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INTRODUCTION

The present work is, as its title indicates, a study of Hume's 
theory of imagination. Naturally, it is a study of a particular 
sort. It has a certain scope and limitations, takes a certain line 
of approach, exhibits certain emphases, has certain ends-in-view, 
etc. As an initial step in specifying the nature of this study, I 
shall indicate its central problem, i.e., that problem to the solu
tion of which the solutions of the various other problems with which 
it is concerned are merely means. The central problem of this study 
is that of determining how Hume's theory of imagination is related 
to, or involved in, the generic features and main lines of argument 
of his philosophy of the human understanding.

The expression "philosophy of the human understanding" is ob
viously intended to allude to a restriction on the scope of this in
vestigation. Actually, it is a title suggested to me by two of 
Hume's philosophical writings; and to anyone who is even modestly 
acquainted with these writings, its reference should be no mystery. 
Hume published the first two so-called "Books" of his A Treatise of 
Human Nature in 1739* The first of these two Books was entitled "Of 
the Human Understanding." Nine years later, he published a work 
under the title, An Enquiry Concerning the Human UnderstawijHnp;. It 
is these two works, then, which pre-eminently contain what I have
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referred to as his philosophy of the human understanding. This is not 
to say, however, that these two works contain the only statements of 
that philosophy; although I am sure that it would be agreed that they 
are the only comprehensive and systematic statements of it. At that, 
these two statements are different in certain apparent respects, and, 
at the very least, the j&iauirv̂  is a considerably less comprehensive 
statement of it than is the Treatise.̂  Indeed, the exact relation 
between these two works is a matter of dispute among Humian scholars; 
and to the extent that this issue is vitally related to the nature of 
Hume's theory of imagination in these two, it will have to be addressed 
in the present investigation-— particularly in the light of what X 
announced as its central problem.

Although it would seem entirely appropriate to do so, X see no 
need, at this point, to go much beyond this rather superficial link
ing of my title with two of Hume's major philosophical writings and 
characterize the somewhat restricted domain of my concern in regard 
to Hume's theory of imagination. Nevertheless, it may perhaps be

*3h all of my subsequent references to An Enquiry Concerning 
the Human Understanding. I shall use the abbreviation "ifriouiry X." 
This will clearly distinguish it from Hume's An Enquiry Concerning 
the Principles of Morals, which I shall abbreviate as HEnquiry XI." 
X shall be utilizing the Selby-Bigge edition of these two works, 
i.e., Hume's Enquiries, ed. by L. A. Selby-Bigge. (Oxford, 1902).

^Xn all of my subsequent references to A Treatise of Human 
Nature. I shall use the abbreviation "Treatise." except in those 
circumstances in which X shall be referring specifically to either 
Book X, Book XI, or Book III of that work. In these cases, X shall 
make use of the abbreviations "Treatise X." "Treatise XI." and 
"Treatise III." respectively. I shall be utilizing the Selby-Bigge 
edition of this work, i.e., Hume's Treatise, ed. by L. A. Selby- 
Bigge (Oxford, 1888).
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worth mentioning here that I do feel that in the two works referred 
to above. Home is expounding and defending his philosophy of the 
human understanding; That is, I maintain that the title, "philosophy 
of the human understanding," is entirely appropriate and is prefer
able to, and (in a sense) more accurate than, the title, "psycho
logy of the human understanding." This is not to say, though, that 
these two works have nothing to do with Hume's psychology of the 
human understanding. In Hume, the connection between philosophy and 
psychology is an especially intimate o n e .3 Yet I do think that it 
can be shown that Hume's basic aim in Treatise I and Enquiry I is to 
present and defend his philosophy of the human understanding. It 
will be one of the things I shall be attempting to show in what 
follows.

Another thing I shall be trying to show in the course of this 
investigation is that Hume does in fact have a theory of imagin
ation— something which was tacitly assumed in the very statement of 
the central problem thereof. Although this assumption may appear to 
be a rather innocuous one, in a sense it is not. At the beginning

3lhdeed, a rather commonplace criticism of Hume (even by sym
pathetic commentators) is that he positively confused the two at 
times. See, for instance, N. K. Smith, The Philosophy of David Hume 
(London, 19̂ 1), pp. 560-61; D. G. C. MacHabb, David Hume: His Theory 
of Knowledge and Morality (London, 1951)» P« 157* H. H. Price, Hume's 
Theory of the External World (London, 19*10), p. 17» However, Hume is 
not totally without defenders of him against it; see J. A. Robinson, 
"Hume's Two Definitions of Cause." Philosophical Quarterly. I962 (12), 
pp. 162-71, for a somewhat qualified defense.



of the ’’Introduction11 to his edition of Hume’s Enquiries. L, A. Selby-
Bigge remarks, of Hume, that

his pages, especially those of the Treatise* are so full of 
matter, he says so many different things in so many dif
ferent ways and different connexions, and with so much in
difference to what he has said before, that it is very hard 

* to say positively that he taught, or did not teach, this or 
that particular doctrine. He applies the same principles 
to such a great variety of subjects that it is not surpris
ing that many verbal, and some real inconsistencies can be 
found in his statements. He is ambitious rather than shy 
of saying the same thing in different ways, and at the same 
time he is of ten slovenly and indifferent about his words 
and formulae. This makes it easy to find all philosophies 
in Hume, or, by setting up one statement against another, 
none at all.̂

Without necessarily concurring with everything Selby-Bigge says here, 
enough of it seems to me to be true and applicable to Hume * s pro
nouncements concerning imagination to make at least plausible the 
charge that he either has several different theories of imagination 
in his philosophy of the human understanding or, by setting up one 
statement about imagination against another, none at all.-5 In view 
of what I have committed myself to, it is obvious that I shall not, 
in what follows, be trying to sustain the claim that such a charge

L̂. A. Selby-Bigge, ’’Introduction,” Hume’s Enquiries {London, 
1902), p. vii.

