiar kind of belief about the fu.ure, which I think
refers to what Hume means when he talks about
‘secret powers’ (E 37), cannot be answered 1n terms of
the iexplicable behaviour of the 1magination alone
It 1s due to habit or custorn Habat 1s a principle ‘which
determmes me to expect the same for the future’
‘Experience 1s a principle which instructs me 1n the
several conjunctions of objects for the past’ (T 263)
These principles cause us to make a transition from
an object to 1ts usual attendant, although we are not
aware of this fact in ordinary experience This view
1s also expressed 1n the Enguiry (E 37),' where Hume
maintains that the conjunction of sensible qualities
and secret powers 1s due to custom or habit It 1s un-
likely that anyone will want to dispute this assertion
An object 1s a complex in which certain elements ‘carry
our view beyond those few objects which are present
to our senses’, and I think that, in the way Hume
mterprets this, 1t can only be due to past experi-
ence

So far we have considered only 1mpression objects
It seems to me, though, that everything I have said
about these objects can be applied to the 1dea objects
The only additional problem which arises 1s to dis-
tingwish memory objects from imagination objects
This problem must be postponed untl we have con-
sidered impression objects of the second kind, since
Hume has not distinguished the two kinds of objects

v Obyects of the Second Kind

Objects of the second kind are common-sense things

It 15 1nteresting to notice that Hume appears to be dishnguishung objects
which have a secret power of nounishing which appears not to have any connec-
tion with colour, consistence and other sensible qualities, from complex 1m-
pressions which have not these powers This seems to support the abave analysis
of objects
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perceived as persisting through time Our apprehension
of them 1s through sense awareness, so that in one sense
they can be said to be based on sense impressions The
impression, though, seems to serve only, or perhaps
primarily, to give rise to the apprehension of the object,
so that the relation of the impression to an object of the
first kind 1s different from its relation to the object of
the second kind In other words, the same 1mpression
will occur as an element in the analyses both of an
object in the first sense and of an object 1n the second
sense, but 1t will occur 1n a different way 1n each This
difference 1s very difficult to express, but as it 1s not
difficult to see that there 1s a difference, a rough de-
seription should be sufficient to indicate 1t Although
we should not experience most objects of the first kind
in the way in which we do experience them 1if we had
not 1n fact had past experiences, the analysis of an object
of the first kind does not necessarily involve reference
to-what has happened at another time or to what will
happen 1n the future This should be clear from our
examnation of those objects The elements which are
included 1n the complex as a result of past experience
are 1deas of qualities of the object and 1deas of ‘secret
powers’ Although these 1deas are included as a result
of past experience, they are not apprehended as re-
ferring to the past or as having any other relation to
past events Moreover, 1t would be possible to have an
object which did not include any such elements, that
1s to say, a complex accusative, not involving any such
elements 1n 1ts analysis, could be nghtly named an
object provided 1t fulfilled the other requirements of
our account of objects * This being so, the impression
which 15 one element of the object has no temporal

' T think 1t 15 conceivable, though improbable, that there could be such an
object, but this 1s not relevant tu the discussion
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relations to any other elements of the object and the
sense m which 1t 1s part of the object mght be defined
without reference to time In the case of objects 1n the
second sense, on the other hand, we apprehend some-
thing which persists through time as persisting through
time, and from the nature of the case 1t could not be
apprehended 1n any other way Thus the way in which
we go beyond what 1s given 1n semse in this case 1s
different from the way 1n which we go beyond the sense
giwven 1n apprehending an object of the first kind In
apprehending an object of the first kind we do not
apprehend the impression elements as referring 1n any
way to anything which 1s not contemporaneous with
our apprehension, whereas in apprehension of objects
of the second kind we do It follows that the sense in
which the impression 1s part of the object of the second
kind cannot be analysed without reference to time, and
1t seems to me that this may be an essential difference
i the two relations

In discussing objects of the first kind we had to
abstract from Hume’s discussion since he does not
distinguish the two kinds of objects It was therefore
impossible to follow his form of argument very closely
In the case of objects of the second kind, with which
Hume 1s chiefly concerned, we can adopt his method
of approach After pointing out that we must accept
the principle of the existence of body, even though we
cannot defend 1t by argument, Hume mantains ‘We
may well ask, What causes induce us to believe in the
existence of body? but 'us in vain to ask, Whether there
be body or not? That 1s a point, which we must take for
granted 1n all our reasonings’ (T 187) He seems to
have regarded this as a perfectly clear and unambigu-
ous staterment of his method of procedure, but, from
the fact that it has misled both himself and other people,
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1t 1s clear that 1t cannot be so The problem as Hume
states 1t, 'What causes induce us to believe 1n the exist-
ence of body?’ certainly appears to be psychological
in character, but a more careful consideration seems
to show that 1t 1s not The greater part of Hume’s
argument 1s a contribution to the analysis of this
particular accusative, although we must also admit
that other parts of 1t are concerned with purely psycho-
logical questions Since the accusative he 1s analysing 1s
not a perception 1 the strict sense, but a complex of
these perceptions and somethmng due to mind, the
account of what 1s due to mind must be 1n psychological
terms It does not follow from this, though, that Hume
1s concerned with a psychological problem His pro-
blem seems to me to be the epistemological problem
of showmng how certain forms of mental behaviour or
certain mental acts enter mto or are relevant to the
analysis of the different accusauves The psychologist
15 concerned with totally different questions, namely,
how to give an account of the nature and origin of the
behaviour or acts with which Hume begins his 1n-
vestigation That Hume himself was not clear about
the distinction 1s obvious from the fact I have already
pointed out, that some of his remarks relate to psycho-
logical problems, and also from the fact that he 1s
involved 1n some inconsistencles which seem to be
chiefly due to this confusion Fortunately this has not
prevented him from giving a very enhghtening account
of the accusative

In his own words, Hume's problem 1s to show why
1t 1s that we take our perceptions to be our only objects
We have already seen, though, that we do not always
apprehend perceptions as elements 1n persistent objects
Thus a better statement of the problem would be, why
do we take our perceptions as a sign of, or element 1n,
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objects of the second kind? Since an object! 1s a distinct
continued existence there are two things to be accounted
for, the belief 1n distinctness and the belief in con-
tinuity. “To begin with the sensgs, ’tis evident these
faculties are mcapable of giving rise to the notion of
the continu’d existence of their objects, after they no
longer appear to the senses For that 15 a contradiction
in terms, and supposes that the senses continue to
operate, even after they have ceas'd all manner of
operation’ (T 188) We have also seen that the senses
cannot give rise to the notion of a distinct existent We
must, therefore, look elsewhere for an explanation As
a clue to the next step 1n the invesugation Hume asserts
that this 1dea of a continued existence of body ‘is prior
to that of its dzstinct exastence, and produces that latter
principle’ (T 199) This assertion 1s of importance for
two different reasons In the first place, 1t confirms the
view that Hume's problem 1s epistemological and not
psychological It cannot be meant for a psychological
statement Quite apart from the fact that 1t 1s un-
plausible on the face of 1t, there 1s no possibility of
verifying 1t, and, despite his carelessness on many
other points, Hume 1s usually most careful either to
show how his assertions could be verified or to say that
they do not admit of verification If the statement 1s
taken 1n a psychological sense 1t cannot be supported
by any philosophical argument, nor 1s there any
common-sense evidence for it The statement 1s, how-
ever, significant, 1f 1t 1s understood as an assertion
about the terms 1n the analysis of the accusative, that
1s to say, as asserting that our apprehension of bodies
as distinct can only be explamed i terms of our appre-
hension of them as continuous, or that, for the purpases

t For the rest of this chapter "object” alone 1s always used for "object of the

second lkind”’
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of analysing the belief factor the former 1dea 1s logically
prior to the other In the second place, although the
statement 1s significant when interpreted 1n some such
way as thus, 1t does not seem to me true, and I think 1t
either leads to, or 1s a consequence of, a serious incon-
sistency in Hume's account of objects We have already
seen that his considered opinion seems to be that the
apprehension of perceptions as external and distinct
1s due to the imaginaton and 1s an ultimate fact of
experience This view 1s supported by many passages
in the 7reafrise and the Enguiry, including those I
quoted, and by Hume’s insistence that the difference
1s due to the imagination and not to any of the reasoned
arguments suggested by philosophers ‘Even after we
distinguish our perceptions from our objects, 'twill
appear presently, that we are still incapable of reasoning
from the existence of one to that of the other So that
upon the whole, our reason neither does, nor 1s 1t
possible 1t ever shou’d, upon any supposition, give us
assurance of the continu’d existence of body’ (T 193)
Unfortunately, although Hume 1s quite sure the belief
1s due to imagination and not to reason, he does not
seemn to be quite sure to which of his different kinds of
imagnation 1t 1s due In the Enguzry he definitely says
it 1s due to a ‘blind and powerful instinct of nature’
This 1s the view I feel inclined to accept, partly because
it 1s Hume’s last word on the subject, and partly be-
cause besides being 1n complete conformity with his
other arguments 1t seems to be the most satisfactory
view There 1s, however, another argument running
through the 77ezfzse Hume sometimes seems to want
to make out that the perceptions apprehended as dis-
tinct have some quality (in the widest possible sense
of that word, to cover a way of appearing to the mind
as well as a quality in the more usual sense) which
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perceptions not apprehended in this way do not have.
This quality 1s not involuntariness, nor force or live-
liness, but constancy and coherence® We need not
worry about the fact that so-called internal perceptions
are also coherent, because their coherence 1s of a ‘dif-
ferent nature’,? and 1t 1s only 1n the former case that
the external body 1s ‘required’ to give the coherence.
Whichever way Hume arrived at this view, whether
he thought of the coherence because he had previously
decided the apprehension of distinctness was dependent
on the apprehension of continuity, or whether he de-
cded on the dependence because he had already
accepted the coherence view, 1t does not seem to be
satisfactory The only sense in which we ‘require’? the
external body to give the coherence 1s that having
already, by means of the ‘blind and powerful instinct’,
apprehended the perception as external, the body 1s
required to give external continuity + If the perceptions
of sight and touch, for example, were not onginally
apprehended as external, a body would no more be

T ‘After a hittle examinzition, we shall find, that all those objects, to which we
attribute a continu’d existence, have a peculiar constancy, which distinguishes
them from the impressions, whosc existence depends upon our perception’ (T 194)

'Bodies often change their position and qualities, and after a hittle absence
or interruption, may become hardly knowable But here ’tis observable, that
even in these changes they preserve a cokerence, and have a regular dependence
on each other, which 1s the foundation of a kind of reasomng from causation, and
produces the opimon of thur continu'd existence’ (T 195)

2 ‘We may observe, that tho' those internal impressions, which we regard
as fleeting and penishing, have also a ccrtain coherence or regulanty in their
appearances, yet 'tis of somewhat a different nature, from that which we discover
1 bodies’ (T 195)

a on no occasion 1s 1t necessary to suppose, that they [passions] have
existed and operated, when they were not perceiv’d, 1n order to preserve the
same dependence and connexion, of which we have had experience The case 1s
not the same with relation to external objects Thase require a continu’d exist
ence, or otherwise lose, 1n a great measure, the regularity of their operation’
(T 195)

4 I think also Hume here confused the problem of coherence of elements of
objects of the first kund with the problem of the coherence characteristic of an
object of the second kind, which cannot be adequately accounted for 1n terms of
the coherence of objects of the first kind alone

133



HUME'S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

required to account for their coherence than 1t 1s re-
quired to account for the coherence of the internal
perceptions, for example, the passions Similarly, the
only ‘difference in nature’ between the coherence of
external and internal perceptions 1s that the latter
coherence 1s supposed to be dependent on us and the
former independent of us This independence of the
external perceptions was given by the ‘blind and
powerful instinct’ quite independently of the appre-
hension of coherence, so that the difference in nature
of the coherence 1s unnecessary as it explains nothing
which has not already been explained ' Nevertheless,
Hume did not see this, and 1 think 1t must be admitted
that there are these two conflicting arguments and that
he was not clear about this problem, at any rate at the
time at which he was writing the 77eatzse It should
perhaps also be noted that the arguments apply to the
notion of independence of our perceptions as well as to
the notion of their externality In other words, the
notion of distinctness 1s not to be interpreted in terms
of extension It 1s important to notice this in view of
Hume’s remark, ‘sounds, and tastes, and smells, tho’
commonly regarded by the mind as continu’d inde-
pendent qualities, appear not to have any existence
in extension, and consequently cannot appear to the
senses as situated externally to the body’ (T 191)
There 1s one very serious objection to this interpreta-
tion of Hume's position which must now be considered
As we have seen, his problem 1s to decide ‘why we
suppose them to have an existence DISTINCT from the
mind and perception?’ (T 188) Now Hume expressly
says that he means by “‘objects”, perceptions, or ‘what

1 In fact Hume seems to be arnving back at his onginal view when he argues
that the conclusion from the coherence of our perceptions, that there 1s some-
thing external, cannot be due to custom, habit or experience, because we go
beyond them, and therefore must be due to imagination (T 197)
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any common man means by a hat, or shoe, or stone,
or any other impression convey’d to him by his senses’
(T. 202), and that he will be sure to give warning when
he returns to a more philosophical way of speaking and
thinking * It mught be argued that I have been un-
necessarily perverse mn taking advantage of the fact
that Hume has not here given due warning that he 1s
using a philosophical expression, or, alternatively, that
since the promise of warming 1s later in the 77eafzse
I have no night to expect it Moreover, the fact that he
uses the phrase "“distinct from perception’’ shows that
he 1s using the word *‘object” in the philosophical sense
This being so my objection to Hume’s view 1s invalid
since the imagination only leads us to regard our per-
ceptions as distinct, and the notion of objects, in the
philosophical sense, 15, as Hume says, subsequent to
the notion of them as conunuous One reply to this
objection would be that as Hume holds that only
philosophers could have evolved or accepted the notion
of objects as distinct from perceptions, when he raises
a problem about our beliefs mn objects he must be
referring to objects 1n the vulgar sense which are
identical with perceptions It seems to me very doubtful
whether 1t 15 possible to give any solution to this
problem which would be consistent with all Hume’s
remarks The point he was most anxious to maintain
1s that plain men take their perceptions to be objects
So long as we nterpret “‘object” here as object of the
first kind there seems to be no serious difficulty m this
view We can argue that as a result of a ‘blind and
powerful instinct of nature’ we apprehend perceptions
as distinct and external In so far as Hume 1s concerned

¥ The fact that this remark comes later 1n the Treatise dous not seem to me
very mmportant Humd's method of cxposition 1s such that thore 1s nothing to be
gained by undue concentration on the order of his romnarks
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with objects of the second lund, however, his explanation
seems to be not so satisfactory We may say that the
plain man takes a perception to be an object of the
second kind, but we must admut that since the analysis
of the two kinds of accusatives, perceptions and objects
of the second kind, 1s quite different, this assertion has
very little significance for epistemology An examina-
tion of Hume’s account of the apprehension of persist-
ence does not help to overcome the difficulties The
fundamental fact for Hume 1s that ‘we have been
accustom’d to observe a constancy in certain impres-
stons, and have found, that the perception of the sun
or ocean, for instance, returns upon us after an absence
or annihilation with like parts and 1n a like order,
as at 1its first appearance’ (T 199) The fact that the
observation of constancy 1s madmissible on some of
Hume’s principles and the fact that ‘memory alone
acquaints us with the continuance and extent of the
succession of perceptions’ (T 261) are not relevant to
this point We do not need to ask whether his account
of this particular kind of experience 1s satisfactory or
not, but only how he makes use of 1t The second pont
15 that we apprehend these resembling perceptions as
having identity This 1s due to a peculiar character-
1stic of our apprehension of successions of perceptions,
namely, the smooth passage of the thought (T 206,
208, 256 and 262) Here we are faced with a ‘contradic-
tton’ The smooth passage of the imagination over-
comes the interruptedness of perceptions and makes
us apprehend our succeeding perception as identical
or continuous, yet on reflection we always admit that
they are interrupted We overcome this contradiction
between the interruptedness and the continuity by
supposing an object which gives the continuity (T 254
and E 151)
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I think we must admit a definite inconsistency here
Either there 1s no difference between perceptions and
objects or there 1s Hume says that there 1s no differ-
ence ! If this 1s so, we only apprehend percepuions, and
there 1s no need for any epistemological concept obyect-
accusative Hume also says, however, that ‘It seems
evident, that men are carried, by a natural nstunct or
prepossession, to repose faith in their senses, and that,
without any reasoning, or even almost before the use of
reason, we always suppose an external universe, which
depends not on our perception, but would exist, though
we and every sensible creature were absent or annihil-
ated’ (E 151) If this 1s so, then we do need an epis-
temological object-accusative, the analysis of which
will show us what 1s 1n fact the accusative of mind when
we believe ourselves to be apprehending something
independent of mind The fact that on reflection we
should admut the percepuion to be disunct 15 no excuse
for refusing to admit objects 1n any sense The only
way to overcome this inconsistency seems to me to be
by disunguishing between objects of the first kind and
objects of the second kind Owing to a blind and powecr-
ful instinct of our nature we take our perceptions to be
objects of the first kind This assertion shows that for
purposes of epistemology 1t 1s umportant to disunguish
between perceptions and objects even when as plan
men we do not do so Hume, however, does not dis-
unguish between objects of the first kind and objects
of the second kind, and so does not see that we do not
take our perceptions to be objects of the second kind
Objects of the second kind require further analysis A
prelimmary examination shows that one characteristic
15 to be derived from our belief that something persists
The analysis of objects of the first kind or the assertion

I Somehmes
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that we take our perceptions to be objects of the first
kind shows that what we think persists 1s not, as some
philosophers have supposed, something distinct from
perceptions, so that the analys:s of objects of the second
kind does not involve any kind of reference to philo-
sopher’s objects Thus far Hume’'s argument, 1if not
entirely satisfactory, seems to me to be an important
step 1n the right direction He does not seem, however,
to have advanced any further The next step should
be the analysis of the objects of the second kind 1
suggest that Hume’s persistent perceptions hardly
provide an adequate solution

This treatment of Hume’s argument 1s obviously
madequate and unsatisfactory in many respects and
probably even more unsausfactory in respects which
are not so obvious Some ability to solve Hume's
problems, or at least to show clearly what problems
he should have raised, 1s essential for a useful discussion
of this topic Unfortunately all that I can do 1s to point
out that his argument 1s unsatisfactory and to suggest,
in the first place, that this 1s chiefly due to his attempt
to conlorm to common-sense language which 1s neces-
sarily vague and ambiguous, and, in the second place,
that despite this fact his argument 1s important since
his confusions may enable philosophers more capable
than I am to see what problems should be raised

vi Idea-Objects

Although 1t was essential for Hume to distinguish
between perceptions and objects, the fact that he wants
to emphasize the sumilarity of the two accusatives
rather than their differences leads him to concentrate
on the perceptual aspects of objects Consequently we
are left to deduce the relauonship of 1dea-objects

to impression-objects from the relationship of 1deas to
138



ACCUSATIVES OF PERCEIVING

impressions for ourselves A simple 1dea 1s a copy of
a simple impression, a complex 1dea may or may not
be’ a copy of a complex impression, but 1t must be
composed wholly of simple 1deas which are copies of
simple impressions Since an object 1s a complex having
a complex perception as one constituent, we may say,
presumably, that the simple 1dea elements in objects
must be copies of simple impressions Whether there
15 anything more to be said can only be discovered by
a further examination of 1deas Hume's treatment of
the problem demands that this should take the form
of a consideration of the relation of 1deas of memory
to 1deas of imagination

Hume does not seem to think that there 1s much
difficulty in disinguishing 1deas of memory and of
immagmation ‘We find, by experience, that when any
impression has been present with the mind, it apain
makes 1ts appearance as an idea, and this 1t may do
after two different ways erther when, 1n its new appear-
ance, 1t retains a considerable degree of 1ts first vivacity,
and 1s somewhat intermediate betwixt an impression
and an 1dea, or when 1t entirely loses that vivacity, and
1s a perfect 1dea The faculty by which we repeat our
impressions in the first manner, 1s called the MEmoRry,
and the other the ImacinaTioN’ (T 8) ‘The ideas of
memory are much more lively’ (T g), and memory
‘preserves the original form m which 1ts objects were
presented’ (T g¢) Although Hume 1s probably right in
thinking that it 1s usually easy to distinguish the two
from a practical point of view, he 1s unduly optimistic
1n supposing that he has given an adequate account of
the difference

The greater part of the discussion of this problem 1s

1 ‘If1t be a compound 1dea, 1t must arse from compound impressions’ (T 157)
seems to me to be only a shp
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concerned with complexes and objects It 1s clearly
important also to decide how simple 1deas of memory
and imagination are related The assertion that all
simple 1deas are copies or exact representations of
simple impressions suggests at first that the distinction
between 1deas of memory and 1deas of imagination may
only apply to complex 1deas On the other hand, Hume
has insisted that g7y 1dea may make its appearance 1n
two ways and also that »ez#4er! the 1deas of the memory
nor imagination, neither the lively nor faint ideas, can
make their appearance in the mind, unless their cor-
respondent 1mpressions have gone before to prepare the
way for them’ (T ¢) Hume must mean, then, that
although every 1dea must have an original impression,
some siumple 1deas differ from others 1n that they can be
said to be remembered or recognized For an account
of this differentiating characteristic we must turn to
complexes

Hume seems to have had two different opinions
on the subject of the differentiating characteristic He
clearly believed that 1t 1s not nonsense to talk about
remembering a perception 1n the strict sense, that 1s to
say an impression or idea not apprehended as external
or as related 1in any way to anything external It should,
therefore, be possible to express the distinction between
ideas of memory and ideas of imagination without
reference to anything external Moreover, since he 1s
somewhat preoccupied with perceptions, we should
expect Hume to be chiefly interested 1n this particular
instance of his problem As a matter of fact, we do find
a number of references to a certain feeling which would
give the required explanation Far more frequently,
however, he prefers to explain his distinction 1n terms
of the force and vivacity which expresses the external

T My italies
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reference of our perceptions We are, then, faced with
a problem Although 1dea-objects, perceptions appre-
hended as external to us, can be distinguished 1n this
way, we clearly cannot distinguish the ‘internal perish-
g existences’ mto two classes by means of some
characteristic which can only be expressed 1n terms of
something external, or of the apprehension of something
as external It follows either that the distinction be-
tween the impressions and memory 1mages 1s different
from the distinction between impression-objects and
memory-objects or that Hume has two different views
about the nature of one relation In view of the fact that
he was anxious to mamtain the similarity of perceptions
to objects 1t seems best to regard the problem as a
result of a confusion If he had concentrated on the
perceptions he would have realized that the funda-
mental differentiating characteristic 1s the peculiar feel-
ing which I shall call for short the feeling of pastness?
Some of his remarks could be interpreted as referring to
this feeling Usually, however, he draws the distinction
between memory and imagination in terms of force and
vivacity Since these characteristics cannot be used to
account for any differences between perceptions as such,
we must admit that Hume was confused and that his
confusion was probably due to his attempt to treat
perceptions and objects in the same way Although this
theory 1s unsatisfactory as an explanation of the differ-
ence between 1deas of memory and 1deas of imagination,
since 1t does not refer to what seems to be the funda-

* This phrase seems appropriate because as plain men we do feel that 1n re-
membering we are 10 fact apprehending something which 1s past This is because
we think of an cxternal object and not an accusative The external object clearly
15 not now apprehended, 1f 1t were I should be perceiving and not rememberning
As epistemnologists we want to say that the accusative must be present and not
past and would regard this phrase as an abbreviation for “the feeling that the
1dea accusative which I now apprehend 1s related to another percephion accusa
tive which 1t may be said to represent’” This may involve memory of the context
of the oniginal 1mpression or 1t may merely consist 1n rccogmtion
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mental differentiating characteristic, 1t 1s ymportant as
an account of other characteristics of 1deas of memory
and 1deas of 1magination

Although Hume’s force and vivacity argument must
be mnterpreted as relating to perceptions apprehended
as external, 1t obviously does not provide a complete
account of the relationship of memory-objects,’ either
to unpression-objects or to imagination-objects, so that
we must take 1t as an account of the relation of the
memory-unage element 1n a memory-object to the
imagination-image in other idea-objects The distinc-
tion between the two kinds of images 1s drawn in terms
of vivacity and faintness just as 1s the distinction
between the impressions and 1deas There seems to be
no more reason to interpret these words literally 1n this
case than n the other On the contrary, there seems
very good reason to suppose that Hume intended them
to be interpreted in the same way We disanguish
umpressions from 1deas by the fact that we have a
different feeling towards them, 1n other words, we have
a belief about an external world 1n the case of impres-
stons which 1s absent 1n the case of 1deas Similarly we
can distinguish 1deas of memory from ideas of the
imagination by the fact that we have different feelings
towards them, again we have a belief about the former
which 1s absent 1n the case of the latter In this case
though, the belief 1s different clearly we do not believe
that the 1dea of memory 1s something external or that
it stands 1n the same kind of relation to something
external as the impression If either of these alternatives
were fulfilled, 1t would be an impression and not an
1dea at all As plain men we erther regard apprehension
of a memory-idea as apprehension of something which

! “Memory objects’’ 15 mcrely a convenient abbreviation for “memory 1dea
objects”’
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existed 1in the past or! we believe that the idea of
memory 1s related to some past impression (or external
object) and we do not have this belief about the 1dea of
imagination This interpretation seems to be supported
by the view that ideas of memory are, as 1t were, 1inter-
mediate between impressions and ‘perfect 1deas” To
say that they have ‘a certain vivacity’ 1s simply to say
that we do believe something about the 1dea which 1s
not directly given as the i1dea 15 Since we have this
feeling or belief 1t 1s not a perfect idea (A ‘perfect 1dea’
1s presumably an 1dea of the imagination or an i1dea not
standing 1n any relation to anything apprehended as
external ) Since we do not believe the idea to be ex-
ternal or of something external, but only a copy of some
umpression which 1s apprehended as external, it 1s not
iself an impression Hence 1t 1s intermediate between
the two This mterpretation of Hume's argument 1s
supported by the view that the enlivening of 1deas gives
belief (T 110) We may enable someone else to imagine
some occurrence which we have both experienced in the
past but which he has forgotten and we remember, but
when something ‘touches the memory’? (T 15) the
ideas of imagination become 1deas of memory This 1s
due to the fact that there 1s no alteration ‘beside that of
the feeling’ In the case of perceptions the feeling of
pastness would be sufficient, but in the case of objects
we require also the feeling that what 1s past has force
and vivacity, ze was apprehended as external, other-
wise what 1s remembered 1s the 1dea and not the object

We have already seen that this theory is not, mn 1tself,
sufficient to explain the difference between memory-
idea-objects and imagination-idea-objects, and that 1t

1 If, as we sometimes do, 1n memory, we distinguish the 1dea from the external
existent which was apprehcnded by menns of an object-nccusative m the past

2 The cxplanation of what happens when somcthing 'touches the memory’ 1s
& psychological problem and 1s not relevant to the analysis of the accusative
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has no application to memory of impressions or 1deas 1n
the strict sense That Hume did not intentionally 1gnore
the fundamental problem 1s clear from the fact that he
recognizes that we can distinguish memory and imagm-
ation 1deas even when they are not apprehended as
external This recognition 1s, therefore, very important

*T1s evident, that whatever 1s present to the memory,
striking upon the mind with a vivacity, which resembles
an immediate impression, must become of considerable
moment 1n all the operations of the mind, and must
easily distinguish itself above the mere fictions of the
imagmation. Of these impressions or ideas of the
memory we form a kind of system, comprehending
whatever we remember to have been present, either to
our internal perception or senses, and every particular
of that system join’d, to the present impressions, we are
pleas’d to call a »ea/z¢y But the mind stops not here

For finding, that with this system of perceptions, there
1s another connected by custom, or 1if you will, by the
relation of cause or effect, 1t proceeds to the considera-
tion of their ideas, and as 1t feels that ’tis 1n a manner
necessarily determun’d to view these particular ideas,
and that the custom or relation, by which 1t 1s deter-
min’d, admits not of the least change, 1t forms them
mto a new system, which 1t likewise dignifies with the
title of 7ealzfzes The first of these systems 15 the object
of the memory and senses, the second of the judgment’
(T 107) ' It1s not here necessary to consider the theory
of ‘realzty’ which this passage expresses so long as we
recognize that the apprehension of something as exter-
nal 1s independent of the remembering When we try to
find out what Hume takes to be the distinguishing

v Cf 'All our arguments concermng causes and effects consist both of an
impression of the memory or senses, and of the 1dea of that existence, which pro-
duces the object of the impression, or1s produc'd by 1t (T 84)
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characteristic of the remembering we are faced with a
serles of assertions about the liveliness of the idea Thus
he seems to have been aware of the problem, and either
to have failed to answer 1t altogether, or else to have
attempted to answer 1t in terms which, on his own state-
ment of the problem, do not apply I think a possible
solution of this quandary 1s that Hume saw that the
difference between an 1dea of memory (without exter-
nal reference) and an 1dea of imagination 1s mm our
feeling towards 1t, but that, when he came to describe
this feeling, he had in mind i1deas with an external
reference and in the case of these i1deas what we prim-
arily notice 1s that the memory idea 1s of somethmg
which was apprehended as external and the imagina-
tion idea 1s not By confusing the two uses of ‘‘1dea”
he fails to answer his original problem satisfactorily
We might, alternauvely, take the view that the term
“lively” 1s meant to express this difference between
strict 1deas of memory and 1magmation Hume was so
confused on this point that 1t 1s impossible to determine
which alternative 1s the more correct interpretation of
his position The second interpretation certainly seems
to be more suggestive In the first place, however, 1t
must be admitted that 1t 1s most unfortunate that he
here uses words similar to those used for the apprehen-
sion of something as external to express quite a different
kind of feeling In doing so, he seems to have confused
himself just as much as his readers, and the confusion
1s mcreased when he talks of the delief or assent, which
always attends the memory and senses (T 86), which
we have already learnt to regard as an expression of
the apprehension of an object We cannot, therefore, ex-
pect much enlightenment from his explicit staternents
Fortunately his general remarks about memory and
imagination enable us to see that the concept would
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have to be analysed differently from the concept of
externality 1if 1t 1s to fulfil the functions revealed by the
use he makes of it In this case, as 1n others, Hume 1s
anxious to start from what 1s given in everyday ex-
perience Everyone admuts that we do in fact experience
ideas in two different ways The only problem 1s to
explain what constitutes the difference which 1s univer-
sally recognized It may have been the fact that what
we may, for the sake of argument, call the specific
memory quality of the 1dea 1s so obvious, and the fact
that 1t 1s referred to in calling the idea an 1dea of
memory, which led Hume to 1gnore it—except for the
brief reference to the special feeling 1f 1t 1s that feeling—
and to concentrate on the distinguishing characteristics
connected with the externality In this case, however,
what 1s most obvious, and apparently liable to be over-
looked, 1s most important A simple memory-1dea 1s a
complex accusative consisting of a sumple 1dea (in the
strict sense) apprehended as the copy of some previous
impression or idea by a plain manina philosophical frame
of mind Usually, however, 1n this kind of apprehension
the plain man believes himself to be apprehending
something 1 the past A simple imagmaton-idea 1s a
non-complex accusative, since 1t 1s not apprehended as
a copy of an impression or 1dea Hume 1s careful to
msist that there 1s no difference 1n the 1deas themselves,
only 1n the way we apprehend them The accusatve of
memory which he 1s discussing 15 something present to
me now, and 1t follows from his statement of his prob-
lems that the accusative of which I am now aware can-
not be identical with any accusative which I have been
aware of in the past nor can a past accusative be
repeated 1n any way which would enable us to compare
the two 1f there 1s any o¢4er kind of element which 1s
common to the two situations 1t does not concern Hume
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as an episternologist Since, then, the 1dea 1s not in 1tself
any different from the i1dea of 1magmation, and since
there 1s no other element apprehended 1n relation to 1t,
it 1s clear that the characteristic we have already noted
1s fundamental and sufficient The memory-idea 15 an
idea apprehended as representative of some particular
past 1dea, or 1s that accusative which 1s apprehended
when the plain man thinks he 1s apprehending some-
thing which existed 1n the past This form of apprehen-
sion 1s ultimate and 1t 1s through 1t that we remember
the past, or feel an 1dea to be representative, even
though we are not apprehending what 1s past or that
which the 1dea represents The peculiar kind of feeling
which we experience when we say that we remember
may be analysable, but the analysis 1s a task for the
psychologist Some psychological analysis of the feeling
might enable us to see how to analyse the accusative
further but 1t seems unlikely that any advance can be
made simply by further epistemological argument The
only defect in Hume’s view 1s his extremely unfortunate
name for the feeling, and 1t 1s most important to recog-
nize thatit 1s unfortunate in order not to be misled
byt

Just as there 1s one fundamental differentiating char-
acteristic between 1deas and 1mpressions but also many
other usually observable differences, so too, in addi-
tion to the one fundamental difference there are other
peculianties of i1deas of memory and i1magination re-
spectively These differences all seem to be between
the complexes of each kind There 1s one important
difference between complex 1deas of imagination and
complex 1deas of memory which does not apply to the
simples A simple memory-idea 1s apprehended in the
specific way characterized by a feeling of pastness The
complex memory 1dea 1s apprehended 1n the same way
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The simple 1magination 1dea represents some past 1m-
pression or 1dea, but 1s not apprehended as past The
complex imagination idea, however, not only 1s not ap-
prehended as a past complex but piobably does not 1n
fact representany previously experienced complex Itis
possible thatan 1dea of imagination whichappearsto bea
product of the imagination (the faculty) may be a copy
of a past impression or 1dea It 1s improbable, however,
that all imagination 1deas are of this nature, some 1n
fact cannot be, so that we must accept this as an 1m-
portant difference between complex 1deas of memory
and complex 1deas of imagination ‘the mmagination 1s
not restrain’d to the same order and form with the
original impressions, while the memory 1s 1n a manner
ty’d down 1n that respect, without any power of varia-
tion’ (T ¢), and the imagmation has liberty to trans-
pose and change 1ts 1deas while ‘the chief exercise of
the memory 1s not to preserve the simple 1deas, but
their order and position’ (T 9) A point Hume does
not consider, although 1t 1s very important in this
connection, 1s whether there 1s any justification for
calling an 1dea which resembles and 1s apprehended
as resembling some previous impression or 1dea i many
important respects, though not 1n all respects, an 1dea
of memory We do m fact do this, and I suggest that
the reason Hume does not raise the problem 1s that
he has not distinguished memory which 1s a form of
strict perception having as its accusative an 1dea not
apprehended as external from memory which 1s a
form of the perception which he sometimes refers to as
Jjudgement having objects as 1ts accusatives! This
point will be clearer when we have considered memory-
objects

* Cf 'The first of these systems 1s the object of the memory and senses, the
second of the judgement’ (T 108) Cf pp 152 157 below
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A further comparison of this discussion with Hume's
view of the relation of impressions to ideas reveals
another of these subsidiary differences We have already
seen that Hume notices a difference of force and vivacity
mn the literal sense between impressions and ideas I
think he 1s here too using “liveliness” and similar
words 1 two senses, a literal and a metaphorical The
metaphorical sense expresses the fundamental differ-
entiating charactenistic When used Iliterally 1t 1s 1n-
tended to draw our attention to the fact that memory
ideas are usually fainter than imagination 1deas, though
not, of course, without exceptions ‘in the imagination,
the perception 1s faint and languid’ (T g)

The problem of the distinction between memory and
umagination objects 1s very much more complicated
than that of the distinction between memory and
imagination 1mmages It 1s both easiest and simplest to
begin with objects of the first kind, that 1s to say
to consider memory of some absolutely specific past
awareness and not memory of some persisting object
without reference to any particular occasion of aware-
ness of 1t The impression object 1s a complex consist-
ing of a complex perception and a number of other
elements, probably ideas and beliefs, and 1t 1s very
difficult to give a complete and accurate statement of
them The perception seems to be fundamental 1n some
way Without the perception there would be no com-
plex, though other elements might be omitted and we
should sull be apprehending some complex not pre-
cisely similar to the original Moreover, 1t 1s primarily
the perception which gives us the feeling of externality
although actually the whole complex 1s apprehended
as external Similarly, when we come to consider the
idea-object, 1t will be the perception element mn the
object which determines whether we regard 1t as an
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idea or as an impression, although the perception 1s
only an element 1n the object and 1t 1s the object as a
whole which 1s apprehended as external A more
philosophical way of putting this would be to say that
it 15 only sensible to say that certamn impressions or
certain images® are apprehended as having place, but
that other elements are connected 1n one complex with
what has place Hume’s discussion of the local con-
junction of sense qualities shows that he 1s aware of the
importance of this pomt That he does not emphasize
1t again n this connection 1s probably due to the fact
that he thought it quite obvious Unfortunately 1t has
not been obvious to his critics who seem to think that
what Hume says about the relation of impressions and
images 1s supposed to explamn the relation of impres-
sion-objects to 1dea-objects for which 1t 1s obviously
nadequate > Hume was, of course, confused himself
by his failure to distinguish objects of the first and
second kinds and his failure to see the place of per-
ceptions both 1n objects and in general or abstract
ideas Nevertheless, 1t 15 not difficult to see that the
impression-object, for example Hume's apple, 15 a
complex consisting of an impression element, a roundish
red and green visual impression which [ believe to be
external to me, of certain i1dea elements, for example
of tactual and gustatory impressions of that apple,
certain beliefs, for example that that impression 1s the
surface of a solid object having back and sides which
I am not now seeing All these elements though not
themselves external are apprehended as essentially re-
lated to something ‘out there’ The idea-object consists
of an image and elements similar to those in the 1m-

! /¢ wvisual and tactual perceptions and perhaps kinaesthetic as ‘in space’

* Hume's argument also shows that we could not dishnguish auditory and
tactual impressions and 1deas apart from what we learn from sight and move
ment
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pression-object apprehended 1n a different way Just as
the impresston 1s apprehended as something ‘in the
world’ of objects, and 1mages are not so apprehended, so,
in the first case the other elements, beliefs, 1deas, etc,
are apprehended as related 1in a complex to something
which 15 1n the world and 1s not present to me, but, 1n
the second case, the elements are not related to such an
impresston In the first case, the perceiver would be 1n
a position to say ‘I could now be experiencing such and
such gustatory and tactual impressions if 1 were be-
having 1n a certain way’ In the second case, he could
only say truly either ‘I have been 1 a positton such that
I could have experienced such and such impressions if 1
had behaved n a certain way’ (memory), or 'If such and
such conditions were to be fulfilled, 1 should be able
to expertence such and such impresstons 1f 1 behaved
m a certamn way' This 1s obviously not a satisfactory
analysis, but 1t enables us to see how impression-
objects and 1dea-objects can be distinguished, and also
to see roughly how the problem of the relationship of
memory-objects and imagination-objects differs from
the problem of the relationship of memory-images and
imagination-images It also shows that Hume's con-
centration on the perception element in the object,
and the fact that in attempting to distinguish impres-
sion-objects and 1dea-objects we have to be content
with his theory of impressions and 1deas, 1s, 1n part at
least, due to the fact that 1t 1s the perception element
which determines whether we apprehend the object
as an impression-object or as an idea-object and the
externality of the complex 1s 1n some way derived from
it Hume’s method of approach, in terms of how we
do 1n fact apprehend objects, 1s satisfactory from the
epistemological pomnt of view His mistake lies in not
carrying the investigation far enough The distinction
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between 1mpressions and 1deas, and between 1deas of
memory and of imagation respectively, does not
solve the important problems about objects

Having seen how the impression-objects and 1dea-
objects can be distinguished by reference to our peculiar
feeling about some perceptions, we must consider 1n
what other respects, if any, the impression-object
differs from the memory-idea-object There certainly
seem to be 1dea-objects which, though they have one
constituent which 1s a memory-image of a perception
constituent 1n an 1mpression-object, nevertheless do
not have all their other elements mm common with
the origmal impression-object Moreover, a further pro-
blem arises 1n the case of objects which did not trouble
us 1n the case of perceptions A memory-image exactly
represents its onginal impression An image element
In a memory-object, however, 1s not always exactly
representative of the impression element 1n the origmal
object This does not necessarily involve a denial of
Hume’s principle that complex images of memory are
exact coples of complex impressions It shows, how-
ever, that the perception element of a memory-object
1s not necessarily a memory-image If not even the
perception element remains the same m the memory-
object as in the original we may well ask why the
memory-object 1s regarded as a memory of the original
at all It seems to me that this fact can only be ex-
plamed 1n terms of yet another characteristic of our
experience which Hume himself does not appeal to
in this connection although he has noticed 1t In the
first place, apprehension of objects occurs always in
some context mn the life history of the experiencing
individual It s clear that the context determines the
nature of the apprehension to a very considerable
extent In the second place, as Hume himself observes,
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our apprehension of objects 1s essentially an apprehen-
sion of one thing In attempting to analyse the object
mto 1ts constituent elements, for philosophical purposes,
1t 15 very easy to lose sight of this important fact If
we do, however, we shall be quite unable to solve some
of the important problems for the sake of which we
carried out the analysis

When [ perceive an apple [ apprehend some object
in the external world We have already seen roughly
what elements enter mnto the complex accusative of
which I am aware The analysis of the accusatve,
shows, moreover, that a great many different sets of
elements, provided they were sufficiently similar 1n
certain respects, would serve to give awareness of the
same object My successive perceptions of the apple
probably differ considerably from each other, but since
I do not normally consider the elements of the accusa-
tive, | am unaware that they differ and am quite con-
tent to say that I am perceiving the same apple This
suggests that, although my apprehension of the apple
as an object of the first kind 15 independent of my
apprehension of the apple as an object of the second
kind, nevertheless 1t 1s only by reference to the second
lund that I can give an adequate account of the
first kind By saying that the two perceptions are of
the same apple | should mean that the two different
accusatives, both of which are objects of the frst
kind, each stand 1 a certain relation to some object
of the second lkund To what extent the object of the
first kund may differ and sull stand in this relation-
ship does not concern us now, 1t 1s only necessary for
this discussion to recognize that some difference in
the accusatives is not incompatible with their stand-
g 1n the same relation to one object of the second
kind
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This throws some light on the memory problem A
memory-1dea of an impression-object of the first kind,
if we interpret 1t strictly, must be an exact copy of the
impression-object The perception element, the 1dea
elements, etc , must all be precisely similar or 1t cannot
truly be called a memory-object As I have already
pomted out, however, memory-cbjects do not 1n fact
bear this exact relationship to their original impression-
objects, or at least they very often do not do so These
considerations only appear contradictory if we attempt
to account for experience, which seems to be infimitely
complex, mn terms of the strict dichotomy, which 1s
the very widest interpretation we can give of Hume's
remarks When I apprehend a memory-object which 1s
a memory of the apple 1 percerved this mormng the
accusative 1s obviously not a memory-object of the
second kind because I am not thinking of a persisting
object but of one absolutely specific awareness On the
other hand, 1t 1s not, strictly speaking, 2 memory-object
of the first kind either, since I am quite convinced that
neither the perception memory elements nor the other
memory elements exactly represent the impression
elements of this morning’s object The fact that I regard
this particular set of elements as a memory-object of this
morning’s impression-object 1s due to the fact that I also
believe that the impression-object of the first kind and
the memory-object of the first kind both stand 1n a
certain relation to some object of the second kind and
that this object of the second kind 1s the same 1n each
case It seems to me that the great majority of our
rememberings of objects of the first kind are of this
nature What [ represent in memory, either voluntarily
or involuntarily, 1s a certain accusative previously
apprehended which was an object of the first kind
I accept the memory accusative as a memory of the
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impression-object, even when the two do not exactly
resemble each other, because of my belief about the
object of the second kind

It 1s important to remember, though, that the behef
and the apprehension are quite distinct, from an epis-
temological point of view Thisis clear from a considera-
tion of how the belief in fact affects the apprehension 1
obviously do not compare the memory and the impres-
sion and, by referring the two to one object, decide that
they are sufficiently similar for the one to be regarded
as the memory of the other Theaccusatives, impression-
objects and 1magination-objects, are always complexes,
but we attend to one thing, we do not apprehend the
elements as elements Moreover, our awareness of the
elements 1s of varying degrees of determinacy and their
places 1n the complex are of varying degree of import-
ance Thus it 1s almost 1mpossible to say precisely what
1t is that we apprehend as the one thing Most of the
difficulties this might lead us into are overcome by the
use of language When I apprehend the parmicular
object accusative of the first kind which we have been
considering, I recognize 1t as ez apple 1 only notice
certain elements of the complex, and which particu-
lar elements are noticed depends on how the whole
complex 1s related to what I am thinking or doing
Similarly, when I remember the apple, what I attend
to or notice 1s not all the elements of the complex but
an apple and those of the elements which give tke apple
which are important in relation to the rest of my
experiences at that time Since I do not apprehend
the accusanve distinctly, nor even those elements mn 1t
which [ particularly notice, 1t 1s not surprising that I
am willing to accept another accusative, and another
set of elements within that accusative as a memory of
1t, even 1f 1t 15 only substantially similar and not pre-
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cisely representative ¥ Although the accusatives are 1n
fact different I do not normally even notice the differ-
ences, but even when [ do I am stull quite ready to
accept the 1dea-object as a memory-1dea of the apple
I think the fact that we do accept idea-objects as
memory-objects of certain 1mpression-objects, even
though they do not precisely represent them, and the
fact that we cannot be content to say that we are aware
of the accusative, but must take into consideration the
fact that some elements of the accusative are noticed or
attended to more than others, can only be explained 1n
terms of objects of the second kind There seems to me
no doubt that these two points at least are important
and there may be many other considerations of equal
importance which | have not noticed

The chief defect of most discussions of memory prob-
lems and the chief danger for anyone attempting to
solve or discuss them 1s over-simplification of a series
of problems all of which are complex The acceptance
of the 1dea-object as a memory-object, even though 1t
does not precisely resemble the original impression-
object, would probably ordinarily be said to be due to
habit Even though we are not usually aware of any
reason for habit behaviour, 1t 1s clear that 1t 1s always
based on some kind of belief, since, 1n cases of doubt,
cniticism or unexpected effects, we are quite prepared
to give some reason for 1t In this particular case I
suggest that though we do in fact apprehend objects of
the first kuind, which as such cannot be persistent, the

T For example The memory object, apple, which I now apprehend as related
to an impression ol Ject, apple, which I percerved this morning, may have as a
constituent an 1dea clement exactly resembling the onginal impression element
or 1t may not The idea element may be fragmentary or have indeterminate out-
Lines whure the onginal was defimte and complete This 1s clear from the fact
that 1f 1 try to remember the apple my first memory object will be replaced by
another which more nearly represents the original The same 1s true of the other
elemints Some of them inay not occur at all in the ncw complex, others may
oceur 1n a different way, z ¢ they may be more or less attended to than before
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idea-objects of the first kind which would be regarded
as memory-objects are only so regarded because we
do 1n fact also perceive objects of the second kind
Experience shows us that the characteristics of objects
of the first kund vary very considerably so that twa
different sets of elements, z¢ two different object
accusatives of the first kind may be related 1n the same
way to one object of the second kind Thus we are
hable to regard shght differences between the different
objects of the first kind, by means of which we appre-
hend objects of the second kind, as unimportant That
15, when we observe the differences, very often we do
not even notice them From the point of view of appre-
hension of objects of the second kind this habit 1s not
only convernuent but essential It 1s evident, though,
that we retain this habit in the case of ideas of the first
kind, and regard a shight difference in nature between
the 1dea-object and its onginal as insufficiently import-
ant to deter us from calling 1t a memory-i1dea-object
Apart from the fact that both perceptions are related to
the same object of the first kind, however, there 15, as
we have already seen, no justification for regarding the
idea-object as a memory-object unless 1t 15 exactly
similar to 1ts original Thus, although when I remember
the apple, I say that my present 1dea-object 1s a
memory-object of the particular object of the first kind
which I apprehended this morning, 1n other words 1t 1s
a representation of a certain specific accusative, never-
theless I should not so regard it, 1n view of the fact
that 1t does not exactly represent 1ts original, unless
I had already acquired the habit of disregarding small
differences 1n my perceptions of objects of the second
kind

These considerations are also important in relation to
the fact that certain elements 1n the object of the first
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kind are attended to more than others It seems to be
an onginal characteristic of apprehension of objects of
the fArst kind, that some elements stand out, or are
attended to or are noticed more than others Neverthe-
less, which particular elements are especially noticed 1s
largely determined by past experience of objects of the
first kind related to this and other objects of the second
lkund Thus, which particular elements stand out, and
so the character of any given object of the first kind, 1s
in some sense dependent on apprehension of objects of
the second kind Though I may not now be apprehend-
ing an object of the second kind, the objects of the first
kind which T am now apprehending would be other
than they m fact are if I had not 1n the past apprehended
objects of the second kind This peculiar form of appre-
hension must also be connected i another way with
apprehension of objects of the second kind Objects of
the first kind become more and more complex, presum-
ably from the very first, as we become more familiar
with the objects of the second kind to which they
are related and as we see analogies between different
objects Familianty also brings wider awareness of
elements and 1t would be natural to suppose that the
number of elements in any given complex which are
attended to would wcrease This happens only to a
Iimited extent, and the fact that we do persist in attend-
ing only to a few elements, 1t might almost be said the
fact that we reject elements with which weare so familiar
that we should expect to notice them, 1s also due to the
fact that our habit of disregarding differences in the
different objects of the first kind by means of which we
apprehend one object of the second kind, operates here
in leading us to attend only to those elements which
are relevant i the context m which the accusative
occurs
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I have several umes referred to the ‘context’ of the
object-accusatives as relevant, and this expression
obviously needs some explanation No-one 1s likely to
deny that my object of the first kind will be different 1f
it 1s 2 chair which I am mterested 1n solely because I
am going to sit on 1t from the object of which I ask ‘Is
1t a genuine antique or a very clever imitation? Al-
though there may be a non-accusative external thing
which 1s the same 1n each case, some of the differences
between the objects of the first kind are due to differ-
ences m the tramn of thought in which they occur The
problem of giving a precise account of how these facts
should be interpreted and of how far the accusatives
are dependent on the context 1s a problem for psycho-
logy The epistemologist 1s concerned with what we do
in fact experience and not with how we come to have
such experiences It 1s not, therefore, necessary for him
to explain how “the context of an accusauve’ can be
defined nor even precisely how far the nature of the
accusative 1s determined by its context It 1s im-
portant, however, that he should recognize that 1t 1s 1n
some sense dependent on the context Although 1t 1s
essential that epistemology should abstract 1t 15 very
important that abstraction should not be carried too far
I think, in this case, if we consider any particular ac-
cusative in cornplete 1solation from all the other accusa-
tives which are contemporaneous with 1t, or which
closely precede or follow 1t, we should find ourselves
unable to give a satisfactory account of those accusa-
twives If, on the other hand, we relate 1t to experience,
even 1if the relating takes the form of saying only that
the accusative 1s such as 1t 1s partly because 1t occurs 1n
a certamn context, it will be possible to give a much
more satisfactory account of the experience

It may be argued that the whole of the foregoing
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discussion 1s also psychological and as such has no
more place in this chapter than a discussion of the
nature and 1mportance of context I have not, however,
been concerned solely with the epistemological problem
of the nature of the memory accusatives but with an
attempt to show precisely how Hume's view 1s inade-
quate and unsatisfactory The only way to show how,
despite these deficiencies, we must accept Hume’s argu-
ment as an 1mportant contribution to the problem 1s by
pomnting out what peculiar characte. istics of our expert-
ence he has failed to take notice of and how, if he had
noticed them, some of his mmconsistencies could have
been removed and many incomplete analyses com-
pleted

There 15 one further pomnt of importance which [
have already indicated that Hume did not notice, pre-
sumably because he made the confusions I have already
referred to between images in the strict sense and image-
objects, namely, that only the image element in the
memory complex has the relation to its original 1m-
pression which the image has to the idea This may
seem an absurdly unnecessary statement, as the per-
ception element 1s an 1mpression 1n the first object and
an 1mage 1n the second and therefore must have this
relation, and the other elements, being different, pre-
sumably would not have a precisely similar relation
Nevertheless, 1t seems to me that 1t would be quite easy,
when we think in terms of Hume’s argument, to sup-
pose that the elements of the memory-object are all
‘fainter copies’ of the elements of the impression-object
On consideration, however, we must admit that there
1s no justification for the supposition It1s quite possible
that the 1dea elements i the smpression-object should
not differ in any respect from the idea elements in

the 1dea-object, although we might think that they do
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because one 1s an element 1n a complex in which the
fundamental element has force and vivacity and the
other an element in a complex m which the funda-
mental element has not force and vivacity Similarly,
the feeling element may be precisely the same 1n each
case

The most mmportant pomnt to note with regard to
Hume’s treatment of memory 1n relation to the criti-
cisms of 1t 1s that he does not assert that memory
always consists i awareness of an image Nor does
he ask whether 1t does or not His argument 1s, 1n fact,
concerned with the memory-image which undoubtedly
occurs, and to assert that he therefore denies all other
forms of memory 1s either illogical or 1s due to a very
superficial knowledge of the relevant arguments It
would be perfectly consistent for Hume to hold that
there could be memory without an image, or at least
a memory-accusative in which the image was only one
element among others Moreover, 1t seems to me, at
any rate, that the confusions 1n his theory are due to a
recognution of some of the other problems and would
never have arisen if he had throughout accepted the
views so often imputed to him Another important
point which 1s frequently overlooked 1s that the dis-
tunguishing characteristic of the memory 1dea lies 1n
our peculiar feeling towards 1t It might be argued that
my wmnterpretation of Hume’s account of memory allows
that he 1s open to the objections brought against him
by Laird and Stout, which I have already denied
As I have previously suggested, though, to say that
‘ideas represent their objects or impressions’ 1s not
necessarily to say that ‘every 1dea 1s so wise as to know
1ts own father’ We can now see that the reference to
what 1s represented by an 1dea, 1f in fact it can be called

reference at all, 1s a peculiar feeling Although the 1dea
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represents the impression, 1t does not, n 1tself, contain
a reference to the impression This being so, 1t 1s not
true to say that Hume’s account of the relationship of
impressions to 1deas 1s madequate decause he secretly
has to make the assumption that ideas refer to their
impressions Nor 1s 1t true to say that he cannot get
on without this assumption, since he gets on perfectly
well with his own far more satisfactory view that the
reference to the past and to objects 1s to be accounted
for 1n terms of certamn feelings

Other memory problems, memory of events, memory
of general 1deas, recognition, etc, must obviously be
sharply distinguished from the problem of the analysis
of memory-objects, and any criticism which relates
to these other forms of memory does not concern us
here

The problems we have so far considered do not arise
mn the case of imagination-idea-objects The imagina-
tion-object 1s not a copy of any impression-object The
image elements must, of course, be copies of the original
impression elements, but they are not apprehended as
related to impressions, or recognized, as the memory
images are Hume 1s so concerned to make clear his
views on the psychological problems that we are left
to deduce the nature of imagination-objects from what
we know of memory-objects and of the relationship of
memory to imagmation [ think we should distinguish
imagmation-ideas from 1magination-objects, just as we
distinguished memory-i1deas from memory-objects It
1s quite concervable that we sometimes do apprehend
an 1mage as such, z ¢ without regarding 1t as external
and without apprehending 1t 1n relation to non-image
elements which would be related to 1t if an object were
bemng apprehended Even if this be denied, however,

we must admit that some elements 1n Imagination-
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objects are 1mages and some are not, so that the two
accusatives can be distinguished This 1s important,
because 1t shows that the imagination-object 1s very
similar to the memory-object and the impression-
object The peculiar characteristic of the imagination-
object 1s that, although I am not now apprehending
the complex as external, nor have I apprehended any
similar complex as external in the past, nevertheless
1t 1s apprehended in a way which I can only describe
very inadequately by saying that we apprehend the
complex as something which might be or could be
external The object has all the qualities necessary for
an external object, except that in fact 1t 1s not regarded
as something which 1s 1n the world but only as some-
thing which I have thought of which might be in the
world Hume does not tell us how he can explain this
peculiar characterstic, and probably the only analysis
of the object which 1s possible at this stage of epis-
temological theory would be in terms of another
specific ‘feeling’

One further problem arises 1n this connection The
elements of an impression-object are regarded as form-
g one complex because of the unity given both in
visual perception and through past experience, and the
memory-object derives its unity from the impression-
object The 1magination obviously does not derive its
umty 1n the same sense of “‘derive”’, since 1t has not been
‘grven’ on any past occasion Hume’s answer to this
problem 1s that the imagmnation 1s an active faculty
with an unlimited power of compounding and con-
trasting We must add to this, I think, that the fact
that 1t ‘compounds’ 1n the way 1t does 1s, partly at least,
due to past experience In any case, it 1s not the business
of the epistemologist to ask how or why any faculty

works as it does It 1s only necessary to accept the
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complex and to admut that it resembles 2 memory com-
plex 1n all important respects except the one we have
considered The fact that the two accusatives are appre-
hended as units for different reasons raises a problem
for psychologists only.
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CHAPTER ¢
CONCEPTS

1 Hume's Confusion of Concepts with Perceptions

IT 1s obvious that any epistemology, if 1t 1s to be
complete, must give some account of all the accusa-
tives, which are commonly called 1deas, but which seem
to be very differently related to impressions from the
other 1deas we have considered Hume was well aware
of the importance of problems relating to this particular
class of 1deas, and although his investigations 1n this
direction did not carry him very far, he 1s most emphatic
about the points he does raise Despite this fact, and
despite the fact that he illustrates his points at some
length by reference to particular concepts, there seems
to be a certamn amount of misunderstanding of his
position It 1s often supposed that he denied that there
are concepts, and that his sole contribution to the prob-
lem 15 an expression of approbation of Berkeley’s asser-
tion that there are no such things as what are commonly
called abstract ideas However we decide to interpret
Berkeley’s views on the matter, 1t would be the greatest
mistake to suppose that Hume wanted to deny the
exastence of any accusative which erther philosophers
or plamm men suppose themselves to experience In
Hume’s investigation there is no place for any question
as to whether there 1s or 1s not a certain accusative If
there 1s anything about which any question can be
asked, then 2pso facto there 1s that accusative Hume's
problems are all problems of the analysis of these
accusatives His arguments about abstract and general
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ideas are designed to show what kind of accusatives
these are Since the argument takes the form of an
emphatic demal that they are at all the kind of ac-
cusative which ordinary language suggests and philo-
sophers assert, 1t 1s sometimes supposed to assert that
there are no such accusatives Such an assertion would,
of course, be nonsense, or rather there could be no such
assertion We must, therefore, try to extract the positive
contribution implied by these denials

We have already had occasion to notice the signifi-
cance of the position of some of Hume’s views 1n his
exposition [ think our interpretation cannot do full
justice to these arguments about abstract 1deas unless
we also consider the context very carefully The 7reatzse
begms with the statement of the doctrine of impres-
sions and 1deas, of the relationship of 1mpressions to
ideas, and of the different kinds of impressions and
ideas In his first statements Hume seems to assume
that perceptions are the only accusatives, and he 1s
obviously using the word ‘1dea”’ as synonymous with
“image” Even so, the doctrine will be mcomplete
without some reference to abstract ideas, which had
seemed so important to his contemporaries We may
assumne, then, that the first discussion of abstract 1deas
(Part I, section 7) was written at the stage when he was
so absorbed with the importance of emphasizing the
relationship of impressions and ideas that he had not
seriously considered the view his statements imply, that
the only accusatives are perceptions! in the narrow
sense (2 ¢ impressions and 1mages) In terms of this
standpoint, the only problem that arises 15 whether
there are abstract images The first point to be learnt
from Hume on this topic 1s, then, that there are no

' The fact that the rest of his philosophy contradicts this view seems to me
sufficient evidence for this assertion about Hume’s thoughts
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abstract 1mages He would probably agree that this
could be better expressed by saying that abstract or
general 1deas or concepts are not images and can only
be called 1deas 1f we agree that in so calling them we
are mtroducing a new use of that word He then pro-
ceeds to show, as Berkeley did, that the suggestion that
there could be a general image 1s so fantastc that 1t
could only have been made by philosophers who were
not thinking about what they were saying, or by plam
men who had simply adopted the word ‘1dea” without
asking whether 1t was appropriate or not His argument
runs as follows The abstract idea of a man has been
supposed to represent men of all sizes and qualities
Thus, 1t 15 thought, 1s only possible if the 1dea either
represents all possible qualities, etc, or else no par-
ticular one at all The former 1s thought absurd and the
latter accepted The latter 1s not, however, satisfactory,
simnce we cannot concetve (T 18) any quanuty or
quality without forming a precise notion of 1ts degree
Hume ‘proves’ this assertion by means of three different
arguments (T 18) I shall return to the proofs later At
the moment 1t 1s only necessary to see that by telling us
to introspect and consider the nature of our images
Hume has shown conclusively that there cannot be
general or abstract images

Although this 1s the point Hume makes most clearly
and 1s most anxious to emphasize, it would be a great
mustake to regard it as the only pomnt of importance
he raises 1n relation to this problem The other points
which emerge, though not clearly expressed or thought
out, are equally important, and are even more interest-
g, since they relate to matters on which there 1s less
general agreement We shall understand lus argument
best if we pursue our original method of approach It
soon becomes clear that despite Hume’s original asser-
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tions he does accept accusatives other than perceptions
At first one might regard the remarks which suggest
this simply as careless inconsistencies, but, as the argu-
ment proceeds, the impressions and 1deas, which were
said to be all-important for any and every epistemo-
logical problem, are again and again left to play a very
subsidiary part, or even no part at all, in problems which
Hume obviously considers significant for epistemology
Amongst other pomnts we find that not all ideas are
images and that we must accept, and give some account
of, those that are not Accordingly, having agreed that
abstract 1deas are not image-ideas, we may sull ask
what kind of i1deas they are Hume's answer to this
question 1s part of his reply to those who assert that an
abstract 1dea 1s an image of no particular quality It
might be objected that, this being so, the development
of Hume's views has no significance for this problem
This would be a mistake I do not want to mamtain
that Hume started from a clearly defined position
which he afterwards rejected What 1s important 1s
that the early part of the Z7éazfzs¢ \mplies that all
accusatives are perceptions, although Hume probably
had not considered the problem and would not have
accepted the implication 1if he had, and the latter part
asserts that there are accusatives which are not per-
ceptions The viewthat the implication 1s due to Hume’s
preoccupation with impressions and 1deas, and his
desire to establish his starting-point, and that he had
not considered 1t sufficiently either to accept or reject
1t, 15 borne out by the fact that even when he appears
to be asserting that all accusatives are impressions or
images he 1s also discussing relations and abstract
ideas Thus, the two elements are present side by side
from the very beginning, but the dominating one gives

place to the other as the argument proceeds In the
168



CONCEPTS

Engurry, when the argument 1s recast, the claims for
impressions and 1deas are very much modified Hume
certainly begins with them again, but his discussion
of them 1s brief, and he asserts only that ‘all the
materials of thinking are derived exther from ' our out-
ward or inward sentiment’ (E 19), and quickly passes
to the other accusatives which he then regards as more
important The account of abstract 1deas, then, 1s one
of the first indications that Hume did recognize
accusatives other than impressions and images,* and
must not be ignored simply because he has suggested
that all our accusatives are impressions or images and
denied that there are general images

Unfortunately, despite the fact that Hume saw
clearly that whatever an abstract idea 1s, 1t cannot be
an abstract image, he was still confused himself by his
failure to distinguish 1deas, 1n the widest sense of that
word, and 1mages As a result, his argument 1s much
less clear that 1t might have been It leads him to con-
clude that ‘Abstract 1deas are, therefore, 1n themselves
individual, however they may become general in their
representation’ (T 20)? This statement 1s obviously
due to Hume's failure to distinguish 1deas and images
The only reason for insisting that the ideas must be
individual, 1n the sense 1n which Hume 1s here using
the word, 1s that they are supposed to be images and
all images are individual If we accept the fact that not
all 1deas are images, there 15 no need to say that abstract
ideas zzst be individual Very much more serious,

' My italics

2 Despite the fact that they are introduced solely to support the impression
mmage theory and are not considcred sufficiently important to be introduced 1n
the Enguiry

3 ‘All abstract 1deas are really nothing but particular ones, consider'd 1n a
certain light, but bung annexed to general terms, they are able to represent a
vast vancty, and to comprehend objccts, which, as they are ahke 1n some par-
ticulars, arc 1in others vastly wide of cach other’ (T 34)
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however, 1s the fact that his confusion distorts the
problem for Hume so that he never clearly formulates
or answers the question which 1s really important for
epistemology He recogmzed, quite rightly, that as a
matter of psychological fact awareness of an abstract
idea 1s often, or perhaps usually, accompanied by an
mmage of a particular mstance of the 1dea Because he
has not distinguished 1mages and ideas he takes the
apprehension of the image to be fundamental 1in the
situation, and the problem he raises 1s the problem of
the relation of the particular image to the abstract idea
This 1s a very nteresting and important problem, but
1t 1s a problem for the psychologist, and 1t 1s unfortunate
that Hume just missed the important epistemological
problem, namely, how 1s the abstract idea itself to be
analysed This does not mean, of course, that we can
learn nothing of importance for epistemology from
Hume's discussion on this pomnt On the contrary,
much of what he says in answer to the psychological
problem directly concerns the epistemological problem
and st1ll more could be adapted to do so Nevertheless,
one cannot help feeling that had he asked precisely the
night question he would have given a more satisfactory
argument and would have advanced further than he
mn fact did

Hume's answer to the question, ‘why do we apply the
parucular image as if 1t were umversal?’ 1s that 1t ‘be-
comes general by being annex’d to a general term, that
1s, to a term, which from a customary conjunction has
a relation to many other particular 1deas, and readily
recalls them 1n the imagmaton’ (T 22) The ‘custom’
in virtue of which we do recall in this way 1s, as Hume
sees, flundamental He holds, however, that this custom
1s an ultimate characteristic of the human mind and as
such cannot be explained, though he 1s able to 1llustrate
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it by analogy If all we could say about so-called ab-
stract and general 1deas was that certain images stimu-
late the mind to behave in a certain way, namely,
to apply judgements about some particular images to
other particular 1mages, 1t would be clear that there
1s no accusative abstract-idea or general-idea, since all
that 1s ever present to the mind 1s the particular image
Everyone would admit, though, that we can observe
more 1n the matter than this,and Hume’s own discussion
shows far more clearly than any criticism that his own
answer to the psychological problem 1s based on the
assumption that there are abstract ideas in some sense,
or that some non-image accusative 1s required to give
plausibility to that answer Hume does not seriously
think, any more than anyone else does, that the mind
will treat any particular idea as a universal, without any
suspicion that the 1dea 1s to be so treated untl custom
has in fact operated Itis clear that the custom of apply-
mg judgements about one particular 1mage to other
particular 1mages cannot even be mdicated without
reference to the fact that what 1s apprehended s not
merely a particular image, but some other accusative
which mvariably gives nise to the habit or custom !
There 1s ample evidence that Hume's argument re-
quires this accusative In the first place, Hume says that
though the image 1s particular ‘the application of 1t
in our reasoning (1s) the same as if 1t were universal’
(T 20) Since an image must be particular and so can
never give any notion of universality, the phrase ‘as if
1t were umiversal’”’ 1s only significant 1if we agree that
there 1s some other accusative which can be called uni-