F̂or instance, there is every appearance of an inconsistency 
when we find Hume saying, early in Treatise I. that the imagination 
is the faculty by which we form our fainter ideas (see Treatise I. 
pp. 8-9, 85), and later telling us, in so many words, that imagin
ation is to be identified with "the vivacity of our ideas"(ibid.. 
p. 265). Again, very early in Treatise I we find Hume asserting 
that "nothing is more free" than the faculty of imagination(ibid.. 
p. 10); yet he later insists over and over that the imagination is 
determined to' make the inference from cause to effect and vice 
versa (see ibid.« pp. 10̂ , 110, 128, 133, 1̂ 7» 156, 170, 265).
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is really warranted. I mention this point at the start of my study 
in the hope of forestalling a certain line of criticism which might 
be raised against my efforts and approach. I fully admit that I have 
not managed to render every single pronouncement Hume makes about 
imagination coherent with every other. The best I have to offer in 
some instances is what appears to me to be a prima facie plausible 
suggestion as to Hume's real meaning. A. H. Basson, talking about 
Hume's philosophy in general, says that "what we need, with Hume per
haps above all others, is some sort of clue which will guide us 
through his works, and enable us to extract some sort of pattern."6 
In a sense, this is precisely what I have tried to do with regard to 
Hume's statements about the imagination. I have tried to look beyond 
his actual words to see whether there is some sort of pattern or 
thread which holds together at least a sizeable portion of his pro
nouncements concerning the imagination; and I claim that I have found 
it in what I usually refer to as his general conception of imagin
ation. If the reader will admit that I have satisfactorily defended 
this claim in the following pages, then he has admitted all that I 
deem necessary for justifiably maintaining that Hume actually does 
have a theory of imagination.

Another assumption involved in the very statement of my central 
problem is that Hume's theory of imagination is in fact related to, 
or involved in, the generic features and main lines of argument of 
his philosophy of the human understanding— -indeed, related to it in

Â. H. Basson, David Hume (Baltimore, 1958), p. 26.
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some significant or vital way. Naturally, the main burden of my dis
cussion of his theory will be to bring out this relation and the sig
nificance of it. The most that needs to be done here is to point out 
some nrima facie evidence of the importance of imagination in that 
philosophy. 7

There can be no denying the fact that we find imagination appear
ing in practically every special topic-area of Treatise I. Let us 
look briefly at these areas: causation, body, and mind.

In his examination of causation, Hume is led to consider the
nature of causal inference and he comes to the conclusion that it is
by experience alone that we make such inferences.® Having shown 
"that the transition from an impression present to the memory or 
senses to the idea of an object, which we call cause or effect, is 
founded on past experience, and on our remembrance of their constant 
conjunction,"? he next raises the question,

whether experience produces the idea by means of the 
understanding or of the imagination: whether we are 
determin'd by reason to make the transition, or ter a 
certain association and relation of perceptions.^

His conclusion, as is well-known, is that
reason can never shew us the connexion of one object with

7ln the next chapter, I shall examine the views of a prominent
Humian interpreter who (if I understand him correctly) believes that 
Hume's theory of imagination is not of any great importance to his 
philosophy. See my discussion of N. K. Smith's views on Hume's 
theory of imagination, Chapter I, p. 35ff•

®Treatise I. p. 87» ?Ibid.« p. 88.
IQlbid.: underline mine.
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another, tho' aided by experience, and the observation of 
their constant conjunction in all past instances. When 
the mind, therefore, passes from the idea or impression of 
one object to the idea or belief of another, it is not 
determin'd by reason* but by certain principles, which 
associate together the ideas of these objects, and unite 
them in the imagination.^
With regard to the question, what causes induce us to believe in 

the existence of an external material w o r l d , it is significant that, 
for Home, this problem takes the following forms "whether it be the 
senses, reason, or the imagination, that produces the opinion of a 
continu'd or of a distinct existence."̂ -3 As in the case of causal 
inference, the answer is that "the opinion must be entirely owing to 
the imagination.

And after telling us that it is "the successive perceptions only, 
that constitute the mind,"̂-5 Hume raises the following question:

What then gives us so great a propension to ascribe an 
identity to these successive perceptions* and to suppose 
ourselves possest of an invariable and uninterrupted exist
ence thro* the whole course of our lives

His answer is as follows:
For as such a succession answers evidently to our notion 

of diversity, it can be only by mistake we ascribe to it an 
identity; and as the relation of parts, which leads us into 
this mistake, is really nothing but a quality, which pro
duces an association of ideas, and an easy transition of 
the imagination from one to another, it can only be from

H lbid.. p. 92; underline mine. See also pp. 97 and 103* 
12See ibid.. p. 187. *3lbid.. p. 188.
l̂ Ibid.. p. 193* 15lbid.. p. 253.
l6Ibid.
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the resemblance} which this act of the mind bears to that} 
by which we contemplate one continu’d object, that the 
error arises.17
3h addition to the above-mentioned remarks, there are two pas

sages from Part IV of Treatise I which very succinctly, but quite 
dramatically, point up the supreme importance which Hume seems to 
attach to imagination in cognition. In Section iv, he announces that 
"the imagination, according to my own confession, [is] the ultimate 
judge of all systems of philosophy.“18 What, specifically, he has 
in mind is those “principles’5 in (or of) the imagination “which are 
permanent, irresistable, and universal; such as the customary tran
sition from causes to effects, and from effects to causes.“19 These 
principles he holds to be “the foundation of all our thoughts and 
actions, so that upon their removal human nature must immediately 
perish and go to ru in .“20 And in Section vii, he goes so far as to 
say that “the memory, senses, and understanding . . . all of them 
founded on the imagination, or the vivacity of our ideas.“21

To substantiate my claim that imagination is an important topic 
in Hume’s philosophy of the human understanding; I shall make refer
ence next to a few of the many people who have made a special effort 
to elucidate and interpret Hume's thought. To H» H. Price, “the word 
'imagination' is the keyword of Hume's whole theory of k n o w l e d g e .“22

17lbid.. p. 255* underline mine. I8lbid.. p. 225.
19lbid. 20ibid. 21ibid.. p. 265.
22h, h. Price, Hume's Theory of the External World (London, 

19**0), p. 15.
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He also says that "the imagination is even more fundamental in Hume's 
theory of knowledge than he himself admits,"23 W. C. Gore thinks that 
Hume, in asserting that the imagination is the ultimate judge of all 
systems of philosophy, is elevating the imagination "to the rank of a 
supreme epistemological principle."2̂  In C. W. Hendel's opinion, it 
was suggested to Hume (try his acquaintance with the views of Montaigne, 
Hobbes, and Malebranche) "that a certain body of common imaginings 
exists, distinct at once from strictly rational conceptions and from 
mere accidents of thought, or conventions * and therefore original in 
Human Mature," and this became "the developing theme of his own new 
philosophy."25 Hendel even characterizes Treatise I as "a study of 
imagination as it is involved in our knowledge and intellectual be
lief s."26 According to B. M. Iaing, "the burden of Hume's theory of 
knowledge falls upon his doctrine of the imagination and natural re
lations.^? Aid Harold Taylor, following what he takes to be N. K.

23lbid.. p. 8.
2̂ W. C. Gore, The Imagination in Spinoza and Hume (Chicago,

1902), p. 32.
25C. W. Hendel, Jr., Studies in the Philosophy of David Hume 

(Princeton, 1925)» P» 91*
26Ibid.. pp. 116-17.
27b. M. Laing, David Hume (London, 1932), p. 132»
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Smith's general interpretation of Hume’s philosophy,28 holds the opin
ion that "the key to Hume’s naturalism lies in his theory of the 
imagination."29

I regard the preceding remarks as providing sufficient 
facie evidence of the importance of the topic of imagination in 
Hume’s philosophy of the human Tinderstanding. But, of course, it is 
one thing to exhibit the importance of a notion or topic in a given 
philosopher’s thought and quite another to .justify a special inquiry 
concerning it. The former does not entail the latter. I have sug
gested that there is some question, in the first place, as ta whether 
Hume does in fact have a theory of imagination, and in the second, as 
to whether that theory (supposing he has one) bears a significant re
lation to his philosophy of the human understanding as a whole. Yet 
this could scarcely count, by itself, as a sufficient justification 
for such an investigation. If nothing else, there is the possible 
fact that someone else lias already explored my central problem.suf
ficiently and adequately. Now, I obviously do not think that such a 
thing is the case and it is partly because I think that this needs to 
be shown that I shall be presenting, in the up-coming chapter, a kind

28Taylor*s reference is to Smith's two articles entitled ’’The 
Naturalism of Hume (I.)," Mind (N.S.), 1905 (1A)» pp. 1̂ 9-73» and 
"The Naturalism of Hume (II.),” Mind (N.S.), 1905 (1*0, pp. 335-̂ 7*

29h. Taylor, ’’Hume's Theory of Imagination,’’ University of 
Toronto Quarterly. 19̂ 3 (12), p. 180.
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of critical review of what I consider to be the most significant work 
which has been done on the problem to date.30

These remarks about the contents of Chapter I naturally bring up 
the question of the basic methodological pattern of this inquiry. 
Apart from the chapter on other Humian interpreters, the plan of pro
cedure is dictated by the nature and presuppositions of the problem 
itself. After exhibiting, in Chapter II, the various elements which 
comprise Hume's theory of imagination, I shall move to a consider
ation, first, of the generic features and basic argument-structure 
of Hume's philosophy of the human understanding (Chapter 111)31 and, 
second, of the role of his theory of imagination in the main lines of 
argument of that philosophy (Chapters IV and V). In Chapter VI, I 
shall offer a brief summary and conclusion.

30% other main reason for engaging in such a review will be 
offered at the beginning of that chapter, i.e., Chapter I.

3lMy use of the expression "generic features" is somewhat loose, 
but I ordinarily include in it a reference to primary aims as well as 
to the basic principles employed in an attempt to achieve them.



CHAPTER I

SOME CONTEMPORARY INTERPRETATIONS OF 
HUME'S THEORY OF IMAGINATION

In the present chapter, I shall be offering a detailed exposi
tion, analysis and criticism of four recent interpretations of Hume's 
theory of imagination. These interpretations are recent in the sense 
that none of them were published prior to 1900. The authors of them 
arejl W. C. Gore, Norman Kemp Smith, E. J. Furlong, and Harold Tay
lor. Although these men are certainly not the only persons who have 
had something significant to say about Hume's theory, they do seem 
to me to have covered (at least, collectively speaking) a fairly wide 
range of issues in regard to it. Moreover, each of them has pro
ceeded reasonably systematically in the consideration of Hume's views 
and has a rather distinctive thesis (or set of theses) to offer* In 
the course of subsequent chapters, I shall be presenting the views of 
other Humian commentators; but these four appear to me the only ones

*1 have given their names in the order in which I shall discuss 
their views. It should be added that this order is not a strictly 
chronological one.

12
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whose views merit consideration by themselves and as a unit, as it 
were.̂

At the close of the Introduction, I indicated one of my purposes
in dealing with the views of my predecessors in the enterprise of
interpreting Hume's theory. I also have a kind of Aristotelian end-
in-view in considering them. It will be recalled that Aristotle said
(fairly near the beginning of his study of the soul) that

it is necessary, while formulating the problems of which 
in our further advance we are to find the solutions, to 
call into council the views of those of our predecessors 
who have declared any opinion on this subject, in order 
that we may profit by whatever is sound in their sugges
tions and avoid their errors.3

I hold an analogous view with regard to my study of Hume's theory of
imagination. Indeed, I believe that one may legitimately look upon
my interpretation of his theory, and its relation to his philosophy
of the human understanding, as a kind of reaction to and development
from the interpretations of those of my predecessors whom I have
chosen to consider.**

Îndeed, in regard to Smith's view in particular, I shall be 
making repeated reference to his more general views on Hume in the 
later chapters— -since they frequently clash with my own.

3Aristotle, De Anima. Ch. II, 403 b 20-23*
4©f course, this does not commit me to saying that a considera

tion of these interpretations accurately represents the psychological 
genesis of my interpretation.
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W. C. Gore*s Interpretation

Exposition
W. C. Gore's discussion of Hume's theory of imagination is 

strictly limited to the Treatise. He has nothing whatever to say 
about Hume's views on imagination in BnmH-xy I.

Gore divides his discussion into the following sections (given 
in the order they are presented)! The Nature of Hume's Problem; 
Senses in Which Hume Uses the Word 'Imagination'; The Function of the 
Imagination in Hume's Theory of Knowledge; Criticism, and Summary 
Comparison of Spinoza and Hume.5 Although a few of the things 
in the last two sections are worthy of mention in this context, the 
bulk of attention will quite naturally be directed toward the first 
three sections.

"The problem with which Hume came to be concerned^" according 
to Gore, “was not so much how philosophy may be founded on exper
ience as how experience itself is constituted.