I Cf E 158 footnote * all general 1deas are, in reality, particular ones,
attached to a general term, which recalls, upon occasion, other particular ones,
that resemble, 1n certain arcumstanecs, the idea, present to the mind' 1 do not
see how Hume could analyse '"in certain circumstances’” without reference to
the coneept
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versal and can show what 1s meant by this assertion
‘Custom’ cannot fulfil this function, since 1t 1s itself the
custom of treating particulars as universals In the
second place, Hume proceeds to explain that “‘When we
have found a resemblance among several objects, that
often occur to us, we apply the same name to all of
them, whatever differences we may observe in the degree
of their quantity and quality, and whatever other differ-
ences may appear among them’ (T 20) Itisan observ-
able resemblance, then, which gives rise to the custom
and we may safely assume that there would be no
custom without the resemblance As this resemblance
1s of fundamental importance both for our analysis of
the abstract-1dea accusative, and for the psychological
account of how we comne to be aware of 1t, 1t appears
that the accusative 1s more fundamental than the cus-
tom In the third place, Hume admits that ‘the word
raises up an individual 1dea, along with a certain
custom’ (T. 20) In other words, the apprehension of
‘the word’ gives rise to the custom This ‘word’, how-
ever, 1s obviously the abstract-idea accusative which
we are trying to analyse Moreover, we can only explain
how the custom produces any other mndividual image,
or even what the custom s, 1n terms of 1t The custom
1s a custom of calling up other instances of the universal
whether we call 1t an abstract or general 1dea or an
abstract or general term

If we recognize that 1t 1s the accusative which 1s
fundamental 1n all those situations in which 1t oceurs,
Hume’s ‘extraordinary circumstances’ do not seem very
surprising Despite the fact that when we consider any
universal we often simultaneously apprehend an image
mnstance of 1t, the image does not take the place of the
1dea 1n our reasoning, so that it would be more sur-
prising 1f we formed conclusions which applied only to
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that one nstance than if we did not (T 21) Recogm-
tion of this point also enables us to see that Hume's
‘analogies’ are not strictly speaking 'analogies’ at all,
but merely 1nstances or illustrations of the point he 1s
trymng to make Firstly, 1t 15 clear that numbers are
general 1deas, but if, as I strongly suspect, Hume
means not that we cannot have an 1mage of a thousand,
but that we cannot have an image of a thousand things,
the ‘analogy’ 1s not relevant to his argument, since this
mability 1s due to a limitation of the mind’s capacity
and not to the nature of the 1dea The image, moreover,
1s madequate because 1t 1s either very indeterminate
or 1s accepted as having nsufficient magnitude, or as
being only part of the whole 1dea, whereas the image
attached to the abstract 1dea 1s usually quite determin-
ate and 1s not regarded as part of the abstract i1dea
The ‘imperfection’ (T 23) seems to be of a totally
different type The second instance is analogous in that
both habits are revived by one word It 1s important to
recognize, though, that, whereas the first word of a verse
1s part of a verse, neither the original particular 1mage
nor the new ones the custom gives rise to are part of
the abstract 1dea. The supposition that they are 1s 1n
conformity with some, but not all, of Hume's state-
ments on the subject The third argument resembles the
first 1if we accept the first nterpretation of the latter
The fact that ‘we do not annex distinct and complete
ideas to every term we use’ (T 23)* 1s not ‘analogous’
to any fact about the custom, but 1s 1tself a fact of the
relationship of the image to the idea As we havealready
observed, apprehension of an abstract 1dea 1s usually
accompanied by apprehension of an 1mage instance of
that 1dea This 1s all Hume needs to say here, but his

T A 'complete 1dea’ here seems to be an image which completely represents its

term
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statement of the point involves a very bad blunder The
examples he gives are not complex 1deas at all, and
there are two possible ways of interpreting the passage
Either Hume thinks he 1s stating an analogy and
his mistake lies 1n not seeing that government, church,
negotiation and conguest are names for abstract 1deas
and not for complex 1deas apprehended 1n some way
analogous to the apprehension of abstract ideas Or,
alternatively, Hume would agree that he has instanced
abstract ideas In this case, he 1s wrong 1n saying that
he 15 offering an analogy and wrong in saying that they
are complex 1deas | think the former alternative 1s
probably correct, since Hume consistently maintains
that an abstract idea 1s to be accounted for 1n terms of
the particular image and custom, and never suggests
that the first particular image and the other particular
images which custom may give rise to 1 any way form
a complex 1dea  The fourth argument does not seem
to be meant to be an analogy Hume wants to point out
that it 1s through the awareness of the relation berween
the particular mmages that the imagination calls up
those images In other words, he admuts that apprehen-
sion of the abstract 1dea (here disguised by the new
name ‘‘relation’’) enables us to image instances of it
This only confirms my previous suggestion that ‘cus-
tom’ 15 only explicable 1 terms of the abstract 1dea !
With these ‘four reflections’ (T 24) Hume seems to
have given an interesting account of the relationship of
particular images to abstract 1deas of which they are
instances He has not, however, as he suggests, estab-
lished the view that an abstract 1dea consists of a par-
ticular image and a custom Nevertheless, he estab-
lishes 1ndirectly the view which his argument requires

1 It 15 nteresting to notice, in view of the fact that some people think that
Hume demed that there are abstract 1deas, that he thinks that gemus consists
in marked obility to see relationshaps (T 24)
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but which he never explicitly states There 1s a certain
kind of accusative, which we may call a concept, an
abstract 1dea or a general idea or anything else we
please, which 1s not a sensation nor an image, nor 1s 1t
a complex of sensations or images Nevertheless, 1t 1s
related to images 1 a way which Hume describes by
saying that 1t 1s customary to raise up certain 1mages in
connection with 1t and that these images would be ac-
cepted and others rejected This custom 1s ultimate and
mexplicable Modern philosophers would say that the
idea and the images are so related that the latter are
mstances of the former and would regard the concep-
tion of ‘bemng an instance of’ as equally ultimate, and
the apprehension of 1mages as instances of concepts as
equally inexplicable, with the custom The difference 1n
terminology 1s unimportant The chief defect of Hume’s
view 1s that he says that apprehension of the abstract
idea1sapprehension of a particular image and a custom,
and does not explain, though his discussion assumes it
throughout, that the custom can only be accounted for
by reference to the concept Since he 15 discussing the
psychological problem of our apprehension and not the
epistemological problem of the analysis of the accusa-
tive, 1t 1s not absolutely essential for him to do so, but
1t would have been very much more satisfactory if he
had I think his failure to make this point clear was
undoubtedly due to a certain reluctance to discuss
non-perceptual accusatives, or perhaps to confused or
unformulated tdeas as to whether he wanted to discuss
all accusatives or only perceptions This being so, had
he raised the problem of concepts agamn at some later
stage, for example in the Enguzry, his arguments would
undoubtedly have taken a very different form, since, as
we follow the 77eatise, 1t becomes steadily clearer, both
to the reader and to Hume himself, that very few epis-
175



HUME’'S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

ternological problems can be answered 1n terms of per-
ception alone, although there are probably none which
can be answered without reference to perception
There 1s so much difference of opinion with regard to
all problems relating to universals or abstract 1deas
that i1t would be impossible to find a view even on this
one problem which would be acceptable to everyone
This makes 1t especially important for me to male my
position as clear as possible The assumptions on which
this discussion of Hume’s views 1s based do not con-
stitute a complete theory on this subject, nor do I feel
at all convinced of their truth Nevertheless, since we
cannot criticize Hume, or even discover his views,
without taking some view as a starung-point, I have
tried to choose those assumptions which seem less ques-
tionable than any others that I know of It 1s important
to bear 1n mind, then, that the value of this or of any
other discussion of Hume’s views, especially on a prob-
lem such as abstract 1deas where 1t 15 exceedingly diffi-
cult to decide what Hume intended to say, is largely
dependent on the value of the assumptions on which 1t
1s based My first assumption 1s that 1t 15 of the utmost
importance to distinguish three different classes of
problems relating to what 1s in some sense one topic
There are firstly what may be called logical, analytical
or metaphysical problems, according to our particular
bias For example, ‘Is a universal to be analysed into
a set or class or complex of particulars, or 1s there some-
thing which such an analysis omits?’ Secondly, there
are the psychological problems It 1s not always easy to
disunguish these from the third class, but I think 1t1s
fairly clear that some of the problems Hume raises are
psychological For example, the problem of discovering
and describing the difference 1n feeling or behaviour in

the situation 1n which I am aware of a particular image
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and am using a general term 1n connection with 1t The
third group are the epistemological problems These
are problems about what 1t 1s that 1s present to mind
when we are using a general term Problems belonging
to this third group are the ones which are important for
Hume, and I have been trying to find his answer to
them As we have seen, however, his explicit state-
ments on the subject mostly relate to the second group,
whether he means to discuss that group or not

In the second place, I am assuming that there 1s such
an accusative as a concept or that the concept 1s a
genuine accusative It 1s for this reason that I reject
Hume’s suggestion that an abstract 1dea 1s analysable
into a particular image and a custom The custom, 1n
his explicit statements, 1s not, and as far as I can see,
could not be present to the mind n the way which we
cannot describe, but which we all experience in our
apprehension of other accusatives 1 am most anxious
not to dogmatize on this pont since there seems to be
no conclusive evidence 1n either direction It 1s, there-
fore, very umportant to point out that the criticism and
the interpretation are based on this assumption If
Hume seriously meant that an abstract 1dea can be
analysed into a particular image and a custom, [ do not
think we can prove him to be wrong Moreover, if this
view 15 to be accepted, I am wrong in suggesting that
the alternative 1s implied and required Though I
cannot refute him, I can, however, give the evidence
which leads me to reject this view In the first place,
there seems to be introspective evidence against 1t
Everyone will agree that introspective evidence 1s not
very strong evidence We are all liable to misinterpret
or misrepresent our expertences, and at best we end
with one introspection opposed to another with no
means of judging between them Unfortunately, the
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subject matter of epistemology 1s such that we are
bound to resort to introspection It also demmands that
we take careful note of any evidence we have of other
people’s introspections It seems to me that when I
talk about, think of, or refer in any way to any abstract
idea, something 1s before my mind which 1s other than
a particular idea Moreover, the fact that I shall behave
in some customary way 1n the future does not 1n the
very least explain the difference between what I am
now aware of and a particular image | assume that
some other people would also agree with this, because
they do in fact use general terms and people do not
mean the same when they use the word ‘red’’ as when
they use the phrase ‘‘an instance of red” It 1s not an
objection to say that though we do not realize 1t, what
the general term refers to 1s to be analysed as Hume
suggests This 1s to confuse the first group of problems
with the third group We are not now concerned with
anything which ‘really 1s’ something other than we
suppose 1t to be, but with what we are in fact appre-
hending when we use a general term There seems to
be a certain reluctance, which 1s not confined to Hume,
to admut that there are any accusatives which are not
perceptions | cannot see any reason to suppose that
there 1s only one type of accusative The chief reason
for saying that there 1s only one type seems to be that
if anyone maintamns that there 1s more than one he 1s
immediately asked by his eritics what ‘kind of” accusa-
tive the other 1s When he cannot answer this ridiculous
question 1t 1s assumed that his view must be wrong It
would, however, be equally impossible to explain what
‘kind of’ accusative a perception is, to anyone who
had no senses It 1s, 1n fact, as Hume points out, im-
possible to explain to anyone the nature of any one

particular kind of sensation if he has never experienced
178



CONCEPTS

a sensation of that kind, even though he may know
sensation from having experienced all other kinds of
sensation There does not seem to me to be any problem
of any philosophical importance at all arising out of
these considerations Any plain man would accept
without question the fact that to know (in the widest
sense of that word) a sensation 1t must be experienced
Similarly to know a concept 1t must be experienced
It takes a philosopher to ask that one should be ex-
plained or described 1n terms of the other If, as I feel
convinced, though I cannot prove, we are aware of
concepts, then the only reason for wanting to explain
away the concept and retain the perception, rather than
the reverse procedure, 1s that perceptions seem to be
psychologically prior and certainly play a greater part
m our daily life These psychological and sociological
considerations, however, should not be allowed to play
such an important part i our philosophy as to lead
us to reject one type of accusative altogether I con-
clude, then, that there 1s a type of accusative of which
we do in fact apprehend an instance when we use
general terms,! which 1s not analysable into perceptions
as a complex perception 1s analysable into simple per-
ceptions, though I feel sure that there 15 much to be
said about the relations between perceptions and con-
cepts, 1if only we had the language to do so

There 1s further evidence for the fact that Hume
admits and requires this accusative, in the defects 1n
his own attempts to express the alternative view I have
already mentioned most of these, but the point seems
to be sufficiently important to justify repetition The
assertion that ‘in forming most of our general 1deas, 1f

' T do not, of course, want to deny that people often do use general terms
without apprehending the concept accusative which the term expresses, but this
15 no objection to my view
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not all of them, we abstract from every particular degree
of quantity and quality’ (T 17) implies that something
15 abstracted * we can at once form a notion of all
possible degrees of quanuty and quality’ (T 18)
admits a non-perceptual accusative (Despite the fact
that in the very next sentence Hume uses '‘notion” 1
a totally different sense) It would be impossible to
explain how indrvidual 1deas ‘may become general
in their representation’ (T 20) 1n terms of perceptions,
or how ‘the application of 1t 1n our reasoning be the
same as if 1t were umversal’ The assertion that ‘we
find a resemblance’ (T 20) among objects and that
different simple 1deas may have a point of resemblance
which 15 not distinct or separable from them (T 637)
also admits a non-perceptual accusative [t would be
possible to multply these examples at some length,
but these few seem quite suffictently unambiguous to
support my interpretation

My third assumption, which must have been obvious
throughout, 1s that, although awareness of a concept
1s usually simultaneous with awareness of an image
mstance of 1t, that 1mage 1s 1n no sense part of the con-
cept It1s this assumption especially which leads me
to regard all Hume’s discussion of the image as very
confused. It 1s quite clear that he did not distinguish
the concept and the image, and the difficulties 1n his
arguments show that 1t 1s of the utmost importance to
do so It seems to me that, although the two are
simultaneous, we do not, 1n fact, confuse the image
and the concept I think Hume’s description of reason-
g about concepts, that we try out, as it were, our
argument on the 1mage, and that when 1t would not
apply to all instances of that concept, other images
crowd 1n upon us, 1s a complete misrepresentation of

the process It suggests that we reason primarily about
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the image and then see if our arguments fit the concept,
whereas 1n fact [ should think that most people always
intend their remarks to be about the concept, and that
the image, 1f metaphorical language may be permutted,
15 1n the background and not, as Hume suggests, the
centre of attention

Nevertheless, there are several passages mconsistent
with this attitude which show clearly that Hume was
at least partly aware of the need for a broader outlook
on the problem In contrast to the assertion that all
ideas are merely copies of impressions, we learn that
‘experience produces the idea’ (T g1), the 1dea 1s ‘pro-
duced by a general connection’ (T 150), 1deas ‘give
nse to’ 1deas (T 154) These inconsistencies can be
seen to be apparent or verbal only, and one of the con-
flicting views not nearly so silly as it seems on the face
of 1t 1if we restate Hume’s theory It seems clear that
he has confused himself as well as his readers by his
carelessness about terminology He has used so many
different words to express the relationship of ideas to
impressions that we are led to overlook the fact that
sometimes they are not merely alternatives but express
totally different relationships We have already con-
sidered one of the senses in which 1deas are related to
impressions, namely, as copies Hume only establishes,
however, that this relationship holds between impres-
sions and 1mages, yet, in spite of this, he proceeds to
write as if it held between impressions and 1deas of all
kinds I think Hume was quite right to insist that there
1s some relationship between impressions and 1deas of
all kinds Itis very easy to suppose that abstract 1deas,
for example, are either ‘innate’ or else are 1n some other
way completely independent of impressions He was
wrong, though, 1n supposing that all ideas are related

to impressions mn the same way as images are The
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phrase “‘derived from” 1s very misleading mn this con-
nection It may be and often appears to be a synonym
for ""a copy of”’, in which case not all i1deas are derived
from impressions, or 1t may be used mn a wider sense
to mean ‘‘i1s based upon”’ Admuttedly this term 1s not
very useful until 1t has been defined, but everyone
understands 1t sufficiently well to agree that 1t would
be a misusage to regard 1t as equivalent to ‘1s a copy
of”’, which 1s the most important powmnt It has the
additional merit of being one not used by Hume 1
think the relation derng based wupon which Hume
requires 1s such that to say ‘A 1s based upon 8’ means
‘Unless 8 had occurred A would not have occurred,
and A 1s typically different from 8 As a matter of
fact we do not experience non-perceptual accusatives
unless we have already experienced certain impres-
stons and perhaps images too The latter experience
seemns to be in some way essential for the occurrence
of the former This characteristic of experience seems
to be due to the relationship which I cannot describe
though I have tried to indicate 1t The only directly
relevant assertion 1 can make is negative Though
impressions and non-perceptual 1deas are related, the
relationship 1s not that of the impressions and 1mages,
nor 1s the 1dea 1 any sense ‘made up of’ or ‘a complex
of’ impressions or images It follows that if 1t 15 true
to say that the impression or image 1s part of the 1dea,
then there are at least two senses of “is part of”’, and
the sense 1n which the impression 15 part of the idea 1s
totally different from the sense in which the simple
impression or idea 1s part of the complex If we agree
that “is derrved from” and similar phrases must be
regarded sometimes as expressing the relation of copy-
ing, which holds between images and impressions, and

sometimes as expressing the based on relation which
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holds between 1deas, 1n the widest sense, and 1mpres-
sions, we shall be in a very much better position to
benefit from Hume’s arguments and to distinguish the
mmportant from the unimportant defects 1n his views
The most obvious example of a non-perceptual accusa-
tive, that 1s to say of an accusative which, though
related to impressions 1 some way, 15 more remotely
related than images either simple or complex, 1s the
abstract idea We have already noticed several times
that 1t 15 quite clear that abstract ideas are not related
to 1mpressions as images are Although 1t 15 only 1n this
particular case that 1t 1s easy to recognize the non-
perceptual accusative, a careful examination of his
views shows that he does in fact discuss other accusa-
tives of this kind without showing clearly that they are
of this kind We do not have to look very far for
examples The very fact that 1t was necessary to dis-
tinguish objects from complex perceptions shows that
they cannot be accounted for wholly in terms of per-
ception In any object of the second kind we have at
least one non-perceptual element, the characteristic
described by saying that the complex perception 1s
external If objects of the second kind are not wholly
perceptualobjects, then objects of the first kind certainly
are not The nature of this object 1s such that 1t could
not be an accusative of the senses The complex 1m-
pression element 1n the object of the second kind 1s a
sign for a complex of perceptual and other elements
of which 1t 1s in some sense part The complex 1m-
pression element 1n the object of the first kind 1s also
a sign for a complex having different kinds of elements,
but the sense 1n which these elements, including the
complex 1mpression, are parts of the complex accusa-
tive 15 clearly different from the sense m which the

elements of the object of the second kind are parts of
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that accusative, though 1t 1s difficult to show in what
the difference consists Nevertheless, even though I
cannot define these different uses of ‘is part of’, prob-
ably everyone would agree that we have here two
different kinds of non-perceptual accusatives

Either of these accusatives might have been a clue to
Hume to accept explicitly the fact that there are non-
perceptual accusatives and to free humself from his
obsession with the perceptual element 1n his account of
abstract 1deas It 1s not surprising that he missed the
clue, as 1t only becomes obvious when the accusatives
are examined more thoroughly than Hume examined
them Yet 1t 1s surprising that none of his memory
problems aroused any doubts 1n his mind Most, if not
all, of the relevant points which emerge 1n his discussion
of memory apply also to accusatives having an impres-
sion element, but the discussions on memory show them
more clearly than the discussions on 1umpressions The
fact that the image element in the memory-object,
either of the first or second kind, 1s sometimes, and per-
haps usually, much more fragmentary and incomplete
than the impression element 1n the impression-object
enables us to see more easily that the perception 1s
never more than one element in the whole complex
Memory-objects, then, are accusatives having per-
ceptualand non-perceptual elements, and will beanalys-
able n similar terms to those used 1n the analysis of the
corresponding perception objects

If weadmut that even the objects cannot be accounted
for 1n terms of perception but involve non-perceptual
accusatives, we are less likely to want to explain away
some of the accusatives which hitherto seemed utterly
remote from other forms of experience Neither con-
cepts nor objects can be analysed wholly in terms of
perceptions The important difference between the two
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1s that whereas there 1s always at least one element 1n
an object which 1s etther an impression or an 1dea, even
though the relauonship of that element to the whole
will probably be different for each accusative, there 1s
no mmpression or idea which 1s 1n any sense an element
m a concept This does not involve a denial of the fact
that i1t 1s only through apprehension of perceptions or
objects that we are able to apprehend concepts, nor of
the other psychological fact that apprehension of a con-
cept 1s usually simultaneous with apprehension of some
perception which 1s accepted as an mstance of the con-
cept It does mean, however, that we must be very
careful not to confuse the relationship of the impression
or image to the concept with any of the relationships
which may hold between an impression or image and
any kind of object I think there 1s no doubt that Hume
did make this confusion and that 1t accounts for his
tendency to attempt to make the concept some kind of
collection of 1ts instances

n  Determinateness and Distinctness and Separateness

Now that we have distinguished some of the funda-
mentally different kinds of accusative from one another,
and have seen how some of Hume's confusions and
difficulties arose, we are 1n a better position to consider
two characteristics of i1deas which seemed very im-
portant to Hume The first 1s their determmacy, the
second their distinctness and separateness Hume's
argument 1s very often unclear chiefly because his ter-
mnology 1s so confused In parnicular he frequently
uses the words “‘stmple”, ‘“‘complex”, 'individual”,
“general”’, “particular”, '‘umiversal’, “‘determinate’
and “mdeterminate” without defining any of them, and
uses them 1 such a way that sometimes two seem to

be equivalent which at other tumes appear to have no
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connection with each other, and that 1t 1s never clear
which are used 1n opposition to others We have already
considered his use of the words “‘simple’”’ and “com-
plex” so I need not refer to them agam The next pomt
about which there 1s least likely to be dispute 1s that
“abstract’’, ‘general”’, and ‘“‘universal” are used as
equivalents, as names for an 1dea (concept) which
some way represents or stands for a number of par-
ticular images ‘‘Particular” 1s usually used 1n opposi-
tion to these, so that a particular 1dea 1s an 1dea which 1s
not general or universal or abstract I think there can
be very little doubt that Hume took over these terms
as a legacy from his predecessors and that he never
thought very carefully about what he meant by them
This was unfortunate, because we cannot hope to solve
the problems concerming the nature of what they ex-
press if we are uncertamn or vague about how we are
using them Hume tends rather to use ‘‘general”,
“unmiversal”’ and “‘abstract” as terms of opprobrium, and
I suspect that their significance for him was largely
emotive, although he probably meant to refer to some
kind of a concept of a many in one, 1n the very natve
sense of one image which 1s at the same time many
images It 1s not surprising that he regards the view
that there are such 1deas as absurd As we have seen,
though, his recogmition of the absurdity did not lead
him to a satisfactory solution of the problem His
answer 1s to make the image particular, as we have
always known 1t to be, and to ascribe the generality to
mental acuvity We could not refute this theory, even if
we were unwilling to accept 1t, so long as Hume was
consistent Unfortunately, however, he 1s obviously not
satisfied himself with his explanation, since the general-
ity reappears in the field of accusatives in a new guise

whenever he wants to deny 1t The source of this un-
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fortunate attitude to the terms we are considering 1s not
very difficult to find I purposely used the phrase ‘“re-
presents or stands for a number of particulars”, which
1s used by Hume and by many other philosophers, to
show what he means by abstract or general 1deas I still
think this 1s what often 1s meant by these terms and 1t
1s obviously very unfortunate that 1t 1s, since 1t suggests
the absurd ‘many 1n one’ kind of view Most people will
admut that the concept man 1s neither one particular
man nor a collection of men, nor even the collection of
all men that are, have been, or will be, supposing 1t
were possible to apprehend such a collection If we
accept this view 1t 1s clear that the universal, general
1dea or abstract 1dea 1s a different type of accusauve
from a perception, that 1t 1s not sensibly apprehended,
that 1t cannot therefore be envisaged as a peculiar
image, and that 1ts relationship to images which are
mstances of 1t 1s a different relationship from that of
complex perceptions to simple perceptions It follows
that to say that an accusative 1s general 1s not to
say that 1t 1s many as opposed to an 1mage which 1s
one If this were all that were meant a concept would
be just as much particular as an mmage 1s The 1m-
portant point about the distinction 1s that “parncular”
applies to, or perhaps names or expresses,' a charac-
teristic of one type of accusauve, perceptions, and
“general”, ‘‘umiversal” and ‘‘abstract” apply to,
name or express a charactenstic of another type of
accusatives, concepts This does not, of course, define
the terms, but 1t should enable anyone who has ex-
perienced an 1instance of each of the two classes to
recognize what Hume and I are referring to If any-
one does not see that the two are different or does
not see that bezng an wnstance of and being a part of

' It does not matter which, for this discussion
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are utterly different relations, there 1s nothing more to
be said

Although some of Hume’s arguments give rise to
problems which might lead to a distinction which
would require the words “individual” and “general” to
express 1t, [ do not think that he ever meant anything
by “‘individual” which could not have been expressed
by “particular” The assertion that ‘everything
nature 1s individual’ (T 19) 1s put forward to deny the
view that there are general 1deas “particular” would
have done just as well Similarly, if we take together the
assertions Lhat ‘Abstract ideas are, therefore, in them-
selves individual, however they may become general in
their representation The image 1n the mind 1s only that
of a parucular object, though the application of 1t 1n
our reasonung be the same asif 1t were universal’ (T 20),
*  the same word 1s supposed to have been frequently
applied to other individuals” (T 20), ‘the word raises
up an ndividual 1dea’ (T 20), ‘when we reason on an
individual 1dea the general or abstract term suggests
another mdividual if we form a reasoning which dis-
agrees with 1t (T 21), ‘a particular 1dea becomes general
by being annex’d to a general term’ (T 22), ideas
which are ‘particular i their nature’ become ‘general in
their representation’ (T 24)—it seems clear that one
word would have expressed perfectly well what Hume
meant There seem, therefore, to be no important prob-
lems connected with Hume’s use of ‘‘individual”

The terms “determmate” and “indetermmate’” occur
very seldom in Hume’s exposition, nevertheless the
concept of determinacy plays an important part in his
philosophy ‘A strong impression must necessarily have
a determmate quantity and quality’ (T 19g), and ‘no
impression can become present to the mind, without

being determin’d in 1ts degrees both of quanuty and
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quality’ (T 19)* Moreover, Hume holds that what 1s
present to the mind 1n apprehension of a general 1dea 1s
a particular image, and the assertion that this has ‘a
precise degree of quanuty and quality’ seems to be
intended to mean the same as the other assertions I
have quoted Accordingly, we may assume that to
have a determinate quantity and quality 1s to have a
precise degree of quantity and quality Hume wants to
maintamn, then, that we cannot form an idea of an
object, and, therefore, we cannot form an 1dea which
has quantity and quality unless it has a precise degree
of each (T 20) 2 On the other hand, he does admut that
‘we form the loose 1dea’ of a perfect standard of geo-
metrical figures (T 409), that ‘an exact idea can never
be built on such as are loose and undeterminate’ (imply-
ing thatsome 1deas are loose and undeterminate) (T 50),
and ‘these 1deas of self and person are never very fixed
nor determinate’ (T 189) These passages are the most
important 1 connection with Hume’s use of the words
““determinate’ and ‘‘undeterminate’”, and 1t does not
seem very difficult to deal with the problems and the
objections they suggest, although to do so 1t 15 neces-
sary to make Hume’s usage a little clearer than he did
himself It seems evident that “determinate’” and ‘‘un-
determinate” are applicable primarily to impressions
and 1mages but that we do 1n fact apply them deriva-
tively to objects, and that they are inapplicable to con-
cepts The words apply to impressions and 1mages
becausesense qualities can be, and usually are, arranged
1n series 1n such a way that we say that different quali-
ties 1n one series differ 1n degree? Impressions and

' I think “bemng detcrmuin’d” here simply means “being determinate”

2 Cf ‘since all impressions are clear and precise, the 1deas, which are copy'd
from them, must be of the same nature’ (T %2)

3 1 am using "'degrec”” 1n the widest possible sense for all the different types
of vanation which have 1n common the fact that they are distinguishing charac-
teristics of the elements 1n a series
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images always have a certain determinate quality, and
not, as some theories about abstract 1deas suggest, all
or none of the determmate qualities which consttute
the series We do not, in fact, group concepts 1n any
way which 1s analogous to the sensible series, con-
sequently the notion of determinacy and undeterminacy
can have no significance in this connection We may
say that objects are determinate, because certain con-
stituents of every object are impressions or 1deas, z ¢
the kinds of things which can correctly be described as
determinate I regard this usage as derivative, because
I doubt whether all the elements 1n the complex could
be described in this way ?