In shearing away all the inconsistent and metaphysical as
sumptions of his predecessors, Hume reduced sensationalism 
to sensations. The problem was how to build up out of these 
sensations the coherent and rational wholes of experience.
It was in a way Kant's problem that Hume had to struggle 
with— the problem of how an individual experience is consti
tuted, of how intrinsic relations are to be discovered and 
maintained, in plaoe of the extrinsic metaphysical entities 
that had been begged or assumed in sensationalism up to thattime.7

5For an understanding of this reference to Spinoza, see my 
footnote 24 on p. 9*

^ r e ,  Oja, cit.. p. 33. 7B>id.
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Gore brings the imagination into the picture by claiming that "Hume, 
in the straits of his problem, finally resorted to the imagination as 
the sole instrument capable of meeting the demand for a coherent and 
forward-moving individual experience.Later in his discussion he 
makes it apparent that he thinks that Hume himself felt that the 
imagination was inadequate to this task-- and, consequently, that 
he was aware that he had not satisfactorily solved his problem.?

Having stated what he takes to be Hume's problem and the role of 
the imagination therein, Gore proceeds to discuss what he obviously 
regards as Hume's theory of imagination, viz., the senses in which 
Hume uses the word 'imagination' and the function of the imagination 
in his theory of knowledge.

In Gore's view, Hume acknowledges and employs (in the Treatise) 
at least three different senses of the tern 'imagination'} (l) when 
opposed to memory; (2) when opposed to reason; and (3) when opposed 
to neither memory nor reason. 10- He discusses each of these three 
senses in turn.

It seems to me that in his consideration of the first of these 
three senses Gore makes three main points. First of all, he claims 
that according to Hume, "imagination and memory are alike in that 
they are both repetitions of impressions, reproductions of past per
ceptions."^ Second, he claims that according to Hume, imagination 
and memory differ in two respects. On the one hand, the ideas of

Îbid. ?Ibid.. p. 45. l°Ibid.. p. 33* **Ibid.
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memory have more force, vivacity, liveliness, etc*, than those of 
imagination. On the other hand, the imagination has a freedom which 
the memory does not have, inasmuch as the memory is compelled to re
produce the arrangement of the original perceptions, whereas the 
imagination is free to recombine them. Third, he claims that Hume 
does not allow either of these two distinctions between memory and 
imagination "to stand as hard and fast realities"; that, "in fact, he 
practically abandons both of them when he comes to the discussion of 
belief."12

Gore's discussion of the second sense of 'imagination' is not at 
all parallel to that of the first. His main point seems to be this: 
that although relatively early in Treatise I Hume tries to show "how 
harmoniously imagination and reason may work together,"13 as this 
work proceeds it turns out that the distinction between the two "grows 
sharper and deeper. "I** However, Gore does seem to want to make it 
clear that "the growing distinction and conflict between the two" is 
not a straight-line development; for, with regard to it, he speaks of 
"turnings and windings of [Hume's] thought in and out and back and. 
forth."15 Indeed, he points out that some "statements make it clear 
that Hume identifies reason and imagination to some extent. "1̂

Gore's consideration of the third sense of 'imagination'is of

l2Ibid.. p. 3*f. 13lbid.. p. 36. l̂ Ibid.. p. 35
15lbid.. p. 36. l̂ Ibid.. p. 35*



the most abbreviated sort, and actually occurs within the context of 
his discussion of the second sense. It consists essentially of the 
presentation of a passage from Treatise I. which allegedly exhibits 
this use of the term, and of a succinct comment thereupon. In Gore's 
view, this use of 'imagination', as opposed to neither memory nor 
reason, is entirely different from the second usage (as opposed to 
reason) and amounts to its use "in the sense of mere fancy and 
caprice."*7

In addition to his consideration of these alleged three senses 
of 'imagination', Gore presents (in this same context) a short account 
of what he maintains to be Hume's view of the relations between imagi
nation and habit, association, and emotion. Only the first two of 
these need be mentioned here. Regarding the relation between imagi
nation and habit (or custom), Gore's contention is simply that it is 
an "extremely intimate" one.*® As he puts it, "imagination is clay 
in the hands of the potter, custom. "̂ 9 Gore then goes on to assert 
that in Hume's view, "custom lies at the bottom of both imagination 
and reason, in a way that recalls the schematism of Kant. "20 This is 
not to imply, however, that reason and imagination are by any means 
identical or always in agreement.

The imagination is, so to speak, the more plastic 
element, the more sensitive, fluent, impulsive element; 
whereas the reason is more staid and sober and responds 
only to general rules, to acknowledged and conservative
principle s. 2*-

17lbid., p. 36. ^ Ibid., p. 37• ^ Ibid.
Ibid. Zlxbid.. pp. 37-38*



18

Regarding the relation between imagination and the principles of the
association of ideas, Gore claims that it

is similar to the relation between the imagination and 
custom. Without these principles of association, chance 
alone, as Hume says, would join the ideas of the imagination. ̂2

Anticipating a point he makes later, Gore adds that Hume is guilty of 
circular reasoning, inasmuch as he holds both that the principle of 
cause and effect— -the most important principle of the association of 
ideas— is one of the guiding principles of the imagination and also 
that the only faculty that makes possible the idea of cause and 
effect is the imagination. Here, as well, Gore brings out what he 
takes to be another significant Humian distinction between imagination 
and reason, saying that "reason is totally inadequate to afford any 
basis for the principles of association"; "only the imagination can 
do this."23

Gore completes this part of his account of Hume's theory with a 
short summary/conclusion. Since it is rather unusual and arresting,
I shall quote it in its entirety.

To conclude this portion of the subject. One thing is 
so evident, I believe, as not to need emphasis or further 
discussion— the fact that Hume wavers between a struc
tural and a functional statement of the categories of the 
mind; between an attempt to set up distinctions and deter
mine boundary lines, on the one hand, and a candid re
cognition of the active, living, functioning character of 
the elements singled out by and for critical analysis, on

22lbid.. p. 38. 23aid.
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the other. On the side of description* of structural dis
tinctions* are (1) sense-perception, (2) memory* (3) imagi
nation* (4) reason, (5) habit, (6) principles of association*
(7) emotions. They can be made to hold still* as it were* 
long enough to have their pictures taken. But on the side 
of explanation* of functional interpretation* note the 
interplay, the protean shifting of character* the cine
matographic display of activity. Sense-perceptions become 
either memory or imagination. Memory fades into imagi
nation. imagination wakes into memory— or more* Imagi
nation, after transforming and recombining the material 
given by sense-perceptions and memory* wakes into a new 
memory* or to an illusion that is taken for a memory.
Season and imagination are as one* like man and wife; and 
then they fall out, and quarrel with one another till they 
find out that another element* custom or habit* has made 
them what they are* and till they learn that one of them 
is simply §. deeper, more nawmariftwh tyrystain zation of the 
other. But reason has lost its plasticity, its progressive 
quality; with the help of imagination it can give us the 
old world, the old Borne, but not the new; it is a hopeless 
Tory. Therefore it is denied all participation in the 
principles of association. Imagination, however, can give 
us a new world, growing out of the old; it is more like a 
liberal Unionist. And finally we have the whole circuit 
of activity. Sense-perception reacts into conflicting 
habits; ideas of memory and of imagination are brought 
into play; these ideas exite [sic] the emotions; the emo
tions in turn reinforce the sense-perceptions and react 
upon the imagination and "enliven" the idea, thereby mak
ing it more believable; and so on, causing "the whole to 
have a very great influence" on the man.2*

If this passage leaves any doubt in the reader's mind which side of 
Hume, the structural or the functional, Gore prefers, such doubt is 
quickly dispelled when we find him saying (of the latter) that it pro
vides "a basis for a fine scepticism of rigid class distinctions, and 
for a faith in onward movement."25

The heart of Gore's account of Hume's theory seems to be his

^Ibid., p. 40. 25lbid.
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discussion of the function of that faculty In his theory of knowledge.
Nevertheless, he starts out by asserting that

the function of imagination in Hume's theory of knowledge 
can be stated in a few words. It is the faculty which 
makes it possible for us to have the conception of causa
tion and the conception of objectivity. Hume's expres
sion for objectivity is the continued and distinct, or 
independent, existence of o b j e c t  s. 2 6

Before making his appeal to the text of Treatise I in order to elabo
rate and sustain this contention, Gore issues forth an interpretive 
comment which is of considerable importance in terms of his over-all 
approach to Hume. In fact, it tends to supplement his earlier claim 
about Hume's problem. He sayst

Hume never doubts the reality of causation or of objec
tivity, as I understand him, but is concerned solely in 
accounting for the way in which we come to have believable 
ideas of such realities. "We may begin by observing that 
the difficulty in the present case is not concerning the 
matter of fact, or whether the mind forms such a conclu
sion concerning the continued existence of its perceptions, 
but only concerning the manner in which the conclusion is 
formed, and the principles from which it is derived" (p. 206).
The same would be true of causation. Hume becomes a skep
tic with reference to all existing explanations of the 
way in which we come to form ideas of such realities, as 
I shall attempt to bring out in the course of this dis
cussion, rather than a skeptic with reference to the exist
ence, of these realities themselves. In short, his interest 
seems to be psychological, rather than metaphysical or 
epistemological.27

It would seem to follow logically from this that when Gore speaks of
the function of imagination in Hume's theory of knowledge he has in

26ibid. 27jbjd.« p. 4-1.
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mind the function of that faculty in Hume's psychology. Likewise, it 
would seem to follow from this that Gore looks upon what he takes to 
be the Humian problem—— how experience is constituted— -as essentially 
psychological in nature.

It will not be necessary to consider in detail Gore's para
phrase and condensation of Hume's discussion either of causation or 
or objectivity. What he tries to show is that according to Hume, the 
imagination not only makes the ideas of causation and of objectivity 
possible, but also that it is the only faculty that makes them pos
sible.^ What will suffice for our purpose is his answer to the 
question: how (in Hume's view) does the imagination make these two 
ideas possible? Gore claims that what Hume thinks is needed to make 
the idea of causation possible (something that neither the senses nor 
the memory nor the reason can provide) is

a faculty sufficiently plastic and coherent to carry the 
mind beyond the present object or idea to an idea not pres
ent, but resembling the usual attendant of the present 
object or idea. This is exactly what imagination seems to 
be capable of doing, for "the imagination when set into any 
train Of thinking, is apt to continue, even when its object 
fails it, and like a galley put in motion by the oars, 
carries on its course without any new impulse" (p. 198).
The imagination is all the more inclined to do this, if the 
contiguous and successive pbjects have been repeated. The 
more frequent the repetition of any given contiguous and 
successive objects has been, the more readily the imagi
nation passes from the given present object to an idea re
sembling its absent attendant; that is, from the experienced

2&See ibid.. p. 45. It seems to be correct to say that when 
Gore asserts that the imagination makes these two ideas possible what 
he means is that the imagination is the source of them (see ibid..
P. 41).
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to the not-experienced. In other words, constant con
junction, operating upon the imagination by means of the 
principles of the association of ideas, makes possible 
what neither sense nor reason could give, namely, ideas 
which are not given in and through the present experience, 
but which resemble the impressions usually had in con
junction with this object which is now the sole content 
of sense-experience. When the mind in and through the 
carrying or oronensive quality of the imagination passes 
from a present object to an absent attendant, it reasons 
from cause to effect, or from effect to cause. 25F-

As far as the question of the origin of the idea of objectivity is
concerned, Gore claims that

the course of reasoning is much the same as that involved 
in showing how we arrive at the idea of causation. The 
imagination, in virtue of its propensive quality, already 
referred to so often, is able to bridge over the gaps 
between interrupted sense-perceptions, and produce the 
opinion of continued existence of body.30
Undoubtedly, one of the prime reasons Gore claims that Hume does 

not think that imagination is adequate to the task of "constituting1* 
experience (i.e., of building up out of sensations the coherent and 
rational wholes of experience) is that he is fully aware of the fact 
that Hume, in his discussion of objectivity, comes up with an un
usual and disturbing conflict between reason and imagination̂  As 
Gore puts it,

it is in the discussion of objectivity that reason and 
imagination come to blows again. And the idea of causa
tion has a falling out with the idea of objectivity. 31

That is,
imagination makes possible both the idea of causationt

293M.> pp. 42-4-3. 30Ibid.. p. 44. 31 Ibid.
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and the idea of continued and independent existence. But 
when reason employs the former idea, it contradicts thelatter.32

The incompatibility between these two ideas leads Gore to suggest 
that perhaps it is "possible that a deep-seated conflict lurks within 
the very imagination itself."33

Gore devotes the bulk of the section entitled "Criticism" to 
briefly listing "some of the difficulties and contradictions involved 
in the Treatise."3^ Since he interprets these "difficulties and 
contradictions" as "self-involved criticism," it is apparent that his 
aim in exhibiting them is to support his contention that Hume had not
satisfactorily solved his problem and that he was well aware of the
fact.