The next pomnt of importance 1s to ask if Hume 1s
right 1n supposing that all perceptions (in the narrow
sense) are determate and 1if so what leads him to say
that some are undeterminate It seems to me that
Hume’s mam contention 1s quite correct and that
difficulties only arise because he has not sufficiently
emphasized another important characteristic of our
experience Hume’s only direct reference to 1t 1s the
assertion ‘The confusion, 1n which impressions are
sometimes involv’d, proceeds only from their faintness
and unsteadiness, not from any capacity in the mind
to receive any lmpression, which 1 1ts real existence
has no particular degree nor proportion’ (T 19) The
problem arises simply because no epistemmological
analysis can be complete without reference to atten-
tion Although all the perceptions I apprehend are in
fact determinate, the only perceptions about which I
can make true statements are those to which I am

! These points should show that Hume's use of “determinate” does not relate
to the relationship of one umiversal to another of a lugher order whjch has often
been called the relation of a determinate to a deterrmnable Cf L S Steblung,
A Modern Introductson to Logec, pp 444 445 Itis clear thatin terms of Professor
Stebbing’s defimtions Hume’s determinate 1s also particular
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attending If somebody asked rue a question about
something 1n a position 1n my field of vision remote
from the centre I should be unable to answer unless
I attended to 1t (This need not involve refocussing the
object so that it 1s nearer the centre ) I think 1t 15 to a
state of affairs such as this that we refer when we speak,
as we sometimes do, of an undeterminate impression
Probably “undeterminate” 1s an unfortunate word to
use in this connection since 1t 1s used to say something
other than that the impression 1s not determinate It
would probably be better to retain one of Hume's
words, “faint” or ‘‘unsteady”

Hume's nconsistencies on this point seem to be due
to his old confusion between the concept and the image
mnstance of 1t which 1s so often simultaneous with 1t 1n
our experience The ‘perfect geometrical figure’ 1s a
concept and the ‘loose 1deas’ are not ‘undeterminate’
1n the sense we have just considered, but are ‘unde-
terminate’ because they are not images of something
which, by its very nature, could not be imaged This
seems to me a quite illegitimate and most unfortunate
use of ‘undeterminate’ Precisely the same objection
applies to the assertion that ‘the 1deas of self and person
are never very fixed nor determinate’ These 1deas are
concepts of a very high degree of abstraction, so that
1t 1s not to be expected that they are determinate

The use Hume makes of his view that simple per-
ceptions are 'such as admt of no distinction or separa-
tion’ (T 2) in this discussion of concepts requires some
further exammation His next assertion 1s longer
‘First, We have observ’d, that whatever objects are
different are distinguishable, and that whatever objects
are distinguishable are separable by the thought and
imagmation And we may here add, that these pro-
positions are equally true in the 2zve7se, and that what-
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ever objects are separable are also distinguishable, and
that whatever objects are distinguishable are also
different For how 1s 1t possible we can separate what
15 not distinguishable, or distinguish what 1s not
different? (T 18) The important problem, of course,
1s to decide what the objects are One thing at least
seems fairly clear, Hume 1s still concerned with epis-
temology [ can see no reason at all to suppose that he
15 here making ontological statements, whereas the
context in each case points to an epistemological inter-
pretation In the first mnstance, he explicitly says that
it 15 perceptions, which he has taken some care to de-
scribe epistemologically, that are ‘distinct and separate’
In the second instance Hume 1s attempting to show
that ‘abstract 1deas’ do not belong to that particular
class of accusatives of which they are usually supposed
to be mstances, and 1t 1s again these accusatives, the
tmpressions and 1deas, which are asserted to be separate
and distinct

The only way to throw any further Light on the
problem 1s to examine each statement individually In
the passage we are considermng (T 18) Hume main-
tams that he 1s repeating something he has already said
before If we look back to what ‘we have already
observed’, it 1s that simple impressions admit of no
distinction or separation (T 2), that ‘wher-ever the
imagination percetves a difference among 1deas, 1t can
easily produce a separation’ (T 10), that ‘all simple
ideas may be separated by the imagmation’ (T 10)
If ““whatever objects are different are distinguishable”
and ‘‘whatever objects are distinguishable are separable
by the thought and imagination” are equivalent to
these previous assertions 1t 1s easier to see what they
mean His contention 1s that if there 1s a complex per-
ception of two or more elements (which will, of course,
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be distinct and different from each other), then those
two elements can be seen to be two and any perception
which appears to be one simple element must, 1n fact,
be one and not two The simple elements are simple
perceptions, that 15 to say the simple impressions or
simple 1deas, which Hume 1s considering on page 2
which we have already decided are perceptions of the
first kind and not sensations In saymg that these per-
ceptions are distinguishable or separable Hume meant
that we can perceive them to be different! I perceive
that the complex accusative apple consists of a visual
perception, a tactual perception, etc This 1s important,
because Hume calls 1t alternatively perceiving a differ-
ence, perceiving a difference by imagination, dis-
tinguishing, separating by imagination, separating and
separating by thought and imagmation If we take
all these phrases as expressing the perception of com-
plexes ascomposed of simples the second part of Hume's
assertion (T 18) raises no new difficulties The passage
as a whole, however, does raise difficulties which are
due partly to this unfortunate conglomeration of words
and partly to the fact that Hume was not really clear
about what he was domng In the first place, what Hume
wants to show is that there are no abstract images
This he does very successfully by pomnting out that the
simplest images are the kind of accusatives which can
be perceived to be different from the other simple
images with which they are almost invariably codl-

1 I am talung this interpretation solely for the purposes of this discussion It
seems to me to be what Hume had in mind when he was writing the passages
we are considering  Nevertheless, I do not think recognitton of this fact 1s in-
compatible with what I have already said on this topic above (Chapter 3) 1 stll
think that Hume was concerned both with the psychologically and with the
epistemologically simple elements although he did not see that they were different
In this case the present interpretation of distmguishing 1s appropnate when

Hume’s argument requires the simples to be psychological simples and a different
nterpretation 1s required when the epistemological simples are under considera

tion
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joned 1n a complex Abstract 1deas are described by
those who think there are abstract 1deas as elements of
which simple images are complexes Experience shows
that we do not perceive them as distinct, obviously then,
they cannot be images So long as Hume was only
concerned to show that they do not fulfil the conditions
for being a simple 1mage, namely that they are per-
cervably different from other simple images, 1t does
not matter how many different words he uses to express
the perception of difference Unfortunately, owing to
a confusion of thought which we have already con-
sidered, Hume does not realize that there may be
accusatives other than images, and his chances of
recognizing this point are considerably diminished by
the fact that he has already used all the available words
for expressing their relation to images as equivalents
for perceiving that a complex consists of simple ele-
ments ‘“To disunguish’” and “‘to separate by thought”
would usually be understood to mean something dif-
ferent from the perceiving of differences Hume 1s re-
ferring to The important problem 1s to decide whether
by any other process we are able to become aware of
some accusative which 1s not an 1mage 1 suggest that
this particular passage does not relate to this problem
at all, and that 1f 1t 15 mnterpreted in the way 1 have
suggested 1t 1s indisputable from the point of view of
Hume’s philosophy It seems to me that this 1s equally
tiue of the other relevant passages ‘What consists of
parts 1s distunguishable into them, and what 1s dis-
tinguishable 1s separable’ (T 27) ‘In order to know
whether any objects, which are join’d in 1mpression,
be separable m 1dea, we need only consider, 1f they be
different from each other, in which case ’tis plain they
may be conceiv’d apart Every thing, that 1s different,
1s distinguishable, and every thing, that 1s distinguish-
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able, may be separated, according to the maxims above-
explain’d If on the contrary they be not different,
they are not distinguishable, and if they be not dis-
tinguishable, they cannot be separated’ (T 36)

The recognition that these passages, which appear to
say so much and which are put forward as very im-
portant, are merely reaffirmations of the fundamental
principles that only in perception are we aware of
impressions and 1deas, that a complex 1dea can be per-
cerved to be complex and a simple 1dea to be simple,
and that there can be no 1dea simpler than those per-
cerved to be simple, must not mislead us 1nto under-
estimating therr importance Hume has approached
all the specific problems of the analysis of the different
abstract 1deas from the standpomnt of these statements
Consequently, he 1s persistently attempting either to
give an account of the image which 1s simultaneous
with the concept, or to find images which will take the
place of the concept, and he never clearly raises the
problem of the analysis of the concept itself This seerns
to be at least in part due to the assumption which these
passages suggest, that there are no non-perceptual
accusatives and that there 1s no faculty of distinguishing
and separating other than perception It seems clear
that Hume did not seriously want to mamtain these
assertions, and 1t 1s, therefore, 1important to bear in
mind, when we consider the particular questions he
raises, that he was probably musled by his own language

One further pomt remains to be considered before
we turn to these problems in relation to particular
abstract 1deas So far I have accepted without question
Hume’s assertion that simple 1deas are those which
can be separated from others 1n a complex and which
cannot themselves be split up into simpler 1deas This
was justifiable because 1t 1s the function of the psycho-

195



HUME'S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

logist to ask what the mind can and cannot do, and the
epistemologist must accept his decision and regard any
accusative which the psychologist tells him ‘can be
separated’ as a separate accusative Moreover, I was
only concerned to elaborate Hume's epistemological
argument 1n order to prove that abstract 1deas belong
to a different class of accusatives from perceptions If,
however, we make a wider survey of the argument 1t
1s clear that the assertion 1s ambiguous as 1t stands and
therefore requires further analysis Even if we agree
that the 'separation’ 1s 1 some sense perceptual 1t 1s
still not clear what Hume means by saying that the
elements ‘can’ or ‘cannot’ be separated The passages
we have been considering certainly suggest that he
sometimes thought that every simple unanalysable
idea or impression 1s not only capable of being 1solated
i thought but 1s 1n some way experienced as distinct
[t 1s obvious though, that our experience 15 not nor-
mallyexperienceeitherof one orofa collectionof separate
perceptions We are nearly always aware of complexes,
as he himself recognizes,' and a complex 1s appre-
hended as one perception and not as a collection of
perceptions If the simples are not perceived as dis-
tinct, 1n what sense does Hume mean that we ‘can’
distinguish them? His theory on this point 1s 1n itself
so madequate that 1t 1s very difficult to give a satis-
factory analysis If we agree, though, that we know
what he refers to by "'a simple perception”, the vivid
or faint impressions given us by our sense organs, even
though we cannot describe 1t, then I think we may say
that to say that every different idea ‘can’ be dis-
unguished 1s to say something about the kind of thing
a ‘distinct 1dea’ must be, namely that to be separable,
different or distinguishable an 1dea must be a simple

T ‘Ideas are not entirely loose and unconnected’ (T 1g), ete, etc
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perception and that the words “‘separable”, '‘different”’
and “‘distinguishable” are not applicable to anything
not a sumple perception The problem of what con-
ditions must be fulfilled 1 order that any particular
individual should 1n fact perceive a perception as simple
1s a psychological problem and does not really concern
Hume, though his unfortunate expression suggests that
it does The important point for him 1s that the psycho-
logically simple elements are simple perceptions and
that no element sumpler in any other sense can be
percerved

The first difficulty which the new theory of abstract
1deas can be used to explain 1s ‘that dzsfenction of reason,
which 1s so much talk’d of, and 1s so Iittle understood,
in the schools’ (T 24) This ‘difficulty’ 1s the one
which 1s really fundamental and of which all the others
are mstances, though Hume does not explhcitly re-
cognize that fact He shows that when we talk about
the figure of a body, as distinct from the figured bedy,
we are not aware of an 1mage figwre since by sight we
always 1n fact perceive figured bodies and experiment
shows that we cannot by any effort form an image
Jtgure The 1mage we are in fact aware of when we talk
about figure 1s always one or more coloured and figured
accusatives This 15 indisputable The important ques-
tion 1s, though, what are we talking about when we
talk about fgure? We make the distinction, even when
we cannot ‘distinguish’ in the way in which we dig-
tinguish simple 1deas, because ‘even 1n this simplicity
there might be contained many different resemblances
and relations’ If we apprehend these different re-
semblances and relations which are not simple per-
ceptions, clearly we are apprehending a non-perceptual
accusative What 1s required of us when we ‘view things
in different aspects’, or ‘consider the figure of a globe
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of white marble without thinking on 1ts colour’ 1s not,
as Hume says, that we form an image figure, which
1s impossible, but that we apprehend the concept So
long as we do this, 1t does not matter what coloured
figure i1mages we simultaneously apprehend It 1s quite
true, as Hume says, that we 1n fact come to apprehend
the concept by ‘practice’ of apprehending particular
image mstances of 1t, but 1t 1s important to remember
that this does not make the concept itself an 1mage,
and also that in ‘comparing’ or ‘seeing resemblances’
we do apprehend the concept accusative, a point which
Hume seems to overlook

m Infintte Diwvisibrlty

Hume does not put forward his theories of space and
time as examples of the use of his account of abstract
ideas but his exposition 1s such that they mught almost
be regarded as an 1illustration of 1t We therefore seem
justified 1n considering those doctrines in this context
The first paradox which Hume assures us 1s so attrac-
tive to philosophers 1s that the 1deas of space and time
are infinitely divisible His examination of this doctrine
1s carried out on [ines similar to his examination of the
doctrine of abstract ideas Anything which 1s infinitely
divisible must consist of an infinite number of parts
Introspection shows that if we attempt to divide any
idea mto parts, and 1ts parts into smaller parts, and
so on, we finally reach an 1dea which cannot be further
subdivided This introspective evidence can be con-
firmed by an experiment with impressions ‘Put a spot
of ink upon paper, fix your eye upon that spot, and
retire to such a distance, that at last you lose sight of
it, 'tis plain, that the moment before it vanish’d, the
1mage or impression, was perfectly indivisible’ (T 27)

These considerations show conclusively that there is
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no infinitely small image It 1s equally easy to show
by similar experiments that there 1s no mfinitely large
image Nevertheless, we do talk about the infinitely
small, and the ifinitely large (or so Hume says), and
about infinite divisibility, so that the problem, ‘what are
our accusatives when we use these words?’ still remains
Unfortunately, Hume’s remarks about this problem
also are unclear, owing to his failure to distinguish
ideas and images, and his failure to recognize that
there are non-perceptual accusatives Consequently,
although he raises many important points about the
image which 1s apprehended simultaneously with the
concept, and shows in what respects the image differs
from the concept, he does not explicitly recognize that,
although the 1mage 1s not 1dentical with the concept,
there 1s 1n fact a concept, and that in showing that the
image does not fulfil the necessary conditions we do
imply that there 1s a criterion, the concept, from which
it differs When I consider anything nfinitely small,
or even merely very very small, for example the ten-
thousandth part of the grain of sand, the image 1s
precisely similar to the image, graw of sand, and the
image 1s a simple image, z ¢ 1t 1s not further divisible
Having established this, Hume 1s satisfied and does
not conclude his explanation We can easily do this
for hum, however, in the hight of our consideration of
abstract 1deas Although I am 1n fact aware of similar
images when I speak of a gramn of sand and when 1
spealk of its ten-thousandth part I do not for a moment
think that I am talking about the same thing In the
first case, I am referring to a particular thing, or
impression, of which I am now apprehending the
image In the second case, I am referring to a concept,
and the image 1s not identical with it, but i1s merely
stmultaneous with 1t, just as a particular red image 1s
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usually sunultaneous with our apprehension of the
concept 7¢4 Two things may have led to Hume’s being
less clear about this concept than he was even about
those he refers to as ‘abstract 1deas’ One 1s that his
abstract 1dea 1s not the kind of thing which could under
any conditions be imaged It 1s not inconceivable,
though, that there might be a human being with sight
so acute that he could distinguish ten-thousandth parts
of gramns of sand and have impressions and images of
them The second 1s that the gran-of-sand 1mage 1s not
related to the concept as the particular patch 1s to the
colour concept 1t 1s not an instance of it These two
things rather suggest that the gram-of-sand image 1s
inadequate only because 1t 1s not small enough Clearly
though, it can only stand 1n this relation of not being
small enough to something perceptually apprehended
and the concept, as we have seen, cannot be perceptu-
ally apprehended Moreover, even though it 1s not
mnconcelvable that there might be an image, fen-
thousandth part of a grawn of sand, that 1mage would
not be identical with, or even similar 1n kind to, the
concept we now express by the phrase “'ten-thousandth
part of a grain of sand”

It should also be noted that Hume’s elaboration of
the impression example 1s certamnly expressed n
language which 1s very unsatisfactory from his pomnt
of view, whatever he may have meant by these words
It 1s not sensible, n Hume’s philosophy, to say that
the microscope, spreads the rays of light from an 1m-
pression which was formerly imperceptible and so
makes 1t (z ¢ the same impression) perceptible, or that
the perception, which to the naked eye appeared simple
and uncompounded, can, with the aid of the micro-
scope, be seen to consist of parts The same impression

cannot be apprehended both as uncompounded and
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as drvisible into parts The conditions or circumstances
of the percetving are utterly irrelevant, since every
perception 1s just what 1t appears to be and nothing
else This passage can only be made intelligible n
terms of the ‘objects’ of the vulgar I obviously cannot
apply a microscope or telescope to my 1mpressions, but
I can do so to some external object which the impres-
sion 1s supposed to represent Alternatively, if I regard
my perceptions as themselves external objects, I can
use the microscope and see that what I thought was
simple 1s compounded In this case, though, the per-
ception 1s not an accusative I think in this particular
passage Hume had dropped below the level of common
sense into the philosophical assumption of distinet
perceptions and physical objects This need not, how-
ever, disturb us now, since, despite this fact, his argu-
ment establishes the pomnt he wants to make, that our
impressions cannot be infinitely divided in perception

The following paragraph on this topic 1s also a little
strange In this case, Hume seems to have confused
the epistemologically simple with the kind of thing
which he might have regarded as simple for the
physicist He 1s willing to adimit that there may n some
sense be an animal a thousand times less than a mite
which 1s 1tself composed of parts It was a pity that he
did not here employ his usual method of introspection
which might have saved him from this confusion
Introspection shows that I cannot perceive anything
so very much smaller than a mite Hume's own
example of the spot of ink illustrates the point very
clearly The spot of ink, the moment before 1t vanishes,
has a certain determinate size, and then 1s not per-
cerved at all This determinate size 1s the smallest
perception | can perceive, and 1t 1s certainly very much

bigger than ‘the smallest atom of the amimal spirits
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of an insect a thousand times less than a mite’ (T 28)
Therefore, Hume should have concluded, whatever
the atom 1s, 1t 1s not a perception There may be an
accusative afom, but this will be a concept, and there
may be a non-accusative atom, something the physicist
or the metaphysician 1s concerned with and about
which we know nothing Because he fails to distinguish
the different kinds of simples and wants to maintain
that there are very small atoms, Hume has to say that
they are 1deas, a view which I think we may flatly
deny on his own grounds Moreover, m order to
account for the fact that what we perceive as indivisible,
the spot of ink before 1t vanishes, 1s so very much
larger than the minute atoms, he has to say that this
perception 1s 1n fact composed of a vast number of
parts, but that our senses give us a disproportioned
image In Hume’s philosophy,’ the notion of the
fallibility of the senses should be regarded as meaning-
less and 1n appealing to 1t he 1s commutting himself to
a distinction between the epistemological and other
simples

Hume's conclusions with regard to infinite divisibihty
seem, then, to be, first and foremost, that there 15 no
image which 15 infinitely small and that 1if we divide
and subdivide any perception we shall always reach
some other perception, having a determinate size,
which cannot be divided into two smaller perceptions
This being so there 1s nothing infinitely small and no
mfinite divisibility This he himself denies 1n talking
about the infinitely small and the infinitely divisible,
and I suggest that these are concepts He also expresses
the view that there are very minute atoms He gives no
evidence for this statement and 1t does not concern the
epistemologist, so we may ignore 1t We must, however,

¥ That 1s to say, 1n his strct ind narrow view of philosophy
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deny the implication that these atoms are perceptions
All Hume's most carefully considered views show that
they could not possibly be perceptions and his mncon-
sistencies on this point confirm that view

w  Space

Hume’s theory of space has often been misunder-
stood, despite the fact that he 1s more careful to make
his position clear on this point than 1s usual for him
This 1s probably due to the fact that the word “‘space”
1s used loosely mn several different senses in ordinary
conversation, and Hume, having decided how he will
use 1t (and believing wrongly that he 1s only using 1t 1n
one sense), refuses to allow that any one of the other
concepts usually called space 1s space This, however, 1s
only to say that they cannot rightly be called space 1n
his use of the word “'space”, it 1s not to deny that there
are such concepts, as 1s sometimes supposed A further
difficulty mn his exposition, which does not affect his
treatment, 1s that he does not first explamn how he 1s
using the word and subsequently discuss the concept 1t
expresses He plunges straight into one particular prob-
lem of the analysis of the concept, and 1t only becomes
clear in the course of the discussion which concept he 1s
supposed to be analysing This being so we can only
hope to understand his views by first distinguishing the
different accusatives he refers to It 1s important to
notice, 1n the first place, that Hume 1s throughout con-
sidering accusatives and that physical space or any
other non-accusative space does not concern us here
(T 64) As in the case of infinite drvisibility, Hume
does not always succeed 1n hving up to this ideal, but |
think that the remarks which do not conform to this
criterion are always mnconsistencies and that he never

mtended to depart from 1t The distinction Hume is
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most anxious to draw 1s between space or extension
(which he uses as equivalents) which 1s a characteristic
of objects of which everyone 1s aware and which we
refer to in saymg that something 1s extended or has
spatial characteristics, and space which can be empty of
objects, or a vacuum, and which cannot, therefore, be
described as a characteristic of objects The latter usage
1s regarded by Hume as illegitimate [ shall return to
his grounds for this view and to the relative merits of
the terms ‘'space’ and “‘distance” 1 face of his objec-
tions later !

Immediately we begin to consider the accusative
which Hume would regard as correctly and accurately
called space, 1t becomes clear that his argument relates
not to one but to two accusatives He sometimes con-
fuses and sometimes distinguishes one accusative,
which 1s undoubtedly a concept, with another set of
accusatives which are uimages one or more of which 1s 1n
fact apprehended simultaneously with the concept and
which seem to stand 1n an important relation to 1t This
confusion 1s simply an instance of the one we have
already considered, between the abstract idea concept
and the image which represents 1t when we talk about
it Hume first points out that space has been described
as infinitely divisible and has been said to be neither
coloured nor tangible As we have already seen, how-
ever, there can be no image which fulfils these con-
driions Nevertheless, we do have some 1dea of space,
since we talk and reason about 1t At this point, Hume
repeats the mistake he makes so often As he has him-
self explamned, we use a great many general terms in
conversation which cannot be 1maged, although they
may be represented 1 thought by an image Despite
some arguments which suggest that he recognized this

1 Sce bilow, p 207
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important fact, he here assumes that, because we talk
about space, there must be an image spacz Accord-
mgly, he asserts that we do not have a simple image
space, so that 1t follows that space must be a complex
impression or 1mage Examination of our impressions
shows that since all we percerve when we have an 1dea
of extension 1s a set of coloured points, the space image
1s an image which 1s a set of coloured and tangible
points

In certamn respects this theory 1s unquestionable
Hume 1s clearly right in his view that we become aware
of extension through sight and touch sensations, so that
if there 1s an 1mage space or extension 1t must be visible
and tangible, and there 1s no reason why he should not
use the word “‘space” to refer to a set of coloured and
tangible ponts 1f he particularly wants to Many of his
other assertions, though, are certainly open to question
In the first place, Hume 15 not merely saying how he
1s going to use the word ‘“space’” but 1s professing to
account for the ordmnary usage of the word I suggest
that a complex of tactual or visual impressions 1s
always an extended thing and that no extended thing
or collection of extended things 1s 1dentical with what
most people are talking about when they use the word
“extension”’ If we consider the impression or image
an extended thing, 1t can certamnly be seen to include a
set of simple impressions each of which 1s coloured and
tangible It seems to me, however, that 1t 1s misleadifig
to call this accusative extension and that if anyone says
he has an image, ¢xzension, we should assume that he
simply means that he has some extended 1mage, a col-
lection of simple tangible coloured images, and not, as
Hume does, that he also means that this 1s the only
accusative which should be referred to by that word In
the second place, Hume does not consistently maintain
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this view himself If there 1s an image space or extension
which 1s identical with an 1mage extended theng or set of
coloured and tangible pownts, then, from Hume’s point
of view, there 1s nothing more to be said about 1t Quite
apart from the fact that not even Hume could seriously
intend to maintain that “table’” and “‘extension’ are
alternative names for the same accusative, however, he
also asserts that by considering the distance between
visible bodies we acquire an 1dea of extension (T 33),
that the 1dea of extension 1s a copy of coloured points
and 24e manner of thewr extension, and that 'we omit
the peculiarities of colour, as far as possible, and found
an abstract 1dea merely on that disposition of points, or
manner of appearance, in which they agree’ (T 34)
Without asking whether these remarks all refer to the
same concept we must obviously admut that they refer
to some concept and not to an 1mage This being so, 1t
1s only natural to ask why Hume appears to be quite
unperturbed by what seems to be such an obvious
mconststency 1n his view 1 think this can only be
explained by the fact that the image and the concept
are 1ntimately related in our apprehension Apprehen-
sion of the concept 1s m fact simultaneous with appre-
hension of some 1mage which represents 1t in the
imagination 1n virtue of the fact that 1t would be de-
scribed as having spatial characteristics Hume's mis-
take lies 1n suggesting that the image 1s 1dentical with
the concept He 1s quite justified, however, 1n asserting
that we only apprehend the concept exfension if we
have in fact apprehended extended thing images Only
if we distinguwish these three different assertions which
Hume confuses can we hope to derive anything of value
from his arguments The assertion, for example, that
our idea of space 1s composed of indivisible parts (T 38)

refers only to the image of an extended thing, or rather
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he has proved only this point and has given no evidence
to show that the concept consists of parts The last
three paragraphs of this section (T 38-39) show a
stmilar confusion The compound 1mpression must be
an extended object Hume’s use of ‘“‘represents’” here
only disguises his confusion, as does the phrase ‘‘manner
of their appearance” above (T 34) Itisonly necessary
for us to preserve the 1dea of the colour and tangibility
for the extended object 1image The concept extension,
as Hume says, ‘omits the peculiarities of colour’ It 1s,
then, only the exfended obsect 1mage, and not the con-
cept exfension, which must be ‘an object either of our
sight or feeling’ (T 39) and which 1s nothing but the
“2dea of visible or tangible points distributed wn a certain
order’ (T 53)

This concept space or extension must be sharply dis-
tingwished, not only from the 1mages which represent
it, but also from another concept often called space too
We have already noted® that this concept, which 1s not
thought of as a charactenistic of objects but as that
which objects occupy, should not, in Hume’s opinion,
be called space at all He was not, however, sufficiently
clear about the differences between the three uses of
“space’”’, for the accompanying image, for the concept
of what 1s common to extended things, and for the
manner of the appearance of extended things, to mam-
tain this position consistently Consequently when he
professes to be giving an account of space 1n the serse
he admits, he frequently refers to the second concept
which he has argued should not be called space When
he wishes to refer to 1t expheitly he calls it distance
(T 59) Hume is led to his analysis of this concept by
a consideration of what people mean when they talk
about a vacuum or empty space There are three

' P 204 abave
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distinct steps 1n his argument Firstly, he shows that
there 1s certainly no image empty space Nevertheless,
secondly, we must admut that there 1s something to be
explained since people do talk 1n this way, and, thirdly,
he sugpests an analysis

In order to establish his first point beyond dispute
Hume gives a more detailed and careful argument than
he usually considers necessary to support any state-
ment about the existence of any impression or 1mage
He maintains that, in this case, 1t 1s necessary to take
the matter ‘pretty deep’, in order to avoid confusion In
so doing, he makes certain points which are naturally
not so obviously related to his mamn contention as others
less ‘deep’, and unfortunately he does not explain their
connection sufficiently well to render his argument clear
and unambiguous This makes 1t necessary to restate
his argument In the previous exposition of his doctrine
of space, he had believed that he had shown that there
could be no 1mage exsension but only extended thing
images Nevertheless, since some people seem 1nclined
to dispute this and to argue that they have an 1dea of
space which 1s distinct from an extended object, and
from the extension of objects, we must examine the
possible sources of such an 1dea even more carefully It
may be argued that we get an 1dea of empty space
simply by 1emoving all visible objects, for example, by
shutting our eyes Hume’s objection to this suggestion
15 ‘badly expressed and his use of the phrase ‘‘positive
idea”, of which he gives no explanation either here or
elsewhere, 15 particularly unfortunate It 1s, however,
not difficult to see what he meant even though he has
not said 1t very clearly If darkness alone provided us
with an idea of space a blind man should have the 1dea
Just as much as a man who could see He assumes

without question that no-one will support this conten-
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tion Although I believe that his view 1s correct, I do
not think he has any justification for assuming that
everyone would agree Since, however, if anyone should
disagree, 1t 1s useless to argue about it as the matter 1s
unverifiable, there 1s no need to discuss the pomnt The
view Hume 15 really anxious to maintain 1s that this
supposed 1dea of a vacuum 1s really regarded as an 1dea
of space emptied of objects and that 1t 1s essentially
similar 1n character to the spatialness of objects This
being so, our apprehension of this accusative, however
we analyse 1t, 1s essentially dependent on some prior
apprehension of objects It 1s for this reason that the
permanent darkness of the blind man must be totally
different from any temporary darkness of a man who
has sight Thus the blind man never apprehends an
1dea of space simply by being unaware of objects, since
the complete absence of objects or of Light prevents the
darkness from becoming an idea for him at all In
saymg that darkness 1s ‘'no positive 1dea, but merely the
negation of light’ (T 55), Hume simply wants to point
out that a man with sight apprehends darkness as an
idea simply because he has in fact also apprehended
light, but that apart from this he would not apprehend
it as an 1dea From these considerations we may con-
clude that mere absence of objects does not give an 1dea
of empty space I think we must also agree with Hume
that motion through what would usually be called
space, apart from present or past visual experiences,
also cannot give an idea similar to the idea of empty
space apprehended by those who can see Another
argument that might be put forward 1s that motion and
darkness ‘combined with something visible and tan-
gible’ might give rise to the idea If, though, we add one
or more objects to this darkness, we make no difference

to the darkness surrounding them Consequently, dark-
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ness with objects cannot 1n 1tself be an 1dea any more
than 1t can be when 1t contains no objects This appears
a little odd at first sight, but I think the difficulty chiefly
consists in the difficulty of stating what Hume wants to
say at all In Hume’s examples of the lurminous bodies
moving in complete darkness there does at first seem to
be some sense 1n which we have an impression of dark-
ness or space If we examne this accusative more
carefully, though, 1t becomes clear that, apart from
apprehension of light or other objects, darkness would
never have become an object of awareness This cer-
tainly suggests that the accusative 1s complex and that
we are mistaken 1n supposing that there 1s a simple
1mpression or image derkness, Space or vacuum

Unlike some philosophers, Hume has no wish to say
that there 1s not” anything simply because the thing in
question can be shown not to be the kind of thing 1t 1s
usually supposed to be Whenever we use words we
refer to something and whenever we say sentences we
say something, so that the very fact that a problem 1s
raised shows that 1t must be a problem about something
and not about nothing This method of philosophy, or
attitude to philosophical problems, or whatever we like
to call it, seems to me one of the most important, 1f not
the most important, characteristics of Hume’s philo-
sophical writings Unfortunately, 1t has not had the
influence on his successors which would have been de-
sirible owing to the fact that Reid and his followers 1n
the criticism of Hume have persisted 1n maintaining the
so-called principle of the Inquisition, which was Reid’s
mnvention and has no application at all n Hume’s philo-
sophy Hume’s method, moreover, 1s the only method
for epistemology and 1s mfinitely preferable to the
popular method of ruling out as non-existent or 1illegiti-

mate everything which does not fulfil certain predeter-
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mined conditions of existence There is no word or
sentence 1n the widest sense of these terms which can be
dismissed as expressing nothing or saying nothing
Everyone raises an important philosophical problem of
the form, ‘what kind of thing does this name?’ or ‘what
kind of fact does this state?’ It 1s quite ridiculous to say
that because the word does not name what you or
someone else at first supposed 1t to name that 1t does
not name anything This attitude can only put an end
to all advance in philosophy According to Hume,
however, ‘the appearances of objects to our senses are
all consistent, and no difficulties can ever arise, but
from the obscurity of the terms we makeuse of’ (T 639)
We must, therefore, attempt to give an account of that
accusative which we refer to as empty space and which
we wrongly suppose to be an 1mage of an empty space
or vacuum

‘If 1t be ask’d, if the invisible and mtangible dis-
tance, interpos’d betwixt two objects, be something or
nothing ’'Tis easy to answer that it 1s somethzng, viz
a property of the objects, which affect the senses after
such a particular manner’ (T 638) Although the only
image of space 1s an 1mage of coloured and tangible
points we do use the word ‘“space’’ 1n such a way that
although 1t cannot, as we tend to suppose, express an
image of empty space, nevertheless 1t does not refer to
any colour or touch 1mage It s easiest to see what we
are 1 fact referring to when we use the word ‘‘space”
in this sense 1f we consider how we come so to use 1t
atall I do not think that the arguments, which we have
just considered to prove that there can be no image
empty space, also prove that this accusative 1s different
from the concept spafza/ which Hume usually calls
space and which we have already examined His posi-

tive statements about this use of “space”, however,
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show conclusively that 1t refers to a totally different
accusative Whereas every impression and 1mage 1s
given immediately 1in experience and no number of
repetitions of any experience can give rise to any new
impression, not originally contained 1n 1t, this 1s not the
case with other accusatives Thus, although we may
conclude from the fact that a single experience erther of
the absence of visual and tactual impressions, or even
of motion and darkness attended with visible and tan-
gible objects, cannot give us an unage or 1mpression
emply space, that there cannot be such an impression or
mmage, the fact that no single experience 1n itself pro-
vides any space accusatives does not prove that there
1s no such accusative Hume does not himself bring out
this point very clearly, but 1t 1s important to notice that
his emphasis on the failure of the one instance in the
first case 1s not incompatible with his argument from a
number of experiences 1n the second case Experience
of different kinds leads us to regard objects which have
spatial characteristics as related to each other by the
relation distance Hume pomnts out three kinds of
experiences which may be regarded as especially im-
portant in this connection Dafferent objects ‘form [an]
angle by the rays which flow from them, and meet 1n
the eye’ (T 58) In other words, objects are given for
us as distant or separated One single apprehension
of two distant objects could not, I think Hume would
have said, 1n 1itself lead to the apprehension of distance
Moreover, supposing an mdividual to apprehend a
succession of different objects, 1f each successive object
occupied the same place 1n the percipient’s visual field
as the one immediately preceding 1t, he still would not
apprehend distance Apprehension of objects separated
by a greater or lesser degree of distance, combined with

memory, might, however, lead to apprehension of the
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relation between them The fact that 1in actual expern-
ence we do not merely apprehend two objects distant
from each other, but frequently see and feel other ob-
jects between them, leads us toforget that, strictly speak-
ing, what we apprehend s a relation, and to suppose
that we can have some image of tactual and visual space
unoccupted by anything tactual or visual Precisely
similar considerations show how, 1n the second place,
touch and movement sensations give rise to the same
misconceptions The third argument to account for the
apprehension of the relation and for 1ts confusion with
an 1mage 1s also of the same form but 1s 1n terms of
sensations of heat, cold, ight, etc We must conclude,
then, that we are perfectly justified 1n using the word
“space’’ 1n a sense different from the sense 1n which we
might talk about the space of objects In so domng we
are talking about something and not nothing We must,
however, make 1t clear that “space’” in this sense ex-
presses a concept, namely a certain relation between
objects, and not an 1mage Hume himself would pro-
bably prefer not to call this space at all but distance
There 1s much to be said for this suggestion, since 1t will
help us to avoid thinking of space as a kind of empty
box That there 1s much 1n common between our appre-
hension of distance and our apprehension of occupied
space 1s clear That similarity in this case, as 1n others,
leads to a confusion of the two different things and to
the application to both of statements which are ofily
true of one 1s also indisputable Fortunately, however,
we may accept these phenomena as real and still regard
Hume’s explication as chimerical (T 60)

v Time

It 1s the greatest mistake to suppose that Hume

wants to offer a theory of time which will solve any of
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the many different problems which are usually raised
by other philosophers or scientists It 1s not very diffi-
cult to see what problem Hume does want to raise, and
everyone will agree that it 1s a problem which 1s not
very often discussed Just as we must not suppose that
the accusative space 1s an 1mage or an 1dea or can be
explained 1n terms of these perceptions alone, so we
must admut that #me also cannot be included 1n this
class of accusatives Nevertheless, as in the case of
space, we cannot deny that there 1s an accusative Zmze,
since we talk and reason about 1t, and that we do some-
times suppose that we have an 1mage fzzze Hume does
not give a clear account of the accusative #zzz¢, 1n which
philosophers are most interested He does, however,
examine the images which, 1n the plain man’s mind, are
somehow mtimately connected with the accusative
itself Although he does not himself offer any justifica-
tion for this procedure, 1t 1s not difficult to see why 1t
was important for him and why 1t 1s of value to other
plilosophers It was essential for Hume to consider
these images, both because he was attempting to give a
complete account of perceptual experience, and because
he was especially anxious to emphasize the fact that
from a psychological point of view all our accusatives
are based on sense experience Recognition of the fact
that even after we have experienced a concept accusa-
tive, the perceptual experiences through which we
acquured 1t still tend to be apprehended simultaneously
with the concept 1tself, 1s significant for this point, which
1s so 1mportant 1n relation to his theory of knowledge
His examination of the images, and of the relationship
of the apprehension of the images to the apprehen-
sion of the concept, 15 1nteresting to other philosophers,
even though they be occupied with different problems,
because 1t shows clearly how easy 1t 1s to confuse the
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different accusatives Moreover, the distinction between
them throws light on therr analysis