Perhaps the best way to conclude this exposition of Gore's views 
on Hume is to quote from his "Summary Comparison of Spinoza and Hume." 
For it is here that he presents his clearest brief statement of what 
he understands to be Hume's view of the nature of imagination and its 
function in his theory of knowledge. He saysi

The Imagination is a unifying activity. It possesses the
power of rearranging, of recombining, the particulars of 
sense-experience which are given to it. The imagination is 
a plastic, unifying, propensive element in whose flow par
ticulars are held and carried along; transcending the pres
ent, it gives us the idea of cause and effect, and of the 
distinct and continued existence of the objective world. 35

32Ibid.. p. 45. 33lbid. 
3̂ Ibid. 35lbid., p. 47.
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Evaluation
In the light of the fact that I shall not be finding very much 

in Gore's interpretation with which I can agree, perhaps it would be 
best to begin my evaluation by stating that one of my main reasons 
for discussing his views is that he does manage to introduce, and 
provide at least some sort of examination of, most of the concepts 
which are bound up in one way or another with the concept of imagi
nation in Hume's philosophy of the human understanding.

In what immediately follows, I shall follow quite closely the 
topical order of exposition— which, of course, was Gore's own.

On Hume's problem.— I observed that Gore understands Hume's 
problem to be that of showing how the coherent and rational wholes 
of experience are built up out of its given elements (viz., sensa
tions), and that he contends that Hume calls upon imagination to 
effect this building process-— indeed, as the only faculty capable 
(in principle) of performing this task. How, while I do not deny 
that it is possible to find an answer (whether satisfactory or not) 
to this problem in Hume, I most certainly deny that this was Hume's 
problem, in the sense of its being the real and primary concern of 
his philosophy of the human understanding. As a consequence of this, 
I do not find Hume explicitly calling on imagination to perform this 
constructive function.

Evidently linked with Gore's conception of Hume's problem is his 
claim that Hume's interest is psychological, rather than either meta
physical or epistemological— since he supposedly never doubts the
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reality of causation or objectivity but is solely concerned in ac
counting for the way in which we come to have believable ideas of 
these realities. In a word, the only sense in which Hume is sceptical 
in regard to these realities is with reference to all existing expla
nations of the way we come to fora ideas of them. later in my in
vestigation I shall be arguing, in effect, against this kind of 
interpretation of Hume's philosophic enterprise. For I shall be 
maintaining that, even though Hume has a psychological interest, 
this is definitely subordinate to his epistemological concern. 
Moreover, I do not believe that it will be especially hard to show 
that Hume does, in a sense, doubt the reality of causation and ob
jectivity and, hence, is not sceptical merely in regard to all exist
ing explanations of the way we come to have believable ideas of these 
"realities." And since, more generally speaking, I interpret Hume's 
enterprise in Treatise I as having a sceptical goal, I refuse (for 
the most part) to go along with Gore's labelling of the so-called 
contradictions and absurdities of that work as self-criticism.

On Hume's r»:f:Pa-rent senses of 'imagination*.— But apart from my 
objections to Gore's general interpretation of Hume, I find that his 
discussion of Hume's different senses of 'imagination* is grossly 
defective. First of all, it seems to me that his evidence for the 
alleged third sense of the term is quite insufficient. The passage 
from Treatise I. part of which Gore quotes in evidence for his
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contention that Hume acknowledges at least three senses of the term, 
is the following one:

It appears that the word, imagination, is commonly us'd 
in two different senses; and tho' nothing be more contrary 
to true philosophy, than this inaccuracy, yet in the fol
lowing reasonings I have often been oblig'd to fall into 
it. When I oppose the imagination to the memory, I mean 
the faculty, by which we form our fainter ideas. When I 
oppose it to reason, I mean the same faculty, excluding 
only our demonstrative and probable reasonings. When I 
oppose it to neither, 'tis indifferent whether it be taken 
in the larger or more limited sense, or at least the con
text will sufficiently explain the meaning.3°

From this passage, there can be no doubt that Hume is acknowledging 
his having used 'imagination' in at least two different senses: the 
sense involved when he opposes it to memory and the sense involved 
when he opposes it to reason. What is extremely doubtful', in my 
opinion, is Hume's acknowledgment here of his use of the term in any 
third sense, i.e., in a sense distinct from the other two. Gore 
claims that he is here acknowledging its use in a sense opposed to 
neither memory nor reason; but this appears to be an unwarranted in
ference from what Hume actually says. Hume's expression, "when I 
oppose it to neither," is not strictly analogous in meaning to his 
expressions, "when I oppose it to the memory," and "when I oppose it 
to reason," and hence does not warrant the inference that Hume is 
acknowledging a sense in which imagination is opposed to neither of 
these other two faculties. What Hume is claiming here is that the 
sense involved when he opposes imagination to neither of these

3 T̂reatise I. p. 117 (note)
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faculties is identical with one of the other two senses and that it 
is usually a matter of indifference which of these we select. Never
theless, this is not Gore's last word on the matter; since he also 
claims to have found Hume actually using 'imagination' in this sense 
opposed to neither memory nor reason. His evidence for this conten
tion is the following passage from Treatise I:

I form an idea of Home, which I neither see nor remember; 
but. which is connected with such impressions as I remember 
to have received from the conversation and books of travel
ers and historians. The idea of Home I place in a certain 
situation on the idea of an object, which I call the globe.
I join to it the conception of a particular government, and 
religion, and manners. I look backward and consider its 
first foundation; its several revolutions, successes, and 
misfortunes. All this, and everything else, which I be
lieve, are nothing but ideas; tho' by their force and 
settled order, arising from custom and the relation of 
cause and effect, they distinguish themselves from the 
other ideas, which are merely the offspring of the imagi
nation. 37

X confess that I do not find this use of 'imagination' to be distinct 
from the use Hume (and Gore following him) has in mind when he speaks 
of the sense involved when imagination is opposed to the memory. This 
becomes a virtual certainty if we take note of Hume's identification 
(in the passage previously quoted) of the sense of 'imagination' as 
opposed to the memory with the faculty of our fainter ideas, and his 
obvious contrast (in this passage) of the mere offspring of the 
imagination with ideas having considerable force and settled order.

Second, turning to his discussion of the two senses of 'imagi
nation' which Hume explicitly recognizes, it is apparent— assuming

37lbid., p. 108; underline mine.
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that my exposition is faithful to his text— that Gore's discussion 
of the "anti-memory*1 sense is greatly superior to his discussion of 
the "anti-reason" sense. Even so, I think that both are subject to 
criticism. As far as the latter discussion is concerned, Gore never 
succeeds in pointing out wherein imagination and reason dif
fer— something he surely must do if he is to properly elucidate 
the opposition between the two. Indeed, in his abbreviated dis
cussion he speaks at one time of the co-operation of the two facul
ties; at another, of their conflict. Presumably, both sorts of talk 
are supposed to reflect one and the same sense of 'imagination*, viz., 
as opposed to reason. Yet how can this be? Actually, Gore says very 
little about the meanings of the terns 'imagination' and 'reason' in 
his discussion. As far as the former discussion is concerned, al
though I agree with Gore that the faint-lively and free-determined 
distinctions between imagination and memory are not taken by Hume to 
be "hard and fast realities" and are virtually abandoned by him when 
he comes to his discussion of matter-of-fact belief, I am not at all 
certain that Gore's seeming way of conceiving the different senses of 
'imagination' enables him to consistently sustain the point. For 
apparently Gore feels that each of Hume's three senses of 'imagi
nation* are entirely different from one a n o t h e r . 3̂  But would not 
Gore be obliged to hold that when Hume comes to his discussion of

38otherwise, why would he claim that when Hume says (in the pas
sage I quoted on p. 26) that it is the same faculty that he opposes 
to memory and to reason, he ’ ’ '  ̂ '' ession, "the
same faculty," ambiguously
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matter-of-fact belief, wherein he seems to identify imagination with 
our more lively ideas and speaks of imagination as being determined 
to form these lively ideas, he is really not so much abandoning the 
distinctions between memory and imagination as simply ceasing to use 
•imagination* in the sense opposed to memory and is using it in the 
sense opposed to reason? Be this as it may, I think that we may say 
with justice that, at the very least, Gore has failed to be crystal . 
clear about the relation between these two senses of ’imagination*. 
This point should take on more importance later than it may seem to 
have at present.

Ify third criticism of Gore's discussion of Hume's alleged three 
senses of 'imagination' has to do with his summary/conclusion, which 
I quoted in full. My reaction to this fanciful piece of writing is 
almost entirely negative. If the so-called MfunctionalH approach to 
mental categories alone merits the title of "explanation," then I 
must say that much recent psychology is on the wrong track. In fact, 
I am inclined to think that Hume himself would say that such 'fexpla- 
nations" should be left "to the embellishment of poets and orators 
or to the arts of priests and p o l i t i c i a n s ."39 For the sort of 
anthropomorphism which rises fully to the surface of Gore's dis
cussion at this point can surely do nothing to clarify Hume's true 
position in regard to the imagination. I shall admit that Hume 
himself is, at times, guilty of a similar— if, indeed, it is not

39Enauirv I. p. 162.
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basically the same— intellectual sin in his habit of speaking as if 
the "little prime movers" theory of the mental faculties were true.**® 
However, this is not something to be adhered to, or even worse, to be 
supplemented; rather, it is something to be overcome and corrected*
As I see it, it should be treated as something contrary to the spirit, 
if not to the letter, of Hume's general philosophical outlook.

Though it is not an issue directly involved in his discussion 
of the Humian senses of 'Imagination', Gore's charge of circular 
reasoning against Hume does arise in the context of that discussion* 
Accordingly, my fourth and final criticism of this segment of Gore's 
work amounts to an attempt to exonerate Hume from this charge. It 
will be recalled that Gore maintains that Hume holds both that the 
causal principle of association is one of the guiding principles of 
the imagination and also that the only faculty that makes possible 
the idea of causation is the imagination. Granting, for the sake of 
argument, that it is true that the imagination £s the only faculty

^By the "little prime movers" theory of the mental faculties or 
powers, I mean the view of them that Locke inveighed against in his 
Essay. It is the view which regards these faculties as "real beings 
in the soul," i.e., as "so many distinct agents in us, which have 
their several provinces and authorities, and do command, obey, and 
perform several actions, as so many distinct beings"(John Locke, An ̂  
Essav Concerning Human Understanding, ed. by A. C. Fraser [Londons 
189̂ J, Vol. I, pp. 31̂ » 315)* Loeke quite rightly pointed out that 
"it is not one power that operates on another: but it is the mind 
that operates, and exerts these powers; it is the man that does the 
action; it is the agent that has power, or is able to do. For powers 
are relations, not agents: and that which has the power or not the 
power to operate, is that alone which is or is not free, and not the 
power itself. For freedom, or not freedom, can belong to nothing but 
what has or has not a power to act" (ibid.. pp. 322-23)•



that makes possible the idea of causation, I think that there are at 
least two ways of coming to Hume's rescue. On the one hand, one could 
call attention to the fact that, strictly speaking, there is really no 
circle, inasmuch as in the one case, the reference is to the causal 
principle of association, whereas in the other, the reference is 
mierely to the idea of causation. Why is it not possible to claim, 
without circularity, both that the causal principle is the ground of 
imaginative activity (or at least some of it) and also that the imagi
nation is the sole faculty capable of giving rise to the idea of 
causation? Are not the principle and the idea distinct from one 
another and logically independent of one another? On the other hand 
and aside from the preceding point, one could try to show that this 
charge rests on a confusion between two senses of causation in Hume: 
cause as a natural relation (which involves the relation of necessary 
connexion) and cause as a philosophical relation (which is reducible 
to the relation of constant conjunction)It could be granted that 
imagination is, in some sense, responsible for the causal principle. 
as well as the idea: yet it would be pointed out that it is only re
sponsible for this principle as a natural relation and not as a 
philosophical relation. What guides it, then, would be the principle 
of causation as a philosophical relation.^

^See Treatise I. pp. 15, S&, 170, 172.
^This solution has a difficulty, though. For it seems to be 

Hume's view that the principles of association are identified with the 
natural relations, not the philosophical (ibid.« pp. 10-13). None
theless, I do not think that this difficulty is as insurmountable as 
it seems to be. But it is not a task to engage in here.
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On the function of n a ti o n in Hume.— It seems to me that
Gore's account of the function of imagination in Hume's theory of 
knowledge is not only incomplete in that it is limited to a consider
ation of Treatise I: even within this limitation, it would appear to 
be incomplete. We might say that, according to Gore, there are two 
parts to the function of imagination in Hume. One is that it makes 
the ide'a (or conception) of causation possible; the other is that it 
makes the idea of objectivity possible. Now, granted Gore's type of 
approach, should he not be claiming that imagination makes the ideas 
of space and time possible— -and perhaps even that it makes the idea 
of personal identity possible? He would appear to have almost as 
much evidence in Hume for these claims as he does for the ones he 
actually makes about causation and objectivity.