The arguments which showed us that there could be
no infinttely divisible space image show also that there
cannot be an mnfinitely divisible time 1mage, whatever
view we may hold about the divisibility of the concept
Although Hume considers these arguments sufficient
to establish his conclusion, he adduces a further argu-
ment which applies only to time He thinks that because
moments of time are successive they must be indivis-
ible Unfortunately, he does not explain why he thinks
this, and 1t 1s very difficult to see any reason for suppos-
ing that 1f there 1s a moment #4 and an event ¢, occupy-
ing half of #, then the half of # occupied by ¢ must be
contemporaneous with £, which succeeds #4 Fortun-
ately, however, Hume has established his point already,
so that the difficulnies involved in this additional argu-
ment have no far-reaching consequences

Even if we admuit that there 1s no 1mage #e which
1s mfinitely divisible we may still ask if there 1s any
kind of image #me There 1s no original sense 1m-
pression Zizme It follows there can be no image fume
Nevertheless we talk about time, and this accusative
1s ‘deriv’d from the succession of our perceptions of
every kind’ (T 34) This idea of time “1s represented
m the fancy by some particular individual idea of a
determined quantity and qualty’ (T 35) It 1s im-
portant to notice that Hume 1s here again using ‘“idéa”’
mm two different senses The 1dea of time which we
form from the succession of ideas and impressions
(T 35) cannot be an image, though [ think the par-
ticular individual idea with the determined quantity
and quality which represents! 1t in the imagimation 1s

' T have purposely used the word “represents’’ hore because Hume writes as
though the same relationship holds between the image and the concept herc as
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meant to be This confusion of terms leads Hume to
make contradictory remarks He asserts, for example,
that time 1s not an impression additional to the suc-
ceeding 1mpressions which give us the 1dea but only
the manner of their appearance (T 37) He also asserts,
however, that 1t 1s the ‘different 1deas, or impressions,
or objects dispos’d 1n a certamn manner’ (T 37), and
he further identifies it with duration and so concludes
that 1t must consist of parts Now clearly a ‘manner’
cannot consist of parts in the first case, and in the
second case, even 1if we distinguish the different 1deas
and so get parts, we only do so by omitting the ‘manner’
Hume 1s obviously here misled by his unwillingness
to allow that there are non-perceptual accusatives It
seems clear that the time he 1s talkung about when he
uses that word 1s a concept and that his attempts to
describe 1t as something else are not only completely
unsuccessful but are also incompatible with his own
assertions that 1t 1s an 1dea which 1s ‘represented’ 1n
our thinking by an 1mage

If we allow to Hume that there 1s a concept fme,
just as there 1s a concept space, without asking how
either of these concepts 1s to be analysed, and if we also
allow to him that though neither 1s itself a perceptual
accusative each 1s acquired through sense-experience,
it 1s clear that there 15 an important difference between
the kind of experiences necessary to give the 1dea space
and the kind of experiences necessary to give the 1dea
tyme In describing how we come to have an 1dea space
Hume does not disinguish between the spatial char-
acteristics of visible and tangible objects and their
spatial relationships to each other He tells us that it
15 their dispositon which gives the 1dea of space, but

holds between an image instance of yellow and the concept itself Clearly this 1s
not so cf below
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1t 1s clear that what the particular image represents,
or 1s an instance of, 1s spatial characteristics of objects
However, whichever view we take, the 1dea 1s derived
from sense experience and any sense or touch impres-
sions are theoretically capable of giving the 1dea The
idea of #me, on the other hand, 1s not so derived
Although we never could 1n fact acquire an 1dea fzme
unless we experienced sense 1mpressions, no 1Mpression
of any sense can give us the idea Nor 1s 27z a new
impression of reflection Time 1s ‘the manner in which
the different sounds make their appearance’ (T 37)
If this 1s so Hume must admit that the 1dea of time 15
reached by a totally different kind of abstraction from
the process which gives us the 1dea of space Moreover,
although he does not call these ways of acquiring con-
cepts abstraction, I think he regards them as processes
which could be called by one name If this 1s so we must
admit that the name has systematic ambiguity We
can tllustrate this point by this particular instance if
we agree to accept for a moment, very unprecise
termimnology There 1s some sense of “direct’”” in which
sense impressions give us the idea of space more
directly than they give us the i1dea of #zme [ admut this
15 very unclear, the only further relevant consideration
which | can see s that although no sense impression
15 space, nevertheless some sense impressions have
spatial charactenstics and are mnstances of space There
15, however, no impression which either has temporal
characteristics® or which 1s an instance of time The
unsatisfactoriness of this statement does not shake my
belief that there 1s an important problem here which
Hume overlooked

This distinction between the ways in which we

T [e the manncr of the appearance of perceptions 1s not a character of any
IMpressions
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acquire the 1deas of space and fime respectively brings
to light another important point Hume’s statements
of what the 1deas of space and #me are, and of how we
acquire them, are in spatial and temporal terms re-
spectively Nevertheless, although this makes his
account circular, I do not think he 1s begging the
question Experiences of spauial and temporal order
certainly seem to be ultimate in the sense that they
cannot be reduced to, or explained in terms of, any
other experiences If so, it 1s inevitable that any state-
ments about such experiences should be circular, and
we cannot object to Hume's arguments on these
grounds

In order to clear up these two difficulties we agreed
to assume that there 1s a concept Zs2e, which 1s required
by some of Hume’s arguments, without asking any
further questions about the concept We must now
consider whether his argument throws any light on the
nature of the concept Unfortunately, in attempting
to discover Hume’s views on this pont we are con-
fronted with new difficulties He does not seem to have
realized that despite the fact that people do talk about
time, the word ‘‘ime” 1s used 1n many totally different
senses and the different people who use the word m
conversation or in writing are not by any means all
referring to precisely similar accusatves Admittedly
it would be undesirable, either for philosophy, for
science or for everyday life, to disunguish all the
different uses of the word, but 1t 1s at least necessary
to disunguish some of them, if we are to give any
account of the concepts which will be of any use for
any purposes Usually, when the plain man uses the
word “‘uume’”’ he wants to refer to mtervals of tume, or
durations, as Hume calls them, for example, ‘so-and-so

takes a long time to do’, ‘I have waited a long time’ The
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chief ways 1n which ‘ime” as distinct from an mterval
or moment of time 1s referred to 1n ordinary conversa-
tion are 1n metaphorical expressions These expressions
can usually be analysed 1n such a way that 1t can be
seen that they do not mnvolve any reference to the con-
cept Zzzze '"Time flies”, for example, seems to mean
only that the speaker has experienced the time intervals
between certain definite events as short intervals Now,
although an interval of time, just as a distance 1n space,
1s an important and very useful concept, especially in
everyday life, 1t must clearly be distinguished from
the concept #ze¢ Hume sometimes assumes without
question that fzze 15 2 complex 1dea consisting of a
set of mtervals or indivisible mornents of time just as
space consists of a number of indivisible atoms It 1s
important to notice, though, that he makes this assump-
tion when he 1s asking 1if there can be an image Zne
or an image space The discovery that the only images
are filled moments of time and points of space suggests
that the 1dea #me and the 1dea space must be collections of
the images of parts of time and of parts of space respect-
wvely Had Hume carried his introspective investiga-
tion a little further and asked whether there 1s an 1mage
time or an 1mage space of this kind 1 think 1t would
have been obvious to him, or to anyone who asked
himself this questton, that there 1s not Moreover, even
if Hume had not asked himself this question, 1t 15 still
surprising that he was not struck by the strangeness of
his attemnpts to give an account of such images The
confusion m his account both of the concept and of 1ts
accompanying image and his failure to see that the
former cannot be explained in terms of the latter seem
to be due to his original failure to distingwish the
sensory and non-sensory accusatives The justification
for regarding his argument as confused, and not merely
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as an unsuccessful but deliberate attempt to confine
himself wholly to sensory accusatives, lies 1n the fact
that many of his assertions are quite inconsistent with
the particular view we are considering, and are con-
cerned to distinguish the concept from the sensory
image In addition to the argument which explains the
accusative fzmee 1n terms of 1mages of filled moments,
there 1s the alternative argument which suggests that
ume 1s not the kind of accusative which could be
imaged Five notes played on a flute may give us an
idea of time though time 1s not a sixth impression It
1s “the manner, In which the different sounds make their
appearance’ (T 37) Hume does not attempt to explain
the relationship of these two incompatible doctrines
so that either we must regaid his view as fundamentally
inconsistent or we must suppose that he was offering
an account of two different accusatives which unfor-
tunately happen to be called by the same name 1n
everyday conversation It seems to me that both these
interpretations contain an element of truth but that
neither would be completely adequate Hume’s theory
15 mncomnsistent n that he puts forward his two incom-
patible arguments as answers to the same problem and
does not seem to see that the different assertions con-
flict and give nise to difficultres On the other hand, 1t
seems clear that two different accusatives are involved
in Hume's problem and that although Hume does not
recognize that there are two he probably was in fact
considermg first one and then the other, when he made
the conflicting asseruons If so, then although Hume
himself was confused in that he did not see that there
were two problems, he was not so confused as to apply
arguments relevant to one problem to the other Con-
sequently, we may regard the assertions which gave

rise to the difficulties as only apparently inconsistent
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and the appearance of inconsistency as due to unclear
exposition This means that even the apparent in-
consistencies can be removed without any alteration
in Hume's views, although of course elaboration will
be necessary

The first argument, as we have already seen, ac-
counts for the accusative fzme which 1s most often
referred to in everyday life In this case we use the
word "“time” to refer to a duration This usage 1s per-
fectly sausfactory from the plain man’s pomnt of view,
since we all understand sentences in which “tme’” 1s
used 1n that sense even though as plain men we prob-
ably do not understand the word itself in the sense
that we could explain precisely what 1t 1s being used
to express 7ime, 1n this case, 1s a concept acquired
through sense experiences in a way somewhat analo-
gous to the way 1n which we acquire the concept ye//ow
Just as there are many nstances of yellow, so there are
many durations, z ¢ mstances, of time m this first sense
It 1s important, though, not to carry the analogy too
far Alcthough 1t may be useful and sigmificant to use
“sense” 1 such a way that we can say that we are
sensible of durations, we do not seem to have a sense
impression dwration in the same sense as we have a
sense impression ye//ow When we use the word “time”
in this first sense, and apprehend this accusative,
we can also, and frequently do, apprehend an image
simultaneously with it This image will not be an 1mage
duratzon but a visual or tactual or auditory, etc , image,
or set of such images, apprehended as occupying ! the
duration One further point of importance 1s brought
out by the analogy with the concept ye//ow When |

' This form of apprehension 1s obviously very important and raises difficult
problems As the word “apprehension’” 1s used 1n this context to express the form
of the mental process of abstraction, which 15 a size gua 7oz of this particular
accusative, 1t 1s not necessary for my purposes to examne it
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use the word yellow I do not refer to all the instances
of yellow that ever have been or will be, I mean that
something has or has not a certain characteristic
Moreover, 1t would not occur to anyone but a philo-
sopher even to suggest that 1f 1t were possible to have
an 1mage of all possible instances of yellow, then that
complex image would be an adequate image ye/low
This suggestion seems to me to be completely non-
sensical The 1dea, a// possible instances of so-and-so,
whatever name we may give 1t, 1s useful because it
enables us to make the kind of statement which could
not be made in terms of perceptions It 1s not a mere
accident, due to the fact that our field of vision has only
a certain magnitude, that we cannot perceive every
instance of yellow It follows from our views about
sense perception, and being an instance of, and accusa-
tives 1n general, and time, that there could not be a
set of sense perceptions perceived to be every instance
of yellow Consequently, 1t 1s absurd of Hume to sug-
gest that 1t 1s theoretically, though he would probably
admit not practically, possible for us to have a complex
image fzme consisting of a collection of filled duration
images [ suggest that the concept #z#ze, in Hume's
first sense, 1s completely accounted for by saying that
it would be more usefully called a period of time or a
duration, that everyone knows what this refers to, and
that apprehension of the concept 1s often accompanied
By apprehension of a perception or set of perceptions as
occupying a duration, although the concept 1tself cannot
be imaged There does not, 1n fact, seem to be any con-
cept fzzme which 1s 2 complex or collection of durations,
and for the reasons I have given it seems to me that not
only do we not apprehend, or not find useful, a con-
cept or perception so analysable, but that 1t 1s nonsense

to assert that there could be such an accusanve
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The concept #me, which might 1n some sense be said
to 1nclude all time, seems to be a totally different con-
cept It 1s to be explained not 1n terms of distinct dura-
tions, etther singly or in collections, but in terms of
Hume’s second view that tume 1s the manner in which
our perceptions appear to us If I am rnight in thinking
firstly that the first use of ‘‘time’’ 1s for a concept dura-
tron or perod of fime which as such 1s one concept, and
that there cannot be a collection or set of 1t, secondly,
that although there may be many instances of duration
each of which might be said to be a concept, each
mstance 1s only apprehended as a duration because 1t
1s occupted by different perceptions and so there can be
no concept of a collection of such concepts, and thirdly
that there cannot, 1n the nature of the case, be a percep-
tion of the totality of filled durations, then 1t follows
that the second concept /e cannot be analysed in
terms of durations, or sets of durations This being so
we must regard Hume's suggestion of an accusative
analysable into sets or collections of durations as useless
for hus purposes He does, however, offer an alternative
which seems to be very satisfactory Probably the only
way m which the plamm man wants to use ‘time’ to
mean something other than a period of time or duration
15 to express his experience of events as passing, or
of perceptions as succeedmg each other Admittedly
Hume’s exammation of this second usage does not tell
us very much, but it at least enables us to distinguisH
the two different uses of “time’’ There 15, however, one
pomnt which brings out the difference between the two
uses which Hume does not mention It 1s clear that
time 1n the second sense does not have instances as
time 1 the first sense does, although, as Hume does
pomt out (T 36-37) apprehension of time must 1n fact

be accompanied by apprehension of some particular
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perceptions as appearing 1n this manner, though it does
not matter which perceptions are so apprehended This
difference certainly suggests that a further examination
of the problem might lead to further important differ-
ences between these two concepts and also throw light
on the different types of concepts and of abstraction

It should be noted, finally, that there may be many
more different #7ze concepts Physicists certainly use at
least one and probably several different concepts Hume
does not deny that there are others, nor does 1t follow
from his views that there are no others, he just does not
discuss them

In addition to his discussion of the different #z77¢ con-
cepts, Hume gives us one paragraph (T 35) which
seems to concern the apprehension of the concept This
passage requires special consideration as 1t involves a
serious confusion of the two different concepts The
assertion that from the succession of 1deas and 1mpres-
sions we form the 1dea of time suggests that the second
concept fzzzz¢ 1s under consideration On the other hand,
I think Hume wants to say that neither concept can be
apprehended apart from some perceptions, and I should
add that the relationship of the perceptions to the con-
cept 1s different 1in each case Similarly, that we are
insensible of time during sleep 1s equally true in both
cases The rest of the argument cannot be dealt with so
easily, and 1t seemns to give rise to difficulties we have
not so far considered In accepting what appears to be
Hume's view, that timme 1n the first sense 1s a duration
occupled by one or more perceptions, it was not neces-
sary to ask what 1s meant by saymg that one time or
duration 15 longer or shoiter than another In terms of
this interpretation, and bearmg in mind the fact that an
unchanging object cannot give an idea of time, one

would suppose that a duration 1s longer than another 1f
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1t contains more perceptions, and that 1t 1s nonsense to
say that one perception occupies a longer duration than
another In this passage, however, Hume declares that
perceptions may succeed each other with greater or less
rapidity (which can only mean that one 15 shorter than
another) and that the same duration may appear longer
or shorter This suggests that there is another concept
time which 1s neither the manner of the appearance of
perceptions nor the duration which we apprehend our
perceptions as occupymng, but a duration which may be
apprehended as longer or shorter than it in fact1s This
being so 1t 1s rather misleading to say that we can have
no notion of time apart from the succession of percep-
tions Hume seems to mean that there can be no appre-
hension of the first or second concepts #m2¢ apart from
apprehension of perceptions in the peculiar ways neces-
sary for the apprehension of those concepts Apprehen-
sion of the third concept 1s, however, different 1n 1m-
portant respects In the first two cases the perceptions
apprehended are apprehended as standing in certain
relations to each other in virtue of which we apprehend
tuume Now there can be succession which 1s not suc-
cession of perceptions but of physical objects Since
we only apprehend accusatives the physical objects
succeeding each other cannot be apprehended There
1s, however, a concept fz77zze which is the accusative suc-
cession of these physical objects This concept can be
apprehended even when we do not apprehend a succes-
sion of perceptual representations of the succeeding
physical objects, otherwise how could we say that the
circle of fire 15 a succession of positions of a burning
coal What in fact happens in this case 1s that we do
represent to oursely es in 1magimation the succession of
perceptions which we should perceive if the coal re-

volved more slowly Thus Hume 1s night in thinking
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that we cannot apprehend the concept apart from some
perception, but he should have pointed out that we do
not here apprehend the succession of impressions stand-
ing 1 the necessary relationshups but only another
succession which 1s 1n some sense analogous to 1t The
grounds for accepting this third use of ‘‘time” are, as
Hume would say, that we all do disunguish the real
and the apparent length of a duration and that we all
admit successions of physical objects which are more
rapid than successions of perceptions I do not think
Hume realized, though, how very much more com-
plicated would be the analysis of this concept, nor what
a vast number of new and difficult problems 1t gives
rise to ' Even the explanation of the way 1n which we
ascribe duration to unchangeable objects throws no
light on the problem since the ‘object’ in this context
(T 65) 1s a perception or series of perceptions

* T mcan, of course, that 1n wnting this passagc he was not aware of its
imphcations He 1s, however, well aware of the serious nature of these problems
(T 63%)
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CHAPTER §

THE ACCUSATIVES OF KNOWING
AND HUME'S SCEPTICISM

1 Perceptions and Propositions

ALTHOUGH 1n the 77eatise and the Enguiry Hume 1s
concerned with the analysis of many different kinds of
knowledge 1n 1ts widest sense the problem which was
of fundamental interest and importance for him was
to determine the sphere of knowledge 1n the strict and
narrow sense He saw clearly that in ordinary speech
we do not use the verb “to know'’ in any precise sense
and he wanted to distinguish the accusatives of know-
ing from other accusatives which we frequently but
illegitimately say that we know The first step in this
direction should be to distinguish accusatives which are
likely to be thought to be accusatives of knowing from
others which would never even be considered such So
far we have only considered the ‘objects of perception’
Now, according to Hume, we are concerned with the
objects of human reason or enquiry We must therefore
begin by considering the nature of the distinction be-
tween these two different kinds of accusative Hume, I
think quite nghtly, supposes that everyone does 1n fact
take some such distinction for granted, so that even
though we do not normally refer to 1t nobody will find
any difficulty in understanding what 1s meant when 1t
1s referred to That he makes this assumption 1s clear
from the fact that in the £nguiry, the revised exposi-
tion of his views, he does not even refer to the distinc-

tion as such, but simply proceeds, as though 1t were a
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matter of course, from two chapters on perceptions
to chapters on the accusatives of reasoning Since,
however, in the £#zgury, Hume was wrniting with the
especial object of cutting out all philosophical diffi-
culties and appealing to the vulgar, we are more likely
to find any views which will be-useful for epistemology
in the 77eatzse Although here too Hume turns with
equal abruptness and no eaplanation from perceptions
to propositions, there 1s one footnote (T 96) which does
throw some Light on the problem In it he maintains
that conception, judgement and reasoning, the so-called
different mental activities, all resolve themselves nto
particular ways of concelving an object Unfortunately,
1t does not seem to have occurred to hun that this state-
ment would give rise to any difficulties, but I think
everyone will agree that 1t 15 not at all obvious what 1s
meant by the assertion that judgement or reasoning
‘resolve themselves into’ conception Moreover, 1t 15
clearly important also to find out what 15 meant by
“‘conception”, since we may admit that there may be
‘a single object or several’ and yet ‘the mind exceeds
not a sumple conception’ In view of the fact that
Hume throws no further hght on the problem, either
in this context or elsewhere, we can never be certain
what he meant, and I can only suggest an interpreta-
tion which seems satisfactory to me but for which 1
admut I can give no further justification should anyone
reject it

I think Hume 1s here using “object” to refer to a per-
ception Thus n asserting God s, there 1s no 1dea for s
disunct from the percepuion God, and, the second tume
he uses the word, the different activities of the under-
standing can be regarded as different ways of appre-
hending percepuions If this s so, and Hume holds that

we may appiehend several objects, ze¢ perceptions,
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while the mind ‘exceeds not a simple conception’, I
think he must be using “conception” as a name for
what the mind apprehends in conceiving, judging and
reasoning On this interpretation, Hume’s footnote
expresses a psychological fact which 1s of the utmost
importance for epistemology In all conceiving, judg-
g and reasoming we do not in fact apprehend ‘a single
or several’ distinct objects and consciously combine
them 1 a complex Each mental activity 1s the appre-
hension of a single accusative even though that accusa-
tive may be analysable Hume has not expressed his
point very clearly, but it seems to be an extremely diffi-
cult point to express at all There certainly seems to be
some sense 1 which my simple perception érowz, my
complex perception t4e fable, my judgement e fable o5
brown, etc , 1s each a umity Hume has not shown how
the statement that each 1s a unity could be analysed and
he would probably have admitted that he was unable
to doso I think though, and I think Hume would have
agreed, that 1t 1s not necessary for him to do so All that
1s necessary 1s for him to pomnt to the fact that we
do so apprehend one thing, even though 1t consists of
several parts He does this by the use of such words as
““perception”’, “judgement”’, etc , and by this footnate
I have introduced the word "‘accusative’ as a name for
everything which 1s a unity 1n this sense, since, although
Hume himself has no word to cover all forms of this
unity, he would probably have agreed that 1t 1s useful®
Had anyone objected to Hume that he could not see
that there 1s any sense 1in which what 1s judged 1s one
accusative, | think he would have agreed that there 1s
nothing more to be saild Just as we cannot enable a
man to percetve a complex who always perceives not
this complex 1mpression or i1dea but this and this and

this simple impressions and 1deas, so we cannot enable
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anyone who asserts that he apprehends only perceptions
to apprehend a judgement

Two remarks 1n this account of Hume’s argument
require some explanation The first 1s the assertion that
we do not consciously combine the simple elements
which are the constituents of the judgement I mean
by this simply that what I am aware of in judging 1s
a certain kind of accusative and not the activity of
putting 1deas together Nevertheless, even i1f we grant
to Hume that ‘we apprehend our 1deas in certain ways’
we must admit that the fact that we also apprehend
them ‘in that way’ and so the fact that there 1s a judge-
ment accusative, 1s 1n some sense dependent on the
person apprehending and that the complexity of the
complex perception and the complexity of the judge-
ment stand 1n different relations to him The second
1s the remark that we cannot enable anyone who
asserts that he apprehends only perceptions to appre-
hend a judgement I inserted this qualification because
I feel inclined to agree with Hume that you cannot give
an adequate account of a situation mm which someone
15 judging something 1n terms of the separate per-
ceptual elements which are constituents in the situa-
tion, and the activity of the mind judging Even if we
were to admut that the acuvity of the mind in the
situation consists m jomning and not in apprehending
I think we must stull hold that the elements combined
in judgement are not precisely similar (z¢ are not
merely numerically distinct) from the elements taken
to be combmmed I suggest, then, that anyone who
asserts that he does not apprehend a judgement accusa-
tive 15 misrepresenting his experience

Hume's view seems to be, then, that all cognition
consists 1n the apprehension of an accusative, although

I think that the assertion that there are ‘particular ways
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of concerving our objects’ implies that there are different
types of accusatives This view 1s important for epis-
temology because 1t shows that Hume believed that
any accusative (if complex) can be analysed wholly as
an ultimate type of complex accusative in which other
accusatives are elements but which 1s ultimate 1n that
a complete list of the accusatrve elements would not
be a complete account of the complex He would prob-
ably admit that there could be a name which would
complete the description even though we cannot
describe the relationship or relationships which give
us the complexity As 1t happens, we have advanced
so little with the problem that we have not even the
name His view also involves the rejection of any
analysis of the same situation which nvolves reference
to mental activity 1n such a way that what we before
regarded as an ultimate character of the accusative
either 1s, or 1s describable 1n terms of, a certain form
of mental activity This treatment of the problem
suggests that although Hume admits that there are
different types of accusatives and expects his reader
to admut this too, and to recognize the differences in
type when they are pomnted out to lum, he does not
profess to be able to give any account of these differ-
ences Now that we are to discuss problems of know-
ledge and belief, then, we are expected to recognize
that all perceptual accusatives are to be distinguished
from what Hume calls propositions and that nobody
would ever suppose that a perception could be an
accusative of knowing, believing, etc, and that we are
now concerned only with proposition-accusatives

11 The General Nature of Hume's Scepticism

Although Hume himself clearly distinguishes two
quite different forms of scepticism, his critics are inchined
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to discuss the two together This seems to me un-
fortunate Hume so rarely succeeds in differentiating
between related problems, even when what he has to
say about one cannot be applied to the other, that the
fact that two problems are discussed in two distinct
sections should surely lead us to suppose that it 1s
extremely important for Hume to keep them distinct
That the two different arguments have so frequently
been referred to as ‘Hume’s scepticism’ can only be
due, I think, to a complete misunderstanding of his
position in relation to this subject In any case I intend
to follow Hume’s procedure, except n so far as 1 shall
discuss the two kinds of scepticism 1n one and the same
chapter This seems to be desirable for two reasons
Firstly, in view of the fact that they are sometimes
treated as one problem, in the way in which I have
suggested, I think the distinction can best be brought
out by considering them 1n relation to each other
Secondly, although the first form of scepticism 1s not
itself a theory about knowledge or accusatives of know-
ing, it nevertheless throws light on certain problems
concerning those accusatives and so enables us to
reach a more sausfactory analysis of them

I think however, we cannot do justice to Hume's
views on the subject without first considering what
scepticism 1nvolves {Unfortunately, the word “scepti-
cism” has such strong emotive force that its very
mention will provoke some philosophers to a direct
artack on the man whose name 1s associated with that
word, regardless of the fact that they have not even
considered what theory that word 1s used to name)
This atuitude 15 evident in Andrew Seth’s® Scoftesk
Prilosophy In his discussion of Hume's scepticism
he seems to hold that owing to this sceptical position

' J¢ Prngle Pattison
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we must take the view that there 1s nothing constructive
m Hume’s philosophy and that his scepticism left him,
stranded as it were, with no road open for advance 1n!
any direction He rejects Professor Huxley’s imnter-
pretation of the scepticism sumply on the grounds that
he does not agree with him, without, so far as I can see,
any arguments 1n favour of his position at all For the
most part, however, the widespread feeling of disgust
at sceptictsm, which, to Hume’s great distress, mani-
fested itself, in his own day, at any rate, in abusive
attacks on individual sceptics, was bound up with
religious conviction and prejudice Although Hume’'s
position in relation to these views 1s obviously an inter-
esting subject for mnvestigation, 1t must be recognized
that 1t 1s a totally different problem from the philo-
sophical or epistemological problem we are now con-
sidering This problem 1s to discover what 1s implied
by the assertion either that Hume 1s or 1s not a sceptic
Hume himself regarded his scepticism as so important
that he took the greatest trouble to state it as clearly
as he could (Tt 1s probably the best expressed of all
his views, so that were 1t not for the fact that 1t has so
often been misunderstood 1t would be unnecessary to
add to his own account 'In view of the fact that his;
argument has been mlsmterpreted, however, 1t seems |
necessary to emphasize one or two of his more 1m-
portant contentions Unfortunately, those philosophers
who refuse to accept Hume’s sceptical arguments, but
who do not seem to me to be mterpreting them as Hume
intended they should be interpreted, never tell us very
clearly what this scepticism which they cannot accept
1s We can only guess from indirect evidence such as
the fact that i1t 1s sometimes described as ‘utter’ scepti-
cism, and the fact that it 1s regarded as a ridiculous and
impossible theory, that they suppose Hume's scepticism
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to consist 1n the assertion that I cannot know anything
or that I must doubt everythlﬁé’r‘cm{d the
latter asserl:l'crrr,—or"a_ﬁ?ﬂo'tlgr assertion which means
the same as that assertion, anywhere m Hume’s
Treatrse or Enguiry, and | intend to state a number
of his positive statements on the subject which I hope
will show that such an assertion would be incompatible
with his whole position The former assertion 1s, 1n
fact, not made by Hume Moreover, the modification of
that assertion, namely, ‘I can only know propositions
of arithmetic and algebra’, 1s not only not a statement
of Hume’s position, but even if 1t were 1s not ridiculous
unless we use the word “know’ 1n a sense different from
the sense 1n which Hume used 1t We should also notice
that Hume considered his scepticism to be one of the
most 1mportant, if not the most important, of his
doctrines 1f, however, 1t 1s to be interpreted 1n the kind
of way I have been considering, 1t seems difficult to
see how anyone could consider 1t at all important A
dogmatlc assertion as to what we can or cannot know
(in the widest sense of the word, which, I submiut, 1s not
Hume’s sense) may provide interesting matter for
speculation, but since it can neither be proved nor dis-
proved (if indeed this statement 1s significant) 1t must
rank as an assumption and 1s unlikely to be of very
great significance for philosophy I must confess I find
it extremely difficult to attach any meaning to such an
assertion at all, but philosophers who think that Hume
accepted 1t seem to hold that 1t implies that we do not
have some kind of experience which they themselves
and others are firmly convinced that they do have
The assertion, interpreted n this way, 1f or n so far
as 1t 1s at all relevant to Hume’s view, 1s inconsistent
with 1t If Hume were asked whether he would deny
that we have any experience, whether we regard this
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as meaning an experience we do i fact have or an
experience we think we have (for Hume there would
be no poimnt 1n this distinction, but I have inserted it
because I feel that for some purposes there might be)
I feel sure that his answer would be ‘No’ It 1s even
more 1nportant to recogmze that, although we can
ask this question, 1t 15 not a question which would
arise at all in the course of Hume's discussion® His
answer 1n fact would more probably have been, ‘Of
course not’ His task i1s neither to add to nor subtiact
from the number of kinds of experience we actually
do have, but to offer an analysis of the experiences
which we say that we have His problem 1s not ‘Can
I know that 2+2=4" but ‘If I know (¢ say that I
know or assert) 2 + 2 =4, what 15 meant by the assertion
that I do know that proposition?” This question seems
to me to be one that 1s of the utmost importance for the
epistemologist to discuss As for the former, 1t seems
very difficult to see why it has attracted so much atten-
tion It cannot be answered, even if it means anything,
which 1s doubtful The question which I am assuming
1s Hume’s question must mmevitably be raised at some
stage of an epistemological enquiry Having discussed
the accusatives of perceving 1t 1s quite natural that
Hume should next introduce the accusatives of know-
mg In so doing he notices that the word ‘‘knowledge”’
1s used very loosely in ordinary hfe and that if we
attempt to base our epistemological theory on the
everyday usage we shall undoubtedly be led astray
That there 1s every justification for this view is evi-
denced by the fact that even when Hume has pointed
out the confusions his views are misrepresented by
philosophers who persist in interpreting them in terms

* T 64 and 84 nffirm his intention to confine mmself to accusatives which we
all agree about
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of the everyday uses of the word instead of in Hume’s
own stricter usage In everyday conversation we
habitually say that we know a great many things (z e
accusatives) to which we are related n totally different
ways It 1s obviously desirable for the epistemologist
to remove this ambiguity 1in language Accordingly,
the first step 1n the exanunation of the accusatives of
knowing will be a consideration of the different accusa-
tives which we believe (in so far as we believe anything
at all as distinct from using a certain form of words
unquestioningly) to be accusanves of knowing, and
then to decide which of them are best so described and
which others should not be called accusatives of know-
ing at all If this interpretation be correct Hume’s
scepticism says nothing which will affect everyday
arguments and behaviour, except 1n so far as a clearer
conception of the relations of knowledge and probability
will lead us to be more rational both 1n argument and
in behaviour It does not matter very much to us as
plain men whether we are sceptics or not 1f we under-
stand scepticism to be a theory which asserts that
certain things cannot be known, we must realize that
Hume’s scepticism 1s an epistemological theory which,
begmning with an examination of the use of the word
“knowledge”, establishes certain points about the re-
lationship of certain accusatives It does not profess
erther to afhrm or to deny the existence of any expern-
ence at all which any human being likes to name
Every concevable kind of experience only provides
additional data for Hume's enquiries It would be, for
hum, a nonsensical question to ask, ‘Is there such and
such experience? Obviously there 1s something or 1t
could not be referred to Hume's problem 1s, there-
fore, "Whar 1s the nature of such and such and how