.Apart from the issue of completeness, there are also some ques
tions to be raised in regard to the accuracy with which Gore has 
expressed what he does maintain concerning the function of imagina
tion in Hume. He is not claiming merely that, according to Hume, 
imagination is a faculty which makes possible our ideas of causation 
and objectivity; he is claiming that Hume maintains that it is the 
only faculty which does so. In fact, his true position, fully stated, 
seems to be this: imagination, in Hume's view, is the only faculty 
which makes possible believable ideas of causation and objectivity.
In the light of Hume's doctrine of belief, it would seem that what 
this amounts to saying is that this faculty is the only one which 
enables us to attain belief in these two things. What primarily
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concerns me here is whether or not Gore means by this that imagination 
alone makes these beliefs (or believable ideas) possible.̂ 3 Does he 
mean that imagination, all by itself (i.e., without extraneous aid), 
generates belief in these things, or is it just one among several 
"principles" involved in the process ?^ Does he mean that imagination 
is the necessary and sufficient condition of the possibility of them, 
or is he maintaining that it is only a necessary condition? I do not 
find Gore's way of stating Hume's position precise enough to answer 
these questions of considerable importance to the understanding of 
Hume's theory of imagination.

Another point on this issue of accuracy is whether or not it is 
correct, strictly speaking, to maintain that Hume held that imagina
tion makes possible our ideas of causation and objectivity. This 
presupposes that Hume felt that we can have ideas of them ( in his 
sense of 'idea', as a kind of mental picture or image). Everything 
depends upon what Hume means by causation and objectivity, later in 
my investigation, I shall try to show that in the crucial senses of

3̂This does not seem to me to follow logically from what Gore 
says, because it is possible that somethings other than faculties 
could be involved. If so, then it would be logically consistent to 
affirm that imagination was the only faculty that made these beliefs 
possible and yet deny that imagination alone made them so.

am indebted to E. J. Furlong for this way of putting the 
issue. Partly because I shall be considering Furlong's own views 
later in this chapter, I am leaving these questions unanswered at 
this juncture.



these terms Hume seems to maintain that we really do not have (Humiari) 
ideas of either of these two things.̂ 5

My final criticism actually has to do with the relation between 
Gore's discussion of the function of imagination and his discussion of 
the different senses of that term; and it bears a rather close re
lation to a point I made earlier. Indeed, it might legitimately be 
considered as a kind of extension of the latter. What troubles me 
here is that Gore never makes clear exactly what the relation be
tween these two discussions. To be moire specific, he never explicitly 
indicates which of the alleged three senses of the term 'imagination* 
he thinks is involved when he comes to consider Hume's alleged view 
of the function of that faculty in his theory of knowledge. In the 
light of his discussion of these senses, it seems evident that it 
must be one of them and could not be more than one of them. Combined 
senses would appear to be out of the question. My first inclination 
is to say that Gore would maintain that it is the second ("anti- 
reason") sense which he— and Hume— -has is mind. The unfortunate 
thing here is that it is about this sense which Gore is least illumi
nating. Perhaps a clue to Gore's position on the issue is provided 
by his brief summarizing, which I quoted at the close of my exposi
tion of his views. The trouble here is that the part about rearrang
ing, recombining, etc., seems clearly to be a reference to the first 
sense; whereas the part about plasticity, unification, etc., seems

^5See Chapter IV, pp. 225-26, and Chapter V, pp. 259-60
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not to be-— is it a reference to the second sense? Is Gore admitting 
here, a combined sense malere ltd?

A closing comment may be in order. If it is true, as Gore sug
gests, that Hume did use 'Imagination' in more than one entirely 
different sense (i.e., in two or more senses having nothing relevant 
in common with each other), and if it could be shown that the sense 
of the term which he makes use of in attributing certain significant 
cognitive functions to imagination is a sense peculiar to his philos
ophy, then this would seem to impugn the validity of any claim he 
might make (or which might be made in his behalf) about having as
signed unprecedented cognitive functions to imagination. A conten
tion not unlike this seems to be made by the next Humian interpreter 
I shall consider.

N. K. Smith's Interpretation 

Exposition
Despite the fact that at one point in his book on Hume's philos

ophy he finds the occasion to assert that "one of Hume's central doc
trines [in the Treatise] is that mental processes which have hitherto 
been credited to reason and understanding are due to a quite different 
type of faculty, the imagination,Nonnan Kemp Staith's considered 
view (in this same work) is "that Hume's ascription of primacy to the 
imagination has no greater importance in the philosophy of the

K. Snith, The Philosophy of David Hume (London, 19*H)»P»̂ 53«
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Treatise than that of being merely a corollary to his early doctrine 
of belief."̂ 7 At any rate, the latter is explicitly proclaimed to be 
the conclusion justified by his consideration of “Hume * s Teaching in 
Begard to the Imagination."^

Since this conclusion very definitely represents a kind of de
valuation of the role of imagination in the Treatise. the argument 
which is presented for it merits our careful attention— especially 
since it comes from a generally acknowledged authority on Hume's 
philosophy.

I must confess at the start to having had considerable diffi
culty in coming to an understanding of Smith’s argument. Thus, what 
follows is what appears to me at present to represent most accurately 
Smith's reasoning. I shall endeavor to render explicit his grounds 
for his conclusion by presenting (usually in words almost identical 
with his) a series of six points, followed by what I consider to be 
his more or less summarizing remark on some (and perhaps all) of 
these points, and finishing with the conclusion itself— indicating 
at that point what I take to be the connection between his summa
rizing remark and his conclusion. Also included will be a brief*
elucidation of that summarizing remark, which (even given a clear 
statement of the preceding six points) is not exactly

7̂lbid.. pp. 