1s 1t related to other accusatives?’ It seemed necessary
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to emphasize this point at some length, even at the
expense of tedious repetition, since, despite Hume’s
own emphatic and repeated assertions that his scepti-
cism 1n no way affects our practical activities, 1n his own
day 1t was regarded as a danger to all human learning,
and especially torehgion, and even to-day it 1s sometimes
considered to be harmless only because 1t 1s so absurd
If, however, the above interpretation be correct, so far
from being ridiculous or dangerous Hume's scepticism 1s
extremely significant, and of interest to all scientists as
well as being of the greatest importance for philosophy

w1 Sceptrcism weth regard to the Senses and the
Certarnty of Perception

In everyday lhfe we regard everything which 1s
known as certain Most plain men would probably
regard the terms 'knowledge’” and “certainty”’ as
synonymous For epistemological purposes, however,
1t 15 useful to apply the word “certain’’ more widely
Thus philosophers would probably agree that percep-
tions are certain even though they are not accusatives
of knowing and even though as plain men we have no
occaston to notice whether they are certain or not Such
problems simply do not arise at the common-sense
level In so far as Hume’s scepticism can be regarded
as one theory, it 1s a theory about which accusatives
have certainty and which do not Since, however, he
takes the view that certainty may characterize eithér
perception accusatives or knowledge accusatives, we
may disunguish two different forms of scepticism
scepticism with regard to perception or the senses, and
scepticism with regard to reason or knowing

Hume maintains that perception 1s certain [t would
not, 1n this terminology, be sense to say of any particular
perception that 1t 1s false or wrong or of any person
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perceiving that he 1s mistaken A perception, whether
impression or 1dea, 1s the accusative of perceiving, and
it would be equally nonsensical or non-significant to
say that I think or believe that I am perceiving some-
thing which [ am not 1 fact perceiving I must in fact
be perceiving what I think I am perceiving, otherwise
I could not think or belheve that I am perceiving it
Nevertheless, perception 1s not knowledge, and this
1s the important point for Hume to notice, although he
does not expressly mention 1t The accusative of know-
ledge 1s a complex consisting of at least two perception
accusatives and a relating accusative The accusative
of perceiving, although it may be simple or complex,
1s not so analysable Knowledge and perception, how-
ever, are similar in that each 1s certain

There 1s very little likelihood of disagreement about
the certamnty of perception The important problem 1s
to explain the ‘scepticism with regard to the senses’
We have already noticed that the accusatives which
are apprehended as constituents of our more complex
accusatives of judging and believing, etc, are always
objects, not perceptions In fact we very rarely attend
to our perceptions at all Hume’s position in regard
to these facts 1s extremely difficult to express clearly
and accurately, and he himself has evaded the diffi-
culties by not expressing 1t precisely at all but, instead,
implying 1t 1n his general argument [ can only suggest
at a possible statement that Hume believed that we
have no justification for accepting objects as certain
Although this statement 1s not very satsfactory, 1t 1s
less 1naccurate than many and I cannot think of a
better We cannot strictly say that we know or do
not know objects, since the accusative of knowledge
1s a different type of accusative from an object accusa-

tive, one important difference being that 1t exhibits a
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different kind of complexity In one of Hume's uses
of belief 1t would be true to say that we believe objects,
but that does not help us to express the pomnt I am
raising, since Hume 1s anxious to protest that although
there 1s justification for talung a belief attitude to
objects, in fact we do more than this In saying that
we accept the object as certain I mean, then, that we
believe the object and accept that belief as a true belief
in that though we do not normally question 1t, if any-
one asked us if the object apprehended 1s what we take
it to be we should reply that we are certain that it 1s
Hume’s scepticism with regard to the senses consists
in the assertion that I cannot be certain about objects
This does not 1n the least affect me as a plain man As
a plain man [ shall believe that I am holding a pen,
and 1n so doing [ accept the object as certain, whatever
Hume says As a philosopher, however, I recognize
that the belief in the pen—which unfortunately can
only be expressed 1n the form of a proposition such as
“This 1s a pen’ or ‘This pen exists’ although in fact my
belief only involves an object accusative and not a
proposition accusative-—is not certain and that this
may turn out not to be the kind of thing I believed 1t
to be This particular scepticism 1s not, then, a theory
about knowledge at all It does not assert that there
are certamn propositions which I cannot know, but that
certain accusatives which I accept as certain are not
certain | cannot be certain that there are any objects
external to or independent of me It would be true
to say that this cannot be known if we recognize that
we are then using ‘knowledge’”” here in a wide sense
which must be distinguished from Hume’s precise
sense which has no application m this context

In the 77eatise Hume points out that we must all
accept the existence of body even though we cannot
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offer an argument in support of 1t Since, however,
Nature has not left this to our choice and we cannot
help accepting the principle that there are external
bodies, even though we cannot prove that there are
or that there are not, the only question which can be
answered, and 1n fact the only intelligible question, 1s,
"What causes induce us to believe 1n the existence of
body?’ (T 187) He then proceeds to give an account of
the different things which may have given rise to the
belief This 1s a psychological discussron and, therefore,
does not concern us here In the Znguiry he states his
position a little more fully 'It seems evident, that men
are carried, by a natural instinct or prepossession, to
repose faith in their senses, and that, without any
reasoning, or even almost before the use of reason, we
always suppose an external umverse, which depends
not on our perception, but would exist, though we and
every sensible creature were absent or annihilated’
(E 151) ‘But this universal and primary opinion of all
men 1s soon destroyed by the shghtest philosophy,
which teaches us, that nothing can ever be present to
the mind but an image or percepuion’ (E 152) He then
proceeds to pomnt out that the onus probands hes on
those who assert that we can know or prove that there
ale external persistent objects On the other hand, ‘No
man, who reflects, ever doubted, that the existences,
which we consider, when we say, t4is Aouse and that
free, are nothing but perceptions 1n the mind, and fleet-
ing coples or representations of other existences, which
remain uniform and independent’ (E 152) Itseems to
me that this theory admits everything that most people
want As unthinking plain men we take our perceptions
themselves to be external objects Since we are not, 1n
this case, considering whether there 1s any justification

for this belief 1t makes no difference to us, as plain men,
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of course, whether there 1s or 1s not As thinking plain
men we recognize that the external persistent object
cannot be 1dentical with the fleeting perception and we
believe that there 1s an external object distinet from our
perception It 1s clear that in this capacity too, Hume's
scepticism need not disturb us, since he admits that we
do beheve 1n this way and that it 1s both inevitable and
desirable that we should do so It 1s only if or when, as
philosophers, we want to maintain that we can prove
that there are external objects that we come into conflict
with Hume If, however, as Hume points out, plain
men only require an object which 1s believed and which
need not be proved, why should philosophers want to
prove 1ts existence? Moreover, since 1t 1s impossible to
prove the existence of objects it 1s useless to want to
do so Accordingly, true philosophers will be content
to have explamed what the object-accusative 1s and to
have shown that we cannot know, be certain about or
prove anything distinct from accusatives

Although this first form of scepticism does not itself
relate to accusatives of knowmng 1t certainly throws
light on Hume’s discussion of the scepticism which does
concern reasoning and the accusatives of knowing In
this discussion Hume frequently uses the word ‘‘ob-
Ject” without saying whether the object 1s a perception
or an external object This, of course, has happened
before, but 1n this case 1t 1s especially important to dis-
unguish the two So long as Hume 1s trymg to show
that perceptions fulfil all the functions which the un-
thinking plain man requires of external objects there 1s
some excuse for interchanging the references of the
word This problem, though, 1s one which concerns the
philosopher only and 1s of no 1mportance to the plain
man Hume himself 1s so anxious to emphasize this
point that there should be no excuse for not distinguish-
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ing the external objects and the perceptions with
greater care In asking whether any propositions can be
known to be true 1s Hume asking a question about
perceptual propositions or about external object pro-
positions? Itseems to me that 1n so far as he 1sconsistent
he 15 always talking about perceptions This difficulty
does not, of course, arise 1n the case of all the accusa-
tives he discusses, but the examination of his whole
treatment of knowledge shows, I think, that the dis-
tinction must be barne 1n mind and that Hume himself
failed 1n this respect

W Intuitwe Knowledge ov Knowledge of Particular
Perceptual Proposition Accusatives

Admitting that we do apprehend proposition accusa-
tives Hume's problem 1s to decide whether any of these
propositions can be known to be true In order to do so
1t 1s obviously important to distinguish particular and
general propositions Hume, however, does not always
seem to realize the importance of bearing this distine-
tion 1n mind, so that in the 77eafise we find that the list
of the seven possible relations of 1deas groups together
1deas which are different in very important respects
The problem [ want to discuss now 1s whether any
particular proposition can be known to be true In the
light of the last paragraph 1 am assuming that the con-
stituents of any such propositions which might be
known, must be perceptions and not objects Thus
when I say “The book 1s on the table’ I am making a
statement about perceptions, not about external objects,
and I now want to ask 1f that statement can be known
to be true It i1s important to emphasize this point
because of the ambiguity of language The words
“book’ and ‘““table’” might refer either to the percep-

tions or to the objects If we assume that they refer to
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perceptions, then my statement maybe true (so far 1t
has not been proved true or false) In fact, however,
what I am believing 1s a proposition m which the con-
stituents are objects, 2 ¢ independent continuous exist-
ents In view of the first form of scepticism it 15 quite
clear that I cannot know anything about what [ imagme
myself to be knowing something about, because it 15 not
the kund of thing which could be known It seems to me
to be of fundamental importance to remember this On
the other hand, since I take my perception to be my
object and so am using a word to refer to a perception
as well as to an object, 1t 1s possible that I may be able
to know some of the things which I say that I know, 1f
we take the words as expressions for the perceptions It
seems clear, then, that the question Hume asks in Part
III (sections 1 and u) of the Z7eafise 1s not ‘Can I
know propositions 1n which objects are related by these
relations?’ since that 1s already seen to be impossible,
but ‘Can I know propositions 1n which perceptions are
related by these relations?’?

The seven philosophical relations of the Zrzas5¢ are
all relations which enter into particular perceptual pro-
positions According to Hume there 1s one sense of
"know’’ 1 which I can know all propositions 1n which
the relation depends on 1deas (T 69 and 73), that 1s to
say four out of the seven possible relations As Hume
does not explain what he means by a relation which
depends entirely on the 1deas, we can only hope to find
out by examining the use he makes of that concept
Unfortunately, such a procedure seems only to reveal
the fact that Hume was confused, not only about this

! Hume does not himsclf draw the distinction clearly, but I suggest that as we
have no method of determining what he meant, this 15 the best interpretation
Most of his remarks can be taken as applying either to objects or perceptions
E g 'independent of anything 1n the universe and 1n nature’” may mean 1n-
dependent of objects or of perceptions (E 25)

243



HUME'S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

concept, but about the whole problem of the particular
perceptual relationships As an example of a relation-
ship which depends entirely on the 1deas, Hume gives
equality and instances the equality of the angles of a
triangle to two night-angles This example suggests that
definitions would be good examples of propositions m
which the relation depends entirely on 1deas Neverthe-
less, from the fact that he continues that ‘this relation 1s
invariable, as long as our 1dea remains the same’ (T 69)
and from the whole trend of his argument 1n this sec-
tion, 1t seems to me clear that the proposition he has in
mind 15 not the proposition with which mathematicians
are concerned, but the proposition ‘This perception (a
triangle, A) has angles which together equal the angles
of this perception (two night-angles, L L or L)’ Should
either of the perceptions change in any way, for ex-
ample, if one of the arms of one of the perception
right-angles moves in either direction, the relation 1s no
longer the same This statement 1s clearly epistemo-
logical and is of no concern to the mathemaucian, to
whom 1t does not matter 1n the least whether the per-
ception 1s accurate so long as the concepts are used in
the sense defined In addition to this relation, propor-
tion m quantity and number, three other relations,
resemblance, contrarnety and degrees in quality, are
alike in being dependent entirely an their 1deas, and so
are also objects of certainty or knowledge Hume seems
tothink that 1t 1s quite obvious that these relations can
be known while the others cannot, but I doubt whether
many people would agree with hun on this point When
he attempts to explain why the other three relations
cannot be known he uses words which refer to predic-
tion, for example, ‘The relation of contrguzty and Jis-
tance betwixt two objects may be chang’d merely by
an alteration of their place, without any change on the
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objects themselves or on their 1deas’ (T 6g)' This 1s
very unfortunate, because 1n the kind of analysis which
he 1s attempting to give the fact that we cannot foresee
what changes will take place in the relations of time and
place of our 1deas should have no bearing at all on the
theory of what we can or cannot know now 1 suggest,
then, that Hume was confused on this point, and that his
attempt to distinguish propositions 1n this way was due
to the fact that he was assuming that there is an external
existent or that perceptions exist when not perceived,
even though he had himself denied 1t If we think of
our perceptions as external to us in space independent
of our perceptions, then there 1s every reason for saying
that propositions containing spatial relations cannot be
known If weare so thinking, however, either we cannot
know propositions in which the relations of resemblance,
contrarlety, degrees in quality and proportions in quan-
tity and number occur, simply because we cannot know
anything at all about anything external to us, or, al-
ternatively, we do know such propositions, and 1if so
the elements of the propositions are different from the
elements of the propositions 1n which spatal relations
occur It seems quite clear, however, that Hume in-
tended to discuss two groups of propositions which are
such that, although relations occurring in one group
could not occur in the other, the terms of the relations
are interchangeable and may occur n either group 1
have suggested above, that since we cannot know amny-
thing about external independent objects these terms
must be perceptions If we do not make Hume’sassump-
tion that there are external independent objects but
rather admit that what we are concerned with 1s a per-
ception or internal perishing existent, there seems no
reason to distinguish spanal relations from the other

' I do not think this assertion necessanly concerns physical things Cf T 94
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four Although there may be no reason why we should
not, if we choose, consider a proposition having as its
elements two internal perishing existents related 1in an
external independent space, I personally find 1t quite
impossible to attach any significance at all to such a
proposition Even supposing that such a proposition
would be significant to some people, 1t 1s not the kind of
proposition which we normally do apprehend, nor the
kind of proposition which can be reached by an analysis
of what we normally apprehend, so that there seems no
reason to consider 1t I suggest that Hume should have
seen that internal perishing existents exist 1n an internal
perishing space, or that a proposition asserting a spatial
relation of the kind he 1s considering 1s analysable 1nto
two perception ideas and a relation 1dea or concept
This being so, such propositions do not give rise to any
problems which differ 1n any important respects from
problems about propositions involving resemblance re-
lations which may also be analysed into two perception
ideas and a relation-idea or concept Thus we should
admut that we can know propositions involving spatial
relations 1n precisely the same sense as we know pro-
positions involving resemblance relations Hume says
of the four relations which he thinks depend entirely on
ideas that they are directly perceived, so that our cog-
nizance of them 1s more intuitive than anything else
If the above arguments be sound, then this statement
applies equally to the spaual relations

The two other relations which do not depend on
ideas and, therefore, cannot be elements 1n a complex
accusative of knowing, are identity and causation I
have discussed the relations of time and place first
because 1t seems to be easier to see how Hume was
confused m that particular place, but the same kind

of confusion seems to be involved 1n his views about
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the other two relations Since Hume has practically
nothing to say about identity in this connection, [ shall
take the liberty of making out a case for him If I state
any particular proposition having the 1dentity-relation
as a constituent, 1t will be similar in form to ‘This table
on which I am now wriung 1s identical with the rable
on which 1 was wriung yesterday’ If Hume 1s con-
sistent, ‘‘this table on which 1 am now writing”’ names
a complex impression-perception, and ‘‘the table on
which I was writing yesterday’ names a complex 1dea-
perception If these two perceptions are ‘identical’,
then ‘“‘identical” must mean similar in all respects
except tn degree of vivacity As Hume's subsequent
arguments show, however, he knew perfectly well that
nobody does use “identical” in that sense If [ say
etther that this impression-perception is identical with
the impression-perception I perceived yesterday, or that
this external object 1s 1dentical with the external object
I apprehended yesterday, I am staung a proposition
which 1s not mtuitively apprehended, and which 1s
different 1n such vitally different respects from the per-
ceptual propositions that 1t i1s the greatest rmistake not
to draw a very clear distinction between them Precisely
the same thing 1s true of causation No proposition
involving that relation in any of the senses in which
it 1s commonly used can be called a perceptual pro-
position even 1n the widest possible use of that name
In the Light of the above considerations we may cdn-
clude that Hume s argument 1in Part III (sections i
and n) of the 77eatise shows that there 15 one sense of
“to know” 1n which knowledge consists in the appre-
hension of a certain accusative This accusative 1s a
complex consisting of perceptions and a relation or
concept related 1n a certain way [ think it would also
be true to say that the relauonship 1s timeless In other
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words, though 1t might help us to see what kind of
accusative 1s being referred to, to say that the relation
and both relata must be apprehended simultaneously,
strictly speaking no temporal notions have any applica-
uion | think everyone would agree that there 1s a sense
of “‘could’” which we understand even though we can-
not define 1t, 1n which I could not be mistaken about
such an accusative In the same way, as we noticed
above,’ I could not be mistaken about the more simple
content of immediate awareness, the perception It 1s
not merely false, but nonsense to say that I could be
mistaken The four relations which Hume believes
to be constituents of these complex accusatives are
resemblance, contrariety, degrees 1n quality, and pro-
portion 1n quantity and number I have suggested
that 1f, as he professes, he 1s discussing perceptions and
not objects, relations of ume and place should also be
included Furthermore, since relations of identity and
cause and effect cannot logically? hold between two
particular perceptions simultaneously present to me,
they are involved i a totally different type of accusa-
tive from the others, and 1t 1s of the greatest importance
to recognize this difference Hume's failure to see how
fundamental was the difference was due to the fact
that he failed to free himself from the 1dea of the ex-
ternal object, and so did not clearly realize what were
the elements of the complex accusatives he was dis-
cussing Perhaps, finally, 1t should be noted that if we
consistently consider perceptions and not objects 1t
1s immaterial whether the two related perceptions are
two impressions, two ideas, or one impression and one
idea This kind of knowledge I shall call mntwmtve

knowledge as Hume himself uses that word It 1s im-
! See Section w1 above
2 J ¢ since the words are so defined that 1t does not make sense to use them
in this way
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portant to remember, though, that 1t 1s only intuitive
m Hume's use of the word “inturtion”, that 1s to say,
if we mean by mtuition the perceptual apprehension
of a proposition, or the apprehension of two perceptions
and a relation as a complex !

In addition to this epistemological problem of the
analysis of the accusative of intwitive knowing, there
1s a further problem which 1s very interesting and,
although mm some sense related to 1t, 1s nevertheless
quite a distinct problem We have already noticed that
in everyday life we talk and think about things external
to and independent of us, and that we cannot, in any
of Hume's senses of “know", be said to know anything
about them Ewven, however, if we omit this reference
to external objects, we might still sometimes think that
we have been mistaken about a particular perceptual
proposition We must now ask what can be meant by
the statement that we have been mistaken about some
such accusative iIn Hume’'s view, 1if, as we have seen, all
proposition-accusatives perceptually apprehended are
known Although Hume does not state his solution of
this problem clearly, I think 1t 1s not difficult to see what
it would have been If we consider these accusatives
in 1solation from all the other accusatives, as we are
obliged to do in an epistemological invesugation, 1t
seemns to be quite impossible to see how there could be
any kind of error If, however, we take a more practical
attitude, and examine the accusatives m relation td
their context, we shall find that they are always closely
associated with some course of action, which may be
etther practical or physical, m the sense that our bodies
are involved 1n domng or saymg something, or else

' 1 am well aware that these phrases would throw no light on the problem
at all for anyone who was 1gnorant of Hume¢’s problem, but I hope that lus whole
treatment of the subject will enable anyone familiar with 1t to see how the word
15 being used
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mental, when we are occupied with some train of
thought or reasoning process Sometimes we express
the accusative in words, at other times we accept 1t
without expressing 1t, which mnvolves behaving mn a
certain way because we have apprehended that accusa-
tive In neither of these two kinds of activity 1s 1t
necessary, as a rule, either to express or to apprehend
the accusative, with any precise degree of accuracy
This could be illustrated by the fact that we have no
language to express the perceptual or mtuitively known
accusative, but only language which has developed to
express what 1t 1s useful to believe about external
objects and which, when used 1n connection with the
perceptual accusatives, only states something which
roughly corresponds to what we apprehend Thus, 1f
I look at two pairs of colour patches, each patch bemng
a different shade of the same colour, but differing so
shghtly from the other three that 1 should not feel
justified m giving them different shade names, then
I might say that the left-hand patch 1n each pair 1s
darker than the night-hand patch It 1s important, in
this connection, to bear 1n mind the distinction between
objects and perceptions If the four patches are, for
example, four external red cherries each of uniform
shade and existing whether I am perceiving them or
not, 1t 1s clear that [ cannot know anything about them
I cannot even be sure that my behefs about them will
be sufficiently nearly true beliefs to be adequate for
my particular purposes, whatever they may be I do
not believe, with any degree of conviction, any pro-
position as to the precise relationship of the colours of
the two sets of cherries Moreover, I accept the fact
that even my belief that one 1s darker than the other
may turn out to be false, owing to some peculiarity of
my vision, of illumination, or of the nature and posi-
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tion of the surrounding objects If, however, I consider
the perception 7ed cherries, there 1s a certain absolutely
specific relationship between the four different shades
which I know even though I cannot name it The error
which arises here 1s, therefore, quite different from
what 1s usually called error about external objects
In the latter case, I believe something about external
objects, based on the belief that there 1s a certain re-
lationship between my perceptions and objects, when
in fact this relation does not hold In the former case,
the accusative 1s known, and not merely believed, but
1 express or accept a proposition which 1s not 1dentical
with, but 1s very similar to, the proposition which 1s
intuitively known This 1s due to carelessness or in-
accuracy, which results in what Hume calls failure
to concewve clearly and distinctly This ca.elessness 1s
habitual with most people because 1t 1s rarely necessary
to be precise, so rarely, 1n fact, that we scarcely ever
have occasion to notice this type of error when 1t does
occur For this reason, also, I have been obliged to use
the same word “error” for it, although it 1s so totally
different from the usual types of error that a different
word is really required The best example of this type
of error would be one of the few occasions on which
it might be noticed Most artists are concerned to
represent their perceptions in some medium Let us
suppose that the four cherries are part of the visual
perception of an artist who 1s about to pamt therf
I do not know whether all artsts persistently apprehend
completely and accurately the visual perception they
are reproducing throughout the tme that they are
pamnting 1t I should imagine that 1t 1s highly improb-
able that they do In any case, 1t 15 at least possible that
some artists do not. If so we might 1magine a case in

which the artist having completed, or parually com-
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pleted, his representation of the cherries, reconsiders
his perception more carefully and thinks that the rela-
tionship between the cherries 1n his picture does not
exactly correspond to the relationship between the
chernies 1n the percepion (I am assuming, of course,
that the lack of correspondence 1s not due to failure to
mix the right shade of pamnt, but to a belief that the
colour he has produced 1s 1dentical with the colour mn
the perception ) In this case, he was assuming or be-
lieving that he knew something which in fact he did
not know Presumably, this particular kind of error
1s very frequent 1n all mental processes, although we
rarely have occasion to take any notice of it If or when
we do notice 1t we should probably say that we thought
we knew something and we found out that we were
wrong In fact, of course, we can see on reflection that
we spoke or acted as though we had knowledge which
we are quite aware we did not have, and the phrase ‘I
thought so and so’ which we use as an abbreviation
for ‘I thought I knew so and so’ 1s not really an accurate
expression for our mental process What we mean 1s,
‘I assumed that I knew something which, if 1 had not
been 1n such a hurry, or if [ had reflected, or i1f I had
been more precise, etc, I should have realized that I
did not know at all’ There are some relations which are
such that there 1s no danger of mistake even in this
sense, for example, resemblance and contrariety Others
require greater accuracy of perception, for example,
exact proportion

I have dealt with this problem at some length, be-
cause only by so doing 1s 1t possible to show how Hume
was confused Apart from 1ts value 1n this respect, the
problem does not seem to me to be very important If
we confine ourselves to an analysis of accusatives, 1t 15

really unnecessary to mention 1t Its interest, such as
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it 1s, 1s purely practical and arises from the fact that
our practical acuvities are such that we do make this
kind of use of our intuitive knowledge From the
practical pomnt of view, however, what we are primarily
interested 1n 1s mistakes about objects, and plain men,
as distinct from artsts, rarely if ever take any notice
at all of mistakes about perceptions I think 1t 1s clear,
at least, that we do make two different kinds of mis-
takes, one about objects and one about perceptions, and
the difference between the two kinds 1s so fundamental
that 1f anyone happened to be sufficiently interested 1n
the second kind to want to talk about 1t, he would have
to coin a new word 1n order to avoid the misapprehen-
sions which would undoubtedly arise In this context I
only want to distinguish the two kinds in order to show
that Hume 1s not himself clear about his own distinction
between perceptions and objects This 15 evident from
the assertion that except 1n cases where the particular
type of error we have been considering cannot arise, we
‘proceed 1n a more ar#:fic2a/ manner’ (T 70) 1 cannot
concerve any manner of comparing perceptions which
could be expressed by this “aruficial’”’ 1n italics I may,
however, believe one external object to be larger than
another, for example, two squares differing very little
m size and situated with some distance between them
i my field of vision, and test whether my belief 1s a
true one by placing the two together This probably 1s
the kind of artificial testing Hume 1s referring to Such
a test does show the relationship of the external objects,
that 1s to say 1t gives stronger grounds for the belef,
but the subsequent perceptions which we apprehend
when the external objects are placed together, do not
prove anything at all about the ongnal perception,
or the origmal knowledge, but only about the original
object belief Mistakes about the object are not relevant
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in this context in Hume though mistakes about percep-
tions are, and I suggest that Hume’s solution of the
problem would be that only what 1s clearly and dis-
tinctly conceived can be known, and that our view on
this subject should not be affected by our habit of
assuming that we know what could not be an accusa-
tive of knowing

Although a fuller treatment of Hume's views on
mathematics belongs to another section 1t 1s important
to consider themn 1n relation to other pomnts It 1s clear
that he means by “‘geometry’’ a certain set of statements
of what 1s given by sense, not by definition Unfor-
tunately, though, he 1s not himself clear about what 1s
implied by this account of geometry If we intend only
to consider the appearance of objects, there seems no
reason why an appearance should not provide the
necessary standards 1f we reject this kind of standard,
we must be aiming at something which 1s precise 1n a
different way from the way in which perceptions are
precise This suggests that what Hume requures 1s a
concept Our decision as to whether propositions of
geometry can be known or not will depend upon the
view of the nature of geometry we believe Hume
to take If, however, as he here suggests, some pro-
positions of geometry are perceptual, we can ask now
whether they are known or not If any perceptual intui-
tions could be rightly called propositions of geometry,
then, of course, some propositions of geometry are
known The propositions Hume 1s considering, though,
appear to be propositions which are expressed Such
propositions will of course, not be precise or accurate,
and therefore, as Hume himself concludes, cannot be
known As his subsequent discussion shows, however,
the fundamental problems about geometry belong else-
where

254



ACCUSATIVES OF KNOWING AND HUME'S SCEPTICISM

A similar confusion of problems 1s evident in Hume’s
brief paragraph on arithmetic and algebra (T 71) In
the first place, a theory of intuitive knowledge, such as
Hume 1s here expounding, does not throw any hght at
all on problems about ‘chamns of reasoming’ In the
second place, the relations of numbers which he admuts
can be known in this way are not strictly speaking so
known at all, they mvolve a totally different kind of
accusative from the perceptual accusative The only
kind of proportuons of quantity and number which can
be known 1n this particular sense of “know’’ are rela-
tions of quantity and number between particular per-
ceptions These propositions will be just as certain as
the other judgements we have considered if the ideas
are clearly and distinctly conceived, and we are as little
justified 1n this case as in the other i assuming that
our statements of the mtuitions are known, since we
may be using words vaguely, or trying to read into our
intuitions the kind of relationship which 1s such that 1t
could not be given 1n perceptual or intuitive knowledge

Despite Hume’s many mconsistencies and his con-
fusion of problems I think we may conclude that he held
we do have knowledge 1n one strict sense, of relations of
1deas, that 1s to say we have certainty 1n this caseas inthe
other cases of knowledge, and he should have added, 1t
seemns to me, that this knowledge s different from various
other kinds of knowledge As a matter of fact, either
this knowledge 1s useless to us or we wilfully refuse ro
be content with 1t, and so we use 1t as a basis for beliefs
and statements which may be false or maccurate, or
may convey what we do not intend them to convey
Nevertheless, the fact that these beliefs and statements
may be false has no bearing on the problem of the
certainty of the intuition The intuition 1s something to
which the concept of falsity does not apply It 1scertan
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The beliefs and statements, on the other hand, are the
land of accusatives which would not be known, because
they make perceptual assertions which go beyond what
1s perceptually given We even go further and some-
umes assume that intuitive certainty gives us knowledge
of external object relations I think 1t was the recogni-
tion of the impossibility of successfully substituting
perceptions for objects that led Hume to abandon his
attemnpt 1n the 77eatzse, to refer only to perceptions and
to return to the reference to objects in the Enguiry
This may have been due to the fact that he wanted, in
the Enguiry, to make a popular appeal, it may have
been due to the fact that nobody seemed to grasp the
significance of his argument about objects, or it may
have been that Hume himself realized that the relation-
ship of perceptions and objects was not so simple as he
had at first supposed Whatever may have been his
reason for 1t, the change itself explains why it 1s that
we have to content ourselves with the remarks 1n the
Treatrse for his view of intuitive knowledge

v The Accusatwes of Reasomng and Demonstration

The class of intuttive propositions must be sharply
distinguished from the non-intuitive propositions, which
may be divided into two groups, the accusatives of
reasoning and the accusatives of demonstration Hume
1s concerned with these two kinds of accusatives in the
Enguiry, where he does not discuss the intuitive accusa-
tives at all The problem for him 1s to decide whether I
can truly be said to know any proposition which goes
beyond the evidence of my senses or the records of my
memory In other words, can I predict with certainty,

! "Reasoning” and ‘“‘understanding’’ are used n this chapter in the sense 1n
which they are opposed to “apprehension of matter of fact” and *“belief,” ase g
E 3z, and not in the sense of ‘reason from expenence’, which 15 really equivalent
to custom and 1s to be opposed to reason from understanding, e ¢ E 41
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or kknow with certainty any past event with which I was
not sensibly acquainted In answer to this problem he
begins by asserting that ‘All the objects of human
reason or enquiry may naturally be divided nto two
kands, to wit, Relations of /deas, and Matters of Fact'
(E 25) In connection with this remark we should per-
haps notice that Hume uses the word ‘‘reasoning” very
loosely It s clear, I think, that he here intends to refer
to all the non-intuitive propositions That he should
omut all reference to this important class of proposition
accusatives 1s probably due, as I have already sug-
gested, to the fact that he wanted to make a popular
appeal, and that the intwitions are hardly likely to
interest the vulgar, who rarely if ever attend to them
This use of “‘reasoning’’ must be clearly distinguished
from Hume’s second use which he employs to dis-
tinguish reasoning from demonstration, and a third use
with which he contrasts reason (2 ¢ demonstration 1n
the second use) with expectation (z ¢ reason 1n the second
use) (E 36) His conclusion 1s that, although relations
of 1deas can be known, matters of fact cannot be known
I shall be obliged to consider matters of fact in this
chapter, since, although they are not accusatives of
knowledge, we cannot clearly understand the force of
Hume’s distinction between an accusative of knowing
and accusatives which cannot be known, unless we
consider the two classes 1n relation to each other

It 1s very much easier to show that relations of ideas
and matters of fact are totally different accusatives,
than to give a precise definition of erther class Hume
succeeds very well in distinguishing the two, but hus
success should probably be attributed more to the fact
that we all are aware of the distinction than to his skill
in deseribing the differences between the two classes
The account of relations of ideas would, in fact, be
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extremely confusing to anyone who was not already
fairly clear as to what Hume was driving at He asserts
'Of the first kind’, z ¢ relations of 1deas, ‘are the sciences
of Geometry, Algebra and Anthmetic, and 1 short,
every affirmation which 1s either intuitively or demon-
stratively certain’ (E 25) It would take too long and
probably would be of little value to attempt to discuss
all the criticisms which might be made of this extremely
unfortunate statement, but a few are important because
by considering the mistakes and deficiencies of his
statement we bring to light the essential characteristics
of the accusatives he 1s trying to describe In the first
place, 1t 1s useless to tell us that relations of 1deas are
afirmations which are intuitively or demonstratively
certain, since our object in considering relations of 1deas
and matters of fact respectively 1s to discover whether
esther are certain, that 15 to say, 1f either can be known
In the second place, 1t 1s very musleading to talk about
affirmations being ‘erther intuitively or demonstratively
certain’ If we consider only what has been said before
this passage n the Znguiry, we are ignorant of what 1s
meant either by “intuitive certainty”” or by “demon-
strative certainty’’, and so the statement means nothing.
If we consider Hume's other relevant assertions 1t 1s
clear that mtuitive certainty and demonstrative cer-
tainty are quite different The relations of 1deas dis-
cussed 1n the 77eas1se were mntwtively certain, but this
kind of relation of 1deas 1s not discussed at all in the
Engurry That ‘this pen visual impression 1s to the
right of this book visual impression’, 1s a proposition
of which I am intuitively certain, but this certainty
15 totally different from my certainty that 2+ 2 =4’
Moreover, Hume’s subsequent references to this second
type of certainty, which he calls demonstrative cer-

tainty, show that it 1s quite different In the third place,
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1t 15 also useless to tell us that the sciences of Geometry,
Algebra and Arthmetic are mstances of relations of
ideas without giving some account of these sciences It
1s of no advantage to us to take the account given in
the 77eatise, since Hume there asserts that there 15 an
important difference between propositions of geometry
and propositions of arithmetic and algebra respectively,
and since 1t 1s very doubtful whether he conceives even
arithmetic and algebra in such a way that 1ts proposi-
tions could be called relations of 1deas in the sense in
which that phrase 1s used 1n the Enguiry

This attempt to interpret Hume’s account of rela-
tions of 1deas in the £ngurry, 1n terms of the views he
expresses 1n the 77ea’zse, seems to me to show that he
could not state his position clearly without making use
of terminology which he has attempted to reject It 1s
clear that the relations of 1deas 1n the 77eafise are not
the same as the relations of 1deas in the Enguiry The
fundamental difference between the two seems to be
that the 1deas related in the complexes are different
The 1deas of the relations of 1deas in the 77eztise are,
as we have already seen, perceptions The 1deas ot the
relations of ideas of the Enguzry, I suggest are con-
cepts If we accept the view that perceptions and con-
cepts are 1rreducibly different accusatives we seem
justified 1n msisting that there 1s an important differ-
ence between the two classes of complex accusatives,
relations of perceptions and relations of concepts At
the very least we must admit that to have shown that
one class can be known does not prove that the other
class can be known Probably no one will deny that
Hume has failed to see the importance of this dis-
tinction This failure seems to me to have two sources
In the first place, as [ have already shown, he would
not explicitly accept the distinction between perceptions
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and concepts even when the views he 1s expressing
demand and presuppose that distinction Consequently,
since the fundamental difference between the two
classes 1s most easily seen n the recognition that the
terms related are different, he does not seem to have
realized that there 1s a fundamental difference at all
In the second place, though this 1s more disputable,
Hume’s language frequently suggests that he thought
of a relation of 1deas, 1n the sense in which he uses that
phrase in the Eznguiry, as a general proposition 1n the
same sense as one class of matter-of-fact propositions
15 general If, for example, | say that the angles of a
triangle are equal to two night-angles, I am saymng
something that 1s general 1 precisely the same sense
as, for example, ‘All crows are black’, 1s general The
difference lies 1n the fact that, although 1t 1s possible
that there may be a white crow, it 15 not possible that
there ever will be 2 triangle of which the angles together
equal either more or less than two right-angles This
15 obviously a very crude statement, but the view or
idea in Hume's mind was 1tself crude, as we can see
from his own statements, and cannot be expressed 1n
precise language It may be argued that he was quite
free from this assumption Unfortunately, there 1s no
evidence either to prove or disprove such a statement
I can only suggest, firstly, thar the use of temporal
predicates in connection with relations of 1deas may be
a:mere accident but that if Hume had fully realized
the nature of the distinction between relations of 1deas
and matters of fact he would have been anxous to
powmnt out how mappropriate they are Secondly, in
the 7reattse Hume clearly thought of a proposition of
mathematics as a proposition about the mathematical
relauonships of certain propositions, which could be

verified, in the case of arithmetic and algebra, by com-
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parison with a standard, and that if he had developed
a more satisfactory view at this stage he had not ex-
pounded 1t Furthermore, had he realized the import-
ance of the distinction between perceptions and con-
cepts, he would probably also have recognized that it
1s far more satisfactory to distinguish the two kinds of
propositions 1 terms of this distinction than in terms
of possibility or impossibility, which cannot be defined
There 15, then, a second class of accusatives of knowing,
stmilar to ntuitions 1n that such accusatives are certain,
but differing 1n that the 1deas related are concepts and
not perceptions

Although 1t 1s important to take note of these con-
fusions, 1t 15 even more 1mportant to recognize that
despite lus failure to formulate his view clearly or to
free himself from certamn mistaken assumptions of the
Treat1se, Hume has recognized a very important dis-
tinction and has suggested the lines on which we should
formulate that distinction His own attempts at a pre-
cise statement are not very satisfactory, largely owing
to the confusion of the presuppositions, but they do
throw some hight on the problem Even though we may
criticize Hume because the assertion .that relations of
ideas are intuittvely or demonstratively certain merely
assumes what we are trying to find out and does not
help us to understand what a relation of ideas 1s, we
must admut that if we do recognize an example of a
relation of 1deas we can also see that 1t 1s certain In
a sense 1n which no matter of fact 15 certain In such
circurnstances we shall also admit that relations of
1deas are not dependent ‘on what 1s anywhere existent
in the unmiverse’ (E 25) This statement of Hume's
seems to me to be equivalent to the statement that
a relation of 1deas concerns or involves concepts and

not perceptions, and I think it shows that this kind of
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distinction 1s necessary, although Hume himself did
not realize that his statement requires 1t

The assertion that a proposition 1s demonstratively
certain 15 equivalent to the assertion that its opposite
would ‘imply a contradiction’ (E 26) A proposition
which 1mplies a contradiction ‘could never be dis-
tinctly conceived by the mind’ Thus a demonstrative
proposition, that 1s to say one whose opposite implies
a contradiction 1s necessary, if we mean by “a necessary
proposition” a proposition of which the opposite could
not be clearly conceived by the mind In this sense
then, ‘the necessity, which makes two times two equal
to four, or three angles of a triangle equal to two night
ones, lies only in the act of the understanding, by
which we consider and compare these ideas’ (T 166)
Hume has frequently been criticized for covering up
his difficuluies by using such words and phrases as
“'possible”, “impossible”, “‘necessary”’, “implies a con-
tradiction”, “could not be conceived”, ete, without
defiming them It seems to me, however, that if we take
these different remarks on the subject 1n relation to
each other we must admit that he 1s not concealing any
difficulty These words and phrases are used to express
certain ultimate characteristics of our experience, so
that we shall understand them if we have apprehended
those characteristics and if Hume can show us that he
15 using the words to refer to those characteristics, but
1t would be ridiculous to expect any definition which
would enable us to see how the words are being used
Hume’s mistake, then, hes not 1n his failure to define
the words, but in his failure to state his argument
sufficiently clearly to enable us to see that no definition
1s necessary When we do understand his argument,
we are able to see that there 1s an important difference

between propositions, which we may not have noticed
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before, such that some propositions have as their
elements concepts and others have perceptions This
disunction we should express 1n ordinary life by saying
that some are not about the external world and others
are Any proposition about the external world may turn
out to be false, and, therefore, cannot be known to be
true, but propositions of which the terms are concepts
are known and are necessary in virtue of a certamn
observable characteristic which we all recognize, but
which we can only deseribe somewhat inadequately
by saying that the proposition asserts that [ am using
certain words 1n certain ways and that 1t must be true
since I cannot 1n fact both be using the words n that
way and 1n a different way, or, in Hume’s language,
‘the opposite mmplies a contradiction’ The only pro-
positions which answer to this account, according to
Hume, are propositions of quanuaty and number
(E 163) For some reason or other Hume does not
wish to mnclude other relations of 1deas as demonstra-
tions If, however, we accept his dichotomy of pro-
positions we clearly must admit that defimitions and
any example of what he calls 'a more imperfect defini-
tion’ (E 163) are known 1n the sense in which mathe-
matical propositions are known and 1t 13 difficult to
see any very good reason for distinguishing the two
One further problem arises 1n this connection If we
accept Hume's view, how are we to account for the fact
that there are times when people certainly appear o
be mistaken about a mathematical proposition® If 1
assert ‘2 +2=5"1s this to be regarded as an accusative
of knowing, and 1f not how 15 an accusative of knowing
to be distinguished from other mathematical proposi-
tions which are not known? I think the first point to
notice 1s that no proposition can be known unless 1t 1s

distinctly conceived [ may quite well state any number
263



HUME'S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

of mathematical propositions without clearly and dis-
tinctly concerving the concepts 1involved 1n those pro-
positions Any such statement does not express an
accusative of knowledge but a totally different accusa-
tive of a kind Hume does not attemnpt to deal with
The fact that I may believe myself to be clearly and
distinctly conceving a proposition when i fact I am
not, 1f 1t 1s possible to have such a belief, 1s irrelevant
to the epistemological analysis of the accusative I
think, however, that Hume would have said that if
I say that I clearly and distinctly conceive a proposi-
tion when 1n fact I do not, then I am merely being
either careless or lazy, and that 1t 1s always practicable
for me to decide truly whether a proposition 1s or 1s not
clearly conceived It may stull be argued that I might
in fact clearly and distinctly concerve two and two to
be equal to five and assert this propostition so that
someone else will be 1n a position to judge that [ am
knowing something false To this I think Hume would
reply that 1t 1s a contradiction to say that I am knowing
something false and that if what | assert appears false
to you then that 1s only due to the fact that the expres-
ston | use expresses one accusative for me and a differ-
ent accusative for you For example, if you clearly
and distinctly conceive what you would express by
saying ‘2 +2 =4’ and I clearly and distinctly conceive
whar I would express by saying ‘2 +2 =5’ then we are

" o4t I N ) ]

using one or more of the words ‘2", ' +”, , s
or “5" 1n different senses ‘If there be any difficulty 1n
these decisions, 1t proceeds entirely from the undeter-
minate meaning of words, which 1s corrected by juster
defimtions’ (E 163)

These two kinds of accusatives, the perceptual or
intuitive accusative and the relation of 1deas, are the
only two which can be strictly called accusatives of
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knowing Other people, philosophers and plain men
alike, use the word “knowledge’ 1n different senses from
the clearly and definitely restricted usage of Hume It
follows that a great many accusatives which others
would admit to be accusatives of knowledge Hume
would regard as propositions which cannot be known
We have already considered the first form of scepticism,
or scepticism with regard to the senses, which i1s implied
by Hume's treatment of perceptions and of perceptual
knowledge A consideration of the second kind of scep-
ticism, scepticism with regard to reason, which 1s also
implied by his ase of ““knowledge’’, shows that it con-
sists 1 the assertion that no propositions which do not
belong to one or other of these two classes can be known
This means that no general or universal matter-of-fact
statement can be known unless 1t concerns what 1s now,
or has 1n the past been, present to me We must, how-
ever, always remember that these are epistemological
statements, and, as such, assert only that “knowledge”
in everyday lLife 1s used to cover different forms of
knowledge It does not imply that 1t 1s desirable for us
to adopt a new practical attitude to matters of fact
simply because they are not known n the same way
as the propositions of a deductive system are known
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CHAPTER ¢
THE ACCUSATIVES OF BELIEVING

1 Introduction. Three different kands of accusatives of
Believing.,

All proposition accusatives which are not relations of
1deas are matters of fact (E 25) Since these two classes
of propositions are irreducible types of accusative, 1t
1s not possible to define the difference between them
Nevertheless, Hume 1s able to imdicate 1t 1n such a
way that we can understand the importance of the dis-
tinction by pointing out that, whereas the opposite of
a relation of 1deas 1s 2 contradiction and so not an
accusative, ‘the contrary of every matter of fact 1s still
possible, because 1t can never imply a contradiction’
(E 25), and 1s not demonstratively true or false (E 26
and 35) Hume might have drawn his distinction even
more clearly 1f he had pointed out also that the terms
related in the matter-of-fact proposition are perceptions
or objects, whereas the terms related in the relation of
1dea propositions are concepts ! We may understand his
distinction sufficiently well to accept 1t and to recognize
to which of the two classes the different propositions we
apprehend belong, however, without necessanly also
understanding what he meant by '‘a matter of fact”
Although there seems to be no doubt that a matter of
fact 15 not a relation of 1deas, there seems to be some
room for controversy as to what Hume meant by “a
matter of fact” Probably most people would under-

* See above, Chapter 8, Sectuon v
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stand by ‘‘a matter of fact’’ an event occurring in the
external world It would not, however, 1 think, be mus-
using comrnon-sense language also to use the phrase
as a name for a proposition expressing an event occur-
ring m the external world It 1s quite possible that
Hume 1s always using the phrase in this sense If he
15, then the terms of a matter of fact are objects and
his use of language 1s in conformity with common-
sense usage On the other hand, we should also take
into account the fact that Hume 1s primarily concerned
with epistemology and that common-sense language
1s rarely sufficiently accurate for epistemological pur-
poses If, instead of taking up a common-sense stand-
point, we consider Hume’s argument from the epis-
temological pownt of view, we find firstly, that he 1s
concerned with accusatives, secondly, that non-percep-
tion and non-object accusatives are proposition accusa-
tives and thirdly, that all proposition accusatives are
either relations of 1deas or matters of fact We also Aind
that Hume's earlier discussion implies that 1t 1s not only
significant but also important for epistemology to con-
sider perception accusatives as distinct from object ac-
cusatives If this 1s so, there seems to be some justi-
fication for assuming that it 1s at least sigmificant,
and perhaps also important, for episternology to discuss
proposition accusatives having perceptions as constitu-
ents as distinct from proposition accusatives having ob-
jects as constituents If this assumption be correet it
15 obviously necessary for the epistemologist clearly to
distinguish the two classes of accusanives and to have
different names for each If Hume 1s using ‘“‘matter of
fact’” as a name for the proposition accusatives having
objects as constituents, then he has no name at all for
the proposition accusarives having perceptions as con-

stituents On the other hand, 1t 1s clear that he some-
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times uses '‘matter of fact”’ as a name for the proposition
accusatives havmg perceptions as constituents, as, for
mstance, when he admaits, in the 77ezzz2s5e, that we have
knowledge of proposition accusatives of which the
constituents are simultaneously present In admitting
that such propositions can be known he commits him-
self to the view that the propositions are perceptions,
since no proposition having an object as a constituent
can be known The problem of deciding what he did
mean by “a matter of fact”, and precisely how his
different arguments concerning matters of fact are re-
lated to the two different classes of aceusatives respect-
wvely, will always remain an unfathomable mystery to
me Moreover, I strongly suspect that the only reason
that Hume himself was not disturbed by the difficulty
of expressing the relationship clearly was that he did
not think about 1t very much

Even though 1t 1s impossible to find sufficient evi-
dence for any definite assertion about Hume’s position
on this point, 1t 1s desirable to make some assumption
to take the place of a statement for the purposes of dis-
cussion We have already considered Hume’s position
on the subject of the relation of objects to perceptions
He believes that we take our very perceptions to be
objects and beleve them to be external to us and to
continue to exist even when not perceived The essential
difference between perception and apprehension of an
object lies 1n a certain psychological factor, the belief
attitude If 1t be true, as I suggested, that what 1s
believed to be external and independent 1s something
much more complex than a complex perception of the
kind Hume instances, his failure to nouice that fact 1s
not important 1n relation to this problem This same
attitude characterizes the apprehension of propositions

“The only remarkable difference, [between the different
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acts of the understanding] which occurs on this occa-
sion, 15, when we join belief to the conception, and are
perswaded of the truth of what we concewve’ (T 97,
footnote) Thus belief 1s more than a simple 1dea, 1t 15 2
particular manner of concewving an 1dea (T g7) In the
light of these considerations I think it may be the
case, though I admit that the evidence 1s inadequate to
yustify my view, that Hume meant to use “‘matter of
fact” to refer both to proposition accusatives having
perceptions as constituents and to proposition accusa-
tives having objects as constituents, and that he would
have jusufied this procedure on the grounds that the
analysis of the two classes of accusatives 1s the same, or
that there 1s 1n fact only one class of accusatives—the
difference only lying in this particular way of thinking
about them or apprehending them If in fact this was
Hume’s position I think he was wrong in supposing
that 1t 1s unnecessary for epistemology to distinguish
the two groups, and that on the contrary, some im-
portant episternological problems can only be answered
by means of a reference to the differences between them.
We have already come across one example of the
necesstty of this distinction One class of accusatives of
knowing 1s the class of those matters of fact in which
the related terms are present impressions This conten-
tion 1s sigmficant, and seems to be true 1f we mean by ‘‘a
matter of fact’’ a relation of perceptions If, however, we
apprehend those perceptions 1 a different manner, and
regard them as objects, 1t 1s quite clear thar the belief
complex cannot be known Thus here, at least, 1t 15
necessary to distinguish between the two uses of “matter
of fact”, since in one usage members of this particular
class are objects of knowledge and in the other they
are not

Once we admit that Hume’s attempt to treat the two
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kinds of matters of fact as one and the same accusative
1s not satisfactory, we are faced with the difficulty of
defining his problem 1n such a way that we can see how
it relates to each of the two classes respectively Hav-
g admitted that some matters of fact can be known,
namely those matters of fact which have present impres-
sions as constituents, Hume would say that all other
matters of fact, that 1s to say all other propositions
except relations of ideas, cannot be known in the
strict sense, and are, therefore, accusatives of believing
There 1s very little doubt that Hume 1s here using
“matter of fact’”’ to apply to both the classes I have
distinguished Thus all matters of fact in the sense in
which that phrase refers to perception propositions,
with the exception of the one group already mentioned,
are accusatives of believing, and all matters of fact, in
the sense 1n which the phrase refers to object proposi-
tions are, without exception, accusatives of believing
All these propositions, of both classes, are accusatives
of believing, 1n virtue of the fact that they go beyond
the evidence of the senses and records of the memory
It seems to me to follow from the fact that there 1s this
significant class of exceptions, which 1s such that in the
case of one group 1t 1s believed and 1n the other known,
and 1n one group it goes beyond the evidence of the
senses and 1n the other 1t does not, firstly, as I have
already suggested, that we must, for epistemological
purposes, distinguish the two groups, and, secondly,
that Hume 1s using bath “‘belief” and “goes beyond the
evidence of the senses’ in two different senses Before
considering the belief problems which most concerned
Hume 1t 15 important to distinguish these different uses
There 1s one sense of “‘belief"’ 1n which the word 1s
used to name that particular attitude or manner in

which all plain men do in fact apprehend most of their
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perceptions, and which might be described by saying
that they believe those perceptions to be external inde-
pendent existences, or objects This particular kind
of belief, which I shall call belief in the first sense, 1s
assoctated with a certain characteristic of the percep-
tions themselves which Hume calls force and vivacity
(T 86,cf T 119, 94-98), with the reservation that these
words are used 1 a metaphorical sense, and that 1t 1s
mevitable that this should be so, since we have no
word with which to name that characteristic Whenever
we believe 1n this first sense we go beyond the evidence
of the senses 1n that we feel assured of the existence of
something independent of our perception Similarly,
whenever [ apprehend any proposition 1n which the
constituents are believed perceptions, or objects, I be-
lieve that proposition and I go beyond the evidence
of the senses 1n this first sense [t follows from this that
one class of belef accusatives are objects, and that a
second class of belief accusatives are object proposi-
tions, that 1s to say all the matters of fact of my second
kind If, however, we use ‘‘belief”’ 1n this sense only, we
leave out of account one important class of accusatves
which are certainly not accusatives of knowing, namely
those proposition accusatives of which the constitu-
ents are neither present impressions nor concepts Such
propositions seem undoubtedly accusatives of believ-
ing, even though they do not involve reference to any
external object It1sa belief, for example, that a certain
particular kinaesthetic sensation (which accompanies
the movement of my arm from where 1t 1s resting on the
table to another position on a book) will be followed
by a change 1n tactual sensation, or that a certain visual
impression, a lighted match n contact with my hand,
will be accompanied by a certain sensation of pain

Hume certainly suggests that he believed that because
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we take our perceptions to be our only objects 1t 1s un-
necessary to consider any beliefs which are not object
behefs He argues for example “Tis evident, that all
reasonings from causes or effects terminate m conclu-
stous, concerning matter of fact, that 1s, concerming the
existence of objects or of their qualities’ (T o4) I sug-
gest that it 1s important to distinguish the two kinds of
beliel and to recognize that for the epistemologist there
1s an important difference between them for tworeasons
In the first place, there are propositions which are
accusatives of belief, of which I have given examples,
which are not accusatives of belief in objects, and 1n the
second place, the belief problem which 1s of funda-
mental importance for Hume 1s to account for the
belief 1n propositions which relate to the future Al-
though we may in fact always have object beliefs about
the future, 1t 15 not logically impossible to have beliefs
about future perceptions This being so the problem
would stll arise even 1f there were no object beliefs, so
that 1t would be conducive to greater clarity in epis-
temology 1f we recognized that this particular belief
problem 1s quite independent of the belief in objects,
and that the way in which we go beyond the evidence
of the senses 1n this particular case is in believing some-
thing about the future, either about perceptions or ob-
jects, and 1s, therefore, distinct from the belief in the
externality of our perceptions This second problem of
belrel concerns both perception propositions and object
propositions, so that I can see no harm in grouping the
two classes together for the purposes of this discussion,
provided that it 1s first recognized that the essenual
problem 1s the reference to the future and not the refer-
ence to externality as such An important factor in
Hume's failure to make this point clear may have been
the fact that he tended to concentrate on the psycho-
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logical aspect of the problem and that the fee/zng of
belief 1n each case 1s similar

We may now turn to Hume’s central belief problem
In future I shall use “‘matter of fact” to refer to a per-
ceptual proposition, but it 1s immaterial if object pro-
positions be substituted provided that it 1s remembered
that the problem we are considering 1s the problem of
belief 1n propositions concerning the future and not
belief 1n externality Having seen that some matters
of fact can be known, the next thing to ask 1s if any of
the others can also be known In the £nguiry, where
Hume gives the fullest treatment of this subject, he
does not even refer to the class of perceptual accusa-
tives which can be known This shows, I think, that
he here intended us to understand by “‘a matter of fact”
a relation of objects In maintaining that no matter of
fact can be known he can only appeal to experience
to show why this 1s so We all know what 1s meant by
the assertion that the contrary of every matter of fact
15 still possible Hume accepts the view which would
most usually be expressed by this assertion, but, even
if we believe that every event in nature 1s predeter-
mined, we must still accept Hume's distinction, since,
although I may feel sure that a certain event will
happen, I can always imagine a state of affairs in which
it might not happen It 1s just as easy to conceive the
proposition ‘mercury 1s heavier than gold’ as the pro-
position ‘gold 1s heavier than mercury’ Thus, whether
I am or am not a determinist, I must admit that, 1n
Hume’s sense of “know”, I cannot know any matter
of fact (with the above reservation), since I only know
propositions of which the opposite 1mplies a contra-
diction, and so cannot be thought by the mind, and
propositions which are now present in such a way
that in some different and indefinable but recognizable
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sense,! could not be otherwise The matter-of-fact
propositions which cannot be known are of two kinds
The first are particular propositions about future 1m-
pressions, for example, ‘“The sun will rise to-morrow’
The second are general propositions about impressions,
for example, ‘All crows are black’ Hume does not
himself refer to this distinction 1n this connection, pre-
sumably because he believed that propositions of the
second kind are analysable into a set of propositions
of the first kind, and do not, therefore, consttute a
separate problen As, however, this 1s a consequence
of his view about matters of fact which cannot be
known, 1t should not be assumed at the start and 1t 1s
accordingly unportant to distinguish the two kinds
In saying that these propositions cannot be known we
are saying that our knowledge of them 1s not ¢ przor:
(E 27), and that, therefore, they are incapable of
demonstration (E 166), and that they do not consist
in a relation of present impressions This follows from
the fact that Hume uses “demonstration’”’ 1n such a
way that only a proposition of which the opposite 1s
a contradiction can be demonstrated, together with the
fact that we can all clearly conceive the opposite of any
matter of fact even 1f we believe 1t to be false ‘No
negation of a fact can involve a contradiction’ (E 164)
but 1n the sciences strictly so-called, ‘Every proposi-
tion, which 1s not true, 1s there confused and unin-
telbgible’ (E 164) Since reason gives dermonstration
with reason alone we can never draw any inference
about matters of fact, and all such inference must arise
from experience (E 27 and 32) Although reasonmg
invariably gives certainty, experience, as we have seen,
‘can be allowed to give derect and cerfazn information
of those precise objects only, and that precise period

' Expressed in language by the use of the present tense
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of time, which fell under its cognizance’ (E 33)
Matters of fact which do not belong to this class are
accusatives of belief, this belief 1s ‘a certain step taken,
a process of thought, and an inference, which wants
to be explained’ (E 34), and this inference?! 1s due to
custom (E 43)

Despite the fact that we cannot know those matters
of fact which I have called one class ? of accusatives
of believing, 1t 1s evident that we nevertheless feel
assurance about them We must now ask whether that
feeling of assurance 1s based on any kind of certainty
or any justification for certainty, even though there 1s
no knowledge In Hume’s own words ‘What 1s the
nature of that evidence which assures us of any matter
of fact and real existence beyond the present testimony
of the senses and the records of the memory?’ A survey
of the accusatives shows that all matter-of-fact infer-
ences are founded on the relation of cause and effect
(E 26 and 32), and that 1t 1s the causal relation which
gives us this assurance It follows that Hume’s problem
will best be solved by an examination of the causal
relation. Before considering the relation, however 1t
1s advisable to attempt to get a cornplete understanding
of Hume’s conception of belief

n The Psychological Problems concerming Believing

In the preceding section we considered two quite
distinct senses of belief and a third which seemed to
be a product of the other two In so doing we recognized
the important epistemological pomt that all proposition
accusatives can be divided into two classes, accusatives

" 1t should be noted that in the course of his argument Hume uses “inference’’
n two senses Thusin E 34 the behel 1s ‘an inference’, 1 ¢ any step beyond what
1s immediately given, but in E 37 we must admut that every attempt to show that

the belief 1s & form of inference, z ¢ reasoning process, has failed
2 The other class 15 the class of objects
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of knowledge and accusatives of believing It will be
obvious to everyone, however, that the particular
problem, the problem of distinguishing knowledge
and belief, rarely, if ever, anises for anyone but the
epistemologist The psychologist and the plain man
are interested only 1n problems which arise 1n connec-
tion with differences 1n our apprehension of accusatives,
all of which, from the epistemological pont of view,
are accusatives of believing In everyday language we
adopt a different terminology from Hume's and would
say of some accusatives of believing that we know
them, of others that we believe them, of others that we
suppose or assume them, and of others that we doubt
them or disbelieve them, All these different attitudes of
mind might be adopted towards accusatives which for
Hume belong to one and the same class, so that we
might very well ask whether he should not distinguish
between different kinds of accusatives of believing In
view of the fact that Hume does not explcitly draw
any such distinction when he 1s giving an account of
the different proposition accusatives, | think we may
assume that he did not think 1t necessary to make one
for epistenological purposes On the other hand, 1n
view of the fact that he does make certain statements
which show that he was fully aware of these disunc-
tions, we may also assume that he would have agreed
that 1t may be useful to make the distinctions for other
purposes Had he taken the trouble to state his posi-
tion more clearly, he would probably have argued that
these accusatives may all be regarded as similar by
the epistemnologist, since we have no more justification
for our feeling of assurance with regard to one rather
than to another The fact that we have a different
feeling requires to be explained, but an account of
differences 1in feeling, as disunct from differences 1n
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accusatives, will be psychological, not epistemological

If we admuit that there 1s this difference 1n attitude
to the various accusatives of believing, 1t 1s easy to see
that an important problem arises, namely, how are we
to account for the fact that some accusatives of believ-
ing are believed (in the plain man's sense) and others
are not If it 15 just as easy to concerve the proposition
‘gold 1s heavier than mercury’ as the proposition
‘mercury 1s heavier than gold', why do we believe one
rather than the other For the sake of brevity [ shall
in future refer to belief as opposed to knowledge as
“belief 1n the wide sense’’, and belief as the plain man
uses 1t, for belief 1n accusatives of believing 1n the wide
sense as distinct from disbelief 1n accusatives of believ-
g 1 the wide sense, as “belief 1n the narrow sense”’
It seems to me that psychologists who discuss belief
problems are nearly always concerned with belief in
the narrow sense and not at all with belief 1n the wide
sense Moreover, Hume, when he turns from the purely
epistemological problem to account for the state or
activity of mind of the person believing, 15 sometimes
thinking of belief in the wide sense and sometimes of
belief 1n the narrow sense, and he never clearly dis-
tinguishes the two different senses

I have already had to refer to the state of mind in
believing 1n the wide sense, 1n order to distinguish this
belief from knowledge Hume's treatment of this topic
1s short, simple and straightforward Itisonly necessary
to expound 1t because he failed to distinguish his views
on this subject from his views on the problems about
belief in the narrow sense The asseruonthat ‘A superior
force 1s attached to what we believe than to what we
disbelieve’ 1s usually regarded as expressing Hume's
most fundamental assumption on the problem of belief
It seems clear, however, that the superior force enables
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us to distinguish only belefs within beliefs and not,
1n the wider sense, belief from knowledge The differ-
ence m the mental atttude which corresponds to the
distinction between the accusatives of knowing and
believing 15 independent of the force and vivacity of
the 1deas and 1s summed up n the passage (77ezézse,
Bk I, Part I11I, Section vi1) ‘I therefore ask, Wherein
consists the difference betwixt believing and disbeliev-
ing any proposition’ The answer 1s easy with regard
to propositions, that are prov’d by intuiion or de-
monstration In that case, the person, who assents, not
only conceives the 1deas according to the proposition,
but 15 necessarily determin'd to conceive them 1n that
particular manner, either immediately, or by the
interposition of other 1deas Whatever 1s absurd 1s
unintelligible, nor 1s 1t possible for the imagimation to
concerve anything contrary to a demonstration ’ This
15 the only account Hume gives of the necessary deter-
munation It s unfortunate that he dismisses the whole
subject 1n such a summary fashion, without even an
example, since the reader 1s liable to assume that he 15
once more concealing a difficulty by taking refuge in
phrases which he could not define In this particular
case, however, his procedure seems to me to be quite
legiumate Granted his assumptions, this particular
phenomenon is unanalysable, so that there 1s no good
reason why he should not use to express 1t a phrase
which appears to be merely undefined but which for
him 1s really indefinable As we have already seen,
known propositions are those which could not be
otherwise, or those of which the opposite implies a
contradiction Although 1t 1s impossible to analyse
these concepts further, if we do understand what Hume
means we shall probably also understand what he

means by saying that they are propositions which a
278



THE ACCUSATIVES OF BELIEVING

person ‘1s necessarily determined to concetve in that
particular manner’ The essential characteristic of the
mind 1 belief 1n the wide sense 1s that it 1s not so deter-
mined, and 1s always able to conceive the opposite of
the believed propositions even though 1t may not be
able to believe 1t 1n the narrow sense

The greater part of Hume’s discussion, however,
relates to problems which arise concerming all those
propositions which are accusatives of believing in the
wide sense, and not of knowledge Among all the pro-
positions which are not accusatives of knowledge, there
are some to which we assent and others to which we do
not Some are believed, 1n the narrow sense, and others
are not The problem which appears to me to come
first, although Hume does not give his answers to the
problems any particular order, 1s the problem of dis-
tinguishing between belief and disbelief 1n the narrow
sense Any accusative of belief in the wide sense may
be either believed or disbelieved in this narrow sense
The accusatives of believing in the wide sense are
objects, proposttions about future perceptions or general
propositions analysable into sets of such propositions,
and all object propositions The differentiating charac-
teristic of the believed (narrow sense) accusauve 1s the
same for each group, although for other belief problems
1t 1s necessary to distinguish between them In the case
of none of the accusatives 1s there any necessity, so that
the previous differentiating characteristic 1s useless
Moreover, the difference between a believed and a dis-
believed 1mpression cannot lie 1n the nature of the
impression itself, since if there 1s any difference, then
they are different impressions Hume, therefore, con-
cludes that the difference between belief and disbelief
must lie 1n our manner of conceiving the impressions
Before examming this statement more carefully I think
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it would be advisable to attempt to analyse fully what
it 1s Hume intends to define when he defines what he
somewhat elliptically refers to as ‘belief’ Is this belief
an accusative, some mental activity or attltude, a total
state of affairs or situation 1n which someone 1s conceiv-
INg an accusative In a certain way, or is none of these
things the object of Hume’s enquiry? Unfortunately,
Hume does not offer us any clear statement on the sub-
ject We can, therefore, only hope to discover what
belief and disbelief are by considering his view of the
differences between them On one pomnt, as we have
seen, he 1s quite emphatic, the difference between be-
lieving and disbelieving does not lie 1n the fact that
when someone puts forward a proposition to which
we do not assent we conceive different ideas from his
The difference, therefore, he maintains, must lie in the
manner of conceiving the ideas The difference he
makes use of 1n his discussion 1s, however, a difference
in the idea I think the contradiction 1s not mnsurmount-
able, and that 1t would be possible, by careful revision
of all the loosely worded statements on the subject, to
make his account consistent Moreover, the contradic-
tion provides a clue to this problem It probably arose
because Hume did not realize that to say that we have
a more lvely feeling towards an 1dea we believe 1s
different from saying that the idea we believe 1s more
lively than the idea we disbelieve It seems to me that
the only thing which will fulfil the functions Hume
requires of belief, and answer to the description he gives
of 1t, in so far as that description 1s consistent, 1s an
accusative Hume seems to be quite right 1n his asser-
tion that there 1s no difference between a believed im-
pression or idea and a disbelieved 1mpression or 1dea,
but it does not follow from this that there 1s no difference
between the behef accusative and the disbelef accusa-
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tive He tells us to survey the difference between our
own feeling of belief and disbelief and we shall find that
the feeling of belief 1s easily recognizable He follows
up this statement, however, by ascribing the superior
force and vivacity to the 1dea instead of to the feeling
This suggests that he either did not realize that the
feeling of the 1deas to the mind 1s different from the
feeling of the mind, or else was dimly aware that his
problem was not answeied simply by reference to a
mental attitude This in fact seems to be precisely what
1s the case Although I think I am aware of the differ-
ence 1n feeling between belief and disbelief, I do not
normally attend to this feeling, and I find 1t very diffi-
cult to be sure that the difference [ am aware of 15 a
difference 1n feeling Moreover, my ability to recognize
the difference at all, if I do recognize 1t, 1s due to the
fact that in certain cases, notably in the case of proposi-
tions for which there 1s considerable evidence, but not
conclusive evidence, and which I believe but which I
know that someone else does not believe, the difference
1s extremely marked Were 1t not for these cases I doubt
if I should have been able to discern any difference at
all Moreover, even in these cases, I am not at all sure
that the difference does not lie 1n the fact that, on one
occasion, I have a conviction that so-and-so 1s the case,
whereas on another I have a conviction that so-and-so
1s not the case I do, however, feel quite convinced that
what I apprehend in believing 1s different from what
apprehend in disbelieving If I believe an object or a
proposition, 1t would be significant and true for me to
say of the accusative that 1t 1s real and 1s true, respec-
tively In saying that I am saying something about the
accusative and not about my mental activity If, how-
ever, I do not believe that object or that proposition,
then 1t 1s not real or 1s not true for me This language, I
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admut, 1s nadequate and unsatisfactory in many ways
but 1t 15, I hope, sufficiently comprehensible to show
that for me, at any rate, there 1s a difference between a
belief accusative and a disbelief accusative It seems to
me that Hume's transference of the characteristic, force
and vivacity, from the mental activity to the impression
or 1dea shows that he too apprehended such a difference
If so, we seemn justified 1n assurming that the belief he 1s
attempting to analyse 1s an accusative His reluctance
to admit this, and his msistence on the mental activity
element 1n a believing situation were probably due to
his recognition that the impressions or 1deas are the
same 1 the case of believed and disbelieved accusa-
tives This assertion, however, does not seem to me to
be incompatible with the assertion that the accusatives
are different A perception accusative and an object
accusative may both contain the same impressions, but
it does not follow that the accusatives are the same I
suggest then that Hume's failure to make this point
clear was due to the fact that the problem he 1s discuss-
ing 1s a problem about an accusative, a highly complex
notion, and that, having no clear conception of an
accusative, he tries, without success, to make out that
his problem 1s psychological The fact that he 1s not
concerned with a purely psychological problem about
the state of the mind 1n believing, but with the complex
situation 1 which some mind 1s apprehending and
believing something, seems probable from the way
in which he shps from attributing the differentiating
characteristic, the force and liveliness, to the person’s
feeling towards the 1dea to saying that the force and
liveliness 1s 1n the 1dea Moreover, the fact that he also
points out that “force and ' veliness” 1s a kind of meta-
phor to express something which everyone recognizes
but no-one can describe; and that the 1dea itself 1s not
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really forcible and lively seems to confirm my assump-
tion that what his argument implies and requires 1s
a difference 1in the accusatives Sometimes, of course,
Hume does not want to refer simply to the psychological
act of believing. for example, belief 1s some ‘peculiar
manner of conception’ (T 184), belief 1s an act of the
sensitive part of our natures (T 183), belief 1s nothing
but a ‘more vivid and intense conception of any idea’
(T 119) I think it would be better always to call this
believing In any case, I shall assume that Hume’s
term ‘‘belef” does frequently refer to an accusative
and that he does discuss some important problems both
about beliefs and about believings The fundamental
difference between the belief and disbelief will be ex-
pressed for the epistemologist 1n the statement that the
belief accusative 1s a real object (for the observer), or
a true proposttion (for the observer) whereas the dis-
believed accusative 1s just an object or a proposition
not apprehended as real or as true, or 1t may be ex-
pressed by saying that the belief accusative 1s more
forcible and lively than the disbelief accusative In any
case, 1t 1s only possible to indicate what 1s meant
Hume does not set out to explain the difference to any-
one who has not already apprehended it His argument
1s designed to draw our attention to the fact that there
1s a difference and to point out that that difference 1s an
ultimate charactenistic of our experience, which as such
cannot be described but can only be named or referred
to by the use of metaphorical language A correspond-
g difference will be expressed for the psychologist in
the assertion that we have a certain feeling towards
some objects and propositions and a different feeling
towards other objects and propositions Moreover, the
psychologist will also be obliged to admut that the
difference, 1n his case a difference in feeling, 1s an
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ultimate characteristic of experience and so can only be
named or referred to 1n metaphorical language but not
described
Having decided that there 1s an important difference
between belief accusatives and disbelief accusatives, the
next question to discuss 1s why it 1s that some objects
and some propositions become constituents of belief
accusatives, whereas other objects and other proposi-
tions become constituents of disbelief accusatives In
order to answer this question 1t does seem to be neces-
sary to take into account the differences between the
different kinds of belief The psychological attitude of
belief 1n objects, to take the first case, 1s a fundamen-
tal characteristic of apprehension of objects which we
cannot explain and for which we can give no reason'!
“Tis certan, that almost all mankind, and even philo-
sophers themselves, for the greatest part of their lives,
take their perceptions to be their only objects, and
suppose that the very being, which 1s intimately present
to the mind, 1s the real body or matenal existence’
(T 206) Even the sceptic ‘must assent to the prin-
ciple concerning the existence of body, tho’ he cannot
pretend by any arguments of philosophy to maintain
its veracity Nature has not left this to his choice, and
has doubtless esteern’d 1t an affair of too great import-
ance to be trusted to our uncertamn reasonings and
speculations’ (T 187) Although our nature 1s such that
we cannot help believing our percepuions to be objects,
our conceptions of the nature of those objects varies
considerably I cannot even know that my perception
v Cf Edgell, Theories of Memory 'Belief 1s nothing which can be discovered
by an analysis of the imagery which enters into memory and into imagination
respectively’, p 162 She also holds that at the beginming of life all cognition 15
believing
Cf Russell, dnalysis of Mind ‘Belief 1n the existence of things outside my

own biography exists antecedently to evidence, and can only be destroyed, if at
all, by a long course of philosophic doubt’, p 133
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1s independent and external, still less can I know that
the object has all the characteristics I ascribe to 1t which
are not given in present impression [he growing com-
plexity of the belief object accusative 1s due to custom
and experience Thus, this form of belief accusative 1s
a product both of the fundamental inexplicable way of
apprehending perception, and of custom and experi-
ence Disbelief 1n objects, or refusal to accept a per-
ception as an object or as real, 1s, as a matter of
psychological fact, derived from rejection of some of
the characteristics which are attributed to the percep-
tion as a result of experience If, for example, someone
1s wearing blue spectacles and 1s unaware of the fact, he
knows that he 1s apprehending certain 1mpressions,
blue carpet, blue table, blue walls of a room, etc He
believes, however, that there 1s an external blue table,
blue walls, blue carpet, etc Should he remove the
spectacles, or be told that he 15 looking through blue
glass, he will decide, not that there i1s no table, no
carpet, no walls, but that they are not blue. ‘Generally
speaking, we do not suppose them [our objects] specific-
ally different, [from our perceptions] but only attribute
to them different relations, connexions and durations’
(T 68) On the other hand, in cases such as I have
mnstanced we believe an object which 1s specifically
different from our impression This belief 1s due to
experience and 1s found in many of our object beliefs-
“Tis umversally allow’d by the writers on optics, that
the eye at all times sees an equal number of physical
pomts, and that a man on the top of 3 mountain has no
larger an 1mage presented to his senses, than when he 1s
cooped up 1n the narrowest court or chamber ’Tis only
by experience that he infers the greatness of the object
from some peculiar qualines of the image, and this
inference of the judgment he confounds with sensation,
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as 1s common on other occasions’ (T 112) Disbelief 1n,
or refusal to accept, someof the apparent (z ¢ percetved)
characteristics of objects paves the way for refusal to
accept the perception as a whole as an object, that 1s to
say to disbelief Disbelief occurs in the case of halluci-
nation, dreams, etc , and 1s due to experience Thus, we
cannot help accepting objects unquestioningly, until
some kind of experience of their behaviour, or of other
relevant considerations, leads to doubt or disbelief The
element in the complex object which must be believed
or accepted (even though we agree to reject or dis-
believe some of 1ts characteristics, for example, the blue
colour m the spectacle illustration) 1s the present im-
pression This enables us to show why we believe one
idea and not another To believe an 1dea, for Hume, 1s
to apprehend an accusative which can be roughly de-
scribed as an object 1n which all the perception elements
are ideas ‘Nothing 1s more free than the imagination of
man, and though 1t cannot exceed that original stock of
ideas furnished by the internal and external senses, 1t
has unlimited power of mixing, compounding, separat-
ing, and dividing these 1deas, 1n all the varieties of fiction
and vision It can feign a train of events, with all the
appearance of reality, ascribe to them a particular ume
and place, conceive them as existent, and paint them
out to itself with every circumstance, that belongs to
any historical fact, which 1t believes with the greatest
certainty’ (E 47) The difference between the imagina-
tion accusative and the i1dea-object-belief 1s to be ex-
plained 1n precisely the same terms as we used to
distinguish between the disbelieved and the believed
impression-object-accusative—so also1s belief in present
object propositions

Beliefs about the future, however, require a different

explanation In this case, there 1s no necessity of nature
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which leaves us no alternative but to accept proposi-
tions about the future This belief, as we have seen, 1s
due to a step taken which must be explained We have
already seen, however, that reason is not concerned with
matters of fact and that perception does not enableus
to go beyond the evidence of the senses Nevertheless,
‘If the mind be not engaged by argument to make this
step, 1t must be induced by some other principle of
equal weight and authority, and that principle will
preserve its influence as long as human nature remains
the same’ (E 41-42) This principle, Hume maintans,
‘is Custom or Habit’ (E 43). I think his own account
of 1t cannot be improved ‘ wherever the repetition
of any particular act or operation produces a propen-
sity to renew the same act or operation, without bemng
impelled by any reasoning or process of the under-
standing, we always say, that this propensity 1s the
effect of Custom By employmng that word, we pretend
not to have given the ultimate reason of such a pro-
pensity We only point out a principle of human nature,
which 15 universally acknowledged, and which 1s well
known by 1ts effects Perhaps we can push our enquiries
no farther, or pretend to give the cause of this cause,
but must rest contented with 1t as the ultimate principle,
which we can assign, of all our conclusions from experi-
ence It1s sufficient satisfaction, that we can go so far,
without repining at the narrowness of our faculties
because they will carry us no farther’ (E 43) ‘Without
the influence of custom, we should be entirely ignorant
of every matter of fact beyond what 1s immediately
present to the memory and senses’ (E 45) * Thus, all

1 This passage should of course read ‘we should have no belief beyond what
1s 1mmediately present to the memory and scnses’, since 1n any case we are
1gnorant of, £ ¢ do not know, matters of fact

Cf ‘Expenence 1s a principle, which instructs me 1n the several conjunctions
of objects for the past Habit 1s another principle, which determines me to expect
the same for the future’ (T 2635)
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beliefs, that 1s to say all propositions concerning matters
of fact not immediately present to senses or memory,
are the effect of custom Moreover, such beliefs include
all propositions of all the sciences with the exception of
the deductive propositions of mathematics (including
propositions of geometry m so far as they are inde-
pendent of perception) (E 44, footnote) It follows
from our conception of the terms of the proposition
that ‘2 + 2=4’, but there 1s nothing 1n the nature of the
case to show why we should believe the proposition
‘gold 1s heavier than mercury’ and reject 1ts opposite
So far I have written as though this theory applies both
to object-proposition-accusatives and to perception-pro-
position-accusatives Hume himself seems to take this
view 1n the Enguiry, but 1n the 7reatise he does dis-
tinguish between them, and points out that custom pro-
vides a sufficient justification for the purposes of every-
day life, for behaving as though the furure will resemble
the past, so long as we confine those beliefs to percep-
tions, but 1t does not give any justification at all for
beliefs about objects He instances the kund of assump-
tion we do 1n fact make about the existence of exter-
nal objects and argues ‘tho’ this conclusion from the
coherence of appearances may seem to be of the same
nature with our reasonings concerning cause and effects,
as being deriv’d from custom, and regulated by past
experience, we shall find upon examination, that they
are at bottomn considerably different from each other,
and that this inference arises from the understanding,
and from custom 1n an mndirect and oblique manner
For ’twill readily be allow’d, that since nothing 1s ever
really present to the mind, besides its own perceptions,
’tis not only 1mpossible, that any habit shou’d ever be
acquir’d otherwise than by the regular succession of

these perceptions, but also that any habit shou’d ever
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exceed that degree of regularity. Ary degree, therefore,
of regularity 1n our perceptions, can never be a founda-
tion for us to infer a greater degree of regulanty in
some objects, which are not perceiv’d, since this sup-
poses a contradiction, zzz a habit acquir'd by what
was never present to the mind’ (T 197)

So far | have been concerned with problems whuch,
though partly psychological in character, are important
for epistemnology We have seen how beliefs, 1n the wide
sense, ate to be distinguished from knowings, that a
further distinction 1s required between belief (in the
narrow sense) accusatives, and disbelief accusatives,
but that the difference between these accusatives 1s such
that we can only indicate 1t and not describe 1t, that the
fact that some objects and propositions are constituents
of belief accusatives and others of disbelief accusatives
15 due either to a fundamental characteristic of our
apprehension, or to custom, or to a combination of the
two There are two further topics which, although
connected with the problem I have been discussing,
are of a somewhat different character The first 1s purely
psychological A pgreat part of Hume’s discussion 1s
devoted to giving an account of the way in which these
fundamental mental characteristics operate As epis-
temologists we may accept them as ultimate factors in
our explanation, but as psychologists we want to give
a fuller account of their operation by means of a de-
tailed examination of the particular situations m which
they operate In this discusston (T. g8-123, E 50-55
and 1o4-108), Hume points out that the object or 1m-
pression 1n the belief 1s usually related by resemblance,
contiguity or causation to a present impression More-
over, it 1s essential that there should be a present 1m-
pression, we do not believe an i1dea related only to a
present idea He also points out that we behave as if
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we believe even when we do not consciously apprehend
the belief, 1n other words he admuts the fact of recogni-
tion (T 103) He also explamns how the conception
of a persistent external world, which to a great extent
determines our belief, 15 built up (T 107-108) The
second topic 1s logical 1n so far as 1t 1s a problem about
the validity of our beliefs, but 1t also involves a con-
sideration of the relation of degrees of assurance to
probability As such 1t seems to me to raise totally
different problems from those I have considered 1n this
section, and I propose to postpone any discussion of
it until a later section

m  The Causal Relation

We have already observed that the passage of the
mind from one 1dea to another 1s due to one of the three
principles of association, resemblance, contiguity and
causation Of these three only causation produces
belief 1n what 1s beyond the evidence of the senses and
the records of the memory (T 73 and 106-109, cf
E 54) Whenever I assert any matter of fact relating
to the future I assert that something will be the case
and I feel assured of the truth of that statement because
I believe 1t to state the effect of some cause Although
no matter of fact can be an accusauve of knowledge,
we may have certainty of beliefs If there are any
grounds for certainty we shall discover them by an
analysis of the causal relation The feeling of belief
or assurance 1n causal propositions 1s based on the as-
sumptions, firstly, that every event has a cause, and.
secondly, that particular causes necessarily have par-
ticular effects (T 78) There 15, however, no demon-
strative argument for these beliefs (T 78-82) This
should be obvious, since the assumptions are themselves
matters of fact and so precisely similar to all the other
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beliefs we are calling 1n question. This 1n 1tself seems
to suggest that we have no reason to suppose that our
beliefs will not turn out to be false Nevertheless, Hume
refuses to reject without further investigation the possi-
bility of finding some guarantee for our behefs and
proceeds to his second question ‘Why do we believe
that an effect necessarily follows from 1ts causer’

His answer to the question takes the form of an
analysis of the causal belief situation. He asks what
we are saymng when we use the word ''cause’’, or how
causal propositions should be analysed A discussion
of this kind may begin 1n either of two different ways
We may assume that causation is a common-sense
notion which 1s nevertheless used by scientists, or that
1t 1s primarily a scientific notion which 1s frequently
used by the plain man but usually 1n a perverted sense
It 1s quite clear that Hume intends to discuss the
common-sense notion as used by the plam man
Whether, 1n fact, the scientist’s notion 1s the same as
the common-sense notion 1s a question to be asked
when we have decided what the common-sense notion
1s Hume begins by pomting out that, whenever we
say that # 1s the cause of 4, it 1s essential that z and 4
should be contiguous and that @ should be prior to 4
(T 73-75) We should not, however, maintain that @ 1s
the cause of 6 unless we also believed that there was
a necessary connection between the cause and the
effect (T 77) This assertion rather suggests that even
Hume was’not entirely free from a tendency to con-
fuse the problem of the analysis of the plain man’s
notion with the problem of the analysis of the scientist’s
notion When he proceeds to examine the relation, he
can find only that we say ‘@ will cause &’ 1f we have
observed that things like ¢ have been followed by
things like 4 1in the past, and that we have never
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observed anything like 2 which has not been followed
by something like 4 In other words, to assert causation
15 to assert at least constant conjunction and regularity
of sequence It seems to me, as I think Hume later
wants to point out, that as plamm men we do believe
that 4 will follow this ¢ simply because things like 4
have followed things like 2 1n the past, and that when
we say that ¢ will cause 4 we are saying that we feel
quite sure that 4 will follow 2 I do not think that the
1dea of necessary connection need enter into an account
of the plain man’s causal beliefs at all The plain man
15 quite content to give as a justification for his belief,
that 4 will follow @ 'because 1t always has done so 1n
the past’ It 1s only as a result of scientific doubt and
enquiry that we reject this common-sense expectation
and suggest that there 1s a necessary connection be-
tween cause and effect to justify expectation., Even 1f
this be true, however, 1t does not affect Hume’s final
solution of the problem, 1t only shows that in some
point of his examination of the situation he was at fault
in failing to see that something more than experience
as such 1s required to give the 1dea of necessary con-
nection What 1n fact happens 1s that if two 1deas have
been always conjoined, then if ‘the impression of one
becomes present to us, we immediately form an 1dea
of its usual attendant’ (T g93) Since this 15 so, since
no necessary connection 1s observed between events,
and smce constant conjunction alone tells us nothing
about the future, we must admut that as pfain men we
have no evidence for the certainty of our causal beliefs
Moreover, not only can we not be certain that an effect
will follow what we regard as its cause, but we have no
Justification for asserting that the effect 1s more pro-
bable than any other alternative (T 127, c¢f T 138 and
E 38, 39) If, then, I cannot know a causal proposition
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to be true, and if I have no reason to believe that it 15
certain or even probable, why do I, nevertheless,
believe the kind of causal propositions all plain men
do in fact so frequently assert” This belief, Hume
maintains, 1s simply due to a habit which we cannot
account for, but which we can see 1s always produced
by observation of constant conjunctions (T 128) He
also believes that animal behaviour 1s precisely analo-
gous to human behaviour 1 this respect and exhibats
the same kind of habit (T 126-129) Thus all common-
sense causal propositions are merely due to a habit,
and are not based on any evidence which could give
either certainty or even probability It follows from
Hume’s view that this applies equally to the two classes
of causal propositions which I distinguished, the par-
ticular and the general General causal propositions,
as distinct from relations of concepts or definitions, are
analysable into a set of particular causal propositions
They assert that every past mnstance of a certain type of
event has been, and every future instance will be,
followed by another specified object, and this assertion
about the future 1s based on the experience of the past
(E 36)

Even 1if we admit that the plain man'’s causal asser-
tions are the result of a certain characteristic common
to all mental life, both human and animal, and so
cannot be analysed without the use of psychological
terms, it 1s still possible that the scientst’s causal
generalizattns may be based on something which will
yustify belief 1n them Scientists themselves certainly
suggest that this 1s so by appealing to a necessary con-
nection which they profess to have found between some
events and to be looking for between others In saying
that there 1s a necessary connection between certan
events we admit that we have an 1dea of necessary
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connection If we have, then, on Hume’s theory, there
must also be an impression from which that i1dea 1s
derived It 1s for this reason that so much of Hume’s
discussion 1s devoted to an attempt to discover an
impression of necessity Although much of the argu-
ment 15 confused and rather misleading, the main
points which emerge are of the utmost importance His
procedure appears less useful than 1n fact 1t 1s because
his use of lanpuage 1s so careless Ramsey, for example,
cnticizes him for making use of an 1dea of necessity and
then trying to find an impression He assumes, 1t must
be admitted with considerable justification, that the
impression must be a feeling of necessitation, and quite
rightly points out that although we are necessitated,
as a result of experience, to think 1n a certamn way, and
probably have a different feeling from when we freshly
make up our minds, the necessity 1s a figure of speech
which Hume uses as a metaphor I suggest that al-
though, not surprisingly, Hume does fail to find an
impression of necessity, this failure 1s not so disastrous
to his theory as Ramsey seems to suppose This, I
think, 15 due to the fact we have already noticed that
Hume uses certain words, and among them ‘‘impres-
ston’’ so very loosely It 15 true he does begin to look
for an umpression 1n the strict sense, but the chief
mmportance of this search lies mn the fact that in 1t he
gives an account of the situation 1n which someone 1s
making a causal prediction which enables us to see
clearly what 1s being said when such a prediction 1s
made, rather than in the fact that he fails to find the
impression Moreover, anyone who believes that this
failure to find the impression 1s 1n any way unfortunate
for Hume’s theory has failed to see the significance of
the faillure Hume sometimes uses “impression’’ 1n a
quite strict sense as a name for what we all understand
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by an impression of the senses When 1t 1s convenient
for him to maintain that all accusatives are perceptions
and at the same time to malke use of relations, however,
he 1s quite ready to admit that there 1s a relation 1m-
pression, for example, distance Since he 1s willing to
call the apprehension of a relation the apprehension
of an impression (when 1t 1s quite obviously a concept
and not a sense impression), 1t follows that in asserting
that there 1s no 1mpression of necessity he 1s asserting
not only that there 1s no sense impresston, but also that
there 1s no relation of necessity, similar to all the other
relations we apprehend This corresponds to the asser-
tion which 1s so hotly disputed that there 1s no neces-
sary connection between events Hume, however, would},
only wish to say that we cannot know that there 1s any
necessary connection between perceptions Since the
assertion of causation 1s not due to any relation which
can be apprehended between the related terms, Hume
offers as an alternative explanation that in saying that
2 15 the cause of 4 we are not asserting any more than
that 4 will follow 2, and we make this assertion, for
which we have no evidence, simply because we are.
necessitated to think in that way The recognition that,
we cannot help believing causal propositions 1s reached,
however, by examnation of human and animal be-/
haviour Itis not at all necessary for Hume’s argument,!
that we should feel the necessity, and this principle O‘I
human nature 1s not, as Ramsey seems to suppose,.a
impression *of necessity m the mind to substitute an
impression of necessity between other impressions, but
an alternative explanation

The remainder of Hume’s discussion of causation
1s concerned with what [ think may be termed psycho-
logical problems He wants to show under what con-
ditions we do 1n fact have causal beliefs or make causal
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generalizations The most important pomt in this
connection 1s to decide what kind of accusatives can
be terms 1n a causal proposition Hume 1s more care-
less than usual on this point He usually talks about
the causal relation between objects On one occasion,
however, he admits that causation ‘produces such a
connexion, as to give us assurance from the existence
or action of one object, that "twas follow’d or preceded
by any other existence or action’ (T 73) It seems to
me, from a consideration of the examples he gives,
that Hume requires what would be called events 1n
modern term:inology as the terms of his relations, but
which he refers to as the ‘action of an object’” He
believes, for example, that 1t 1s 1mpulse of one billiard
ball which 1s the cause of motion n the second (E 63)
There 15, however, msufficient evidence for any definite
conclusion on this point, and 1t must be admitted that
Hume’s treatment of 1t 1s 1nadequate and unsatis-
factory The account of the effect of the habit which
induces causal belief and of the mistakes 1n our causal
predictions 1s interesting, but 1t 1s long and rambling
and unfortunately does not lead, as one might hope,
to a discussion of the further problem of analysing
what i1s meant by the “same object”, or ‘‘things of the
same kind”’, when they occur in causal propositions

w  Scepticism Agan

We are now 1n a better position to consider Hume’s
second form of scepticism We have already noted that
whatever his scepticism may be 1t does not consist 1n
the assertion that we cannot know anything or even
that we must doubt everything, as some people tend
to suppose In the Enguiry Hume explicitly states his
opwnion on this pomt ‘It 1s certain, that no man ever

met with any such absurd creature, or conversed with
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a man, who had no opinion or principle concerning any
subject, either of action or speculation’ (E 149), and
points out that the proper question to ask first 1n this
connection 1s ‘what 1s a sceptic?’ Hume’s first kind of
scepticism, scepticism with regard to the senses, con-
sisted 1n the assertion that no object can be known (
It 1s clear from the view we have just considered that
the second kind of scepticism consists in the assertion
that I cannot know any of the propositions which we
have seen are accusatives of belief This 1s all there 1s
to be said on the subject of the scepticism as such, and
since 1t shows the scepticism to be an episternological
theory 1t 15 clear that it can be of no very great import-
ance to the plain man Fortunately for everyone who
regards the scepticism as the most excitng topic of
Hume’s philosophy a great part of the discussion
which professes to be about scepticismm 1s concerned
with a different but closely allied topic I think Hume
was not altogether clear on this point himself, and was
inchined to regard the theory that not only can we not
have knowledge but we cannot even have certainty of
our beliefs as scepticism Although as plain men we
are not seriously concerned by the genuine scepticism
which 1s a purely epistemological affair, we may he
concerned with the fact that, according to Hume, we
cannot have certainty of any beliefs On this point he
provides the answer to his critics 1 the form of a really
sound statement of the relation of this philosophical
theory of certainty (which [ shall in future call scepti-
cism, as Hume so calls 1t) to everyday hife The fact that
Hume’s final view 15 that as plain men we need not be
very concerned even about this form of scepticism
shows how he came to wnte about a theory which 1s
concerned only with accusatives of belief and not at all
with knowledge, as scepticism Scepticism with regard
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to reason, as an epistemological theory, cannot affect
anyone’s practical life in the way in which Hume seems
to assume that the practical man will expect 1t to One
thing which 1t does show perfectly clearly 1s that if I
have regarded the sciences, other than mathematics,
as certan and demonstrable in the sense in which
mathematics are certain and demonstrable, then I
should change my view and also give up all hope of
turning any science which depends on experience or
professes to make matter-of-fact statements mto a
demonstrative science The theory about beliefs, called
scepticism, shows that I am wrong n supposing, if I
have so supposed, that I can be certain of any belief
These theories have in common one point of nterest
and importance to the plain man Neither of them
shows, as some philosophers have supposed them to
show, either that my belief 1 future matters of fact
will not turn out to be true, nor that it 1s desirable for
me to behave as though my belief were not true With
regard to practical action, Hume adopts the view that
our nature 1s such that we cannot help behaving as
though our beliefs about future matters of fact were
true Scepticism will never ‘undermme the reasonings
of common life, and carry 1ts doubts so far as to destroy
all action, as well as speculation Nature will always
maintain her rights, and prevail in the end over any
abstract reasoning whatsoever’ (E 41) ‘My practice,
you say, refutes my doubts But you mistake the pur-
port of my question As an agent, | am quite satisfied
in the point, but as a philosopher, who has some share
of curiosity, I will not say scepticism, I want to learn
the foundation of this inference’ (E 38) The problem
for the philosopher 1s to decide whether there 1s any
kind of evidence which gives any justification for
beliefs 1n future matters of fact Investigation shows
208



THE ACCUSATIVES OF BELIEVING

that there 1s not Since, however, as plain men we are
not 1 the least interested 1n the kind of evidence we
have for our beliefs, but only in whether they turn out
to be true or not, and since Hume's argument 1s con-
cerned only with the former question and not the latter,
there seems no reason why any plam man should be
m the least disturbed that he cannot be certain of any
future matter of fact ‘If the mind be not engaged by
argument to make this step, 1t must be induced by some
other principle of equal weight and authority, and that
principle will preserve 1its influence as long as human
nature remains the same’ (E 41) Probably most plain
men, if they were acquainted with Hume’s own version
of his scepticism, would agree that we are not certain
about future matters of fact and would have no hesita-
tion 1n accepting his theory

Probably everyone would admit that in his long
discussions of scepticism Hume 1s not solely concerned
with epistemological scepticism There 1s a further and
totally different kind of scepticism which 1s of import-
ance to us as plain men Even though we may know
that demonstrative propositions are accusalives of
knowing, we must admit that we cannot know when
we are 1n fact apprehending a demonstrative propos:-
tion Although we may know, we cannot know that
we know Thus there 1s ‘a new uncertainty deriv'd
from the weakness of that faculty, which judges’
(T 182) This new uncertainty arises equally in she
case of probability, so that we must doubt both the
knowledge and the degree of probability which even
episternology allows This form of scepticism, then,
does concern us as plain men and shows that we cannot
be certain that we are right in our judgements either
of knowledge or of probability It 1s forced upon us
by the fact that our beliefs do frequently turn out to
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be false In the more developed exposition of his views
m the Enguiry Hume refers to 1t as ‘popular’ as dis-
tinct from ‘philosophical’ scepticism (E 158) The con-
sideration of popular scepticism in the 77eafzse gives
nise to a discussion of probability Hume’s views on
the particular problem of probability he raises may be
divided nto two parts One part shows what we mean
when we say that one event 1s more probable than
another, the other shows under what conditions we
judge the one to be more probable than the other
Although neither of the discussions 1s episternological
in character, 1t 15 desirable to consider them now 1n
order to ensure that no misconceptions arise In connec-
uon with them We noticed above that the notion of
cause which Hume was concerned to analyse 1s the
plain man’s notion Moreover, the analysis of the
causal notion 1s obviously important for epistemology
Hume’s analysis of probability 1s also an analysis of
a common-sense notion, but m this case the analysis
1s chiefly of practical value

The first pomnt to notice 1s that within the sphere of
probability in the philosophical sense, we may dis-
tinguish, from the plamn man’s pomt of view, three
different classes of propositions There are some pro-
positions of which we feel quite certain, and everyone
would agree that there i1s no reason to doubt them.
Although we must admit that there 1s no difference
berween these propositions and the other probable
propositions which gives us any grounds for drawing
a philosophical distinction between them, and although
we must also admut that there are practical difficulties
which make 1t impossible to draw any precise distinc-
tion even for common-sense purposes, everyone will
admit that some propositions cannot be doubted and
some can be doubted: ‘One wou’'d appear nidiculous,
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who wou’d say, that 'tis only probable the sun will nse
to-morrow, or that all men must dye’' (T 124) These
propositions Hume calls proofs (T 124) The important
thing to remember about proofs 1s that, although we
feel quite certain about themn they are, so far as the
epistemologist 1s concerned, nevertheless similar n
kind to other probabilities and are quite different from
knowledge, because they are produced in precisely the
same way as other beliefs (T 130)!' The epistemo-
logist’s accusative of believing must also include prob-
abilities and improbabilites Hume 1s not interested
m the improbabilities Probabilities may vary in degree
of probability or assurance In attempting to explain
what 1s meant by the assertion that one event 1s more
probable than another, Hume fails to distinguish two
different problems Persisting with his intention of
defining cause in terms of expectation, he wants to say
that one event 1s more probable than another i1f we
feel a greater degree of belief or assurance about 1t On
the other hand, he also wants to distinguish philo-
sophical and unphilosophical probabihties If, how-
ever, there 1s any other difference between probabilities
besides the degree of assurance there must be some
other criterion of probability Thus, Hume’s argument
seems to require a distinction between degree of assur-
ance and probability in some other sense I suggest
that this other notion of probability, if 1t 1s a common-
sense notion, 1s derived from a scientific notion that
there 1s a sense 1n which one event 1s more probable
than another quite independently of my degree of
belief Hume's discussion provides an answer to both

1 I think the propositions which Moore, 1n 4 Defence of Common Sense,
Instances as objects of knowledge, for example, ‘The earth has existed for many
years past’, would be proofs for Hume He would argue that the evadence for
them gives us complete assurance but not knowledge 1n his sense, because the
evidence for knowledge 1s of a different kind

jor



HUME'S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

problems When I say that one event 1s more probable
than another, I do so because I feel greater assurance
or belief about the one than the other. I feel greater
assurance about that sequence of events, which I have
most frequently observed in the past, of which I have
observed fewest contrary instances, which most closely
resembles the other events I have observed, which 1s
based on the most vivid perception, which 1s most
recent 1n my memory, which mvolves fewest steps
from premiss to conclusion, or which 1s an instance of
some general rule (T 135-147) Though in fact 1 say
one event 1s more probable than another because I
feel more assured, I do not intend merely to say some-
thing about my degree of assurance, but to assert what
everyone understands by the statement that one thing
1s more likely to happen than another To account for
what 1s meant by this statement Hume points out that
“‘probability” only has sense if we interpret it 1n terms
of the analysis of cause Chance 1s merely the absence
of cause (T. 125). In terms of Hume’s analysis of cause,
then, to say that one event 1s more probable than
another 1s to say that 1t has more frequently been
observed to follow the present umpression mn the past,
that there have been no contrary instances or fewest
contrary nstances, and that it most closely resembles
the past observed events The fact that Hume admuts
the destrability of distinguishing philosophical and
unphilosophical probabilities implies a very much more
detailed account of causal propositions than he ex-
plicitly states The important pomnt of his argument,
however, 1s that he indicates that, although we must
all give intellectual assent to the popular scepticism
with regard to reason, this does not justify us in re-
Jecting reason, because we cannot get on without 1t
(E 158) Anyone who 1s unwilling to act in accordance
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with any belief which does not amount to a proof 1s an
excessive sceptic (E 159) We cannot allow popular
scepticismn, any more than philosophical scepticism, to
deter us from action, although popular scepticism may
lead to caution, whereas philosophical scepticisrn has
no bearing on practical action at all,
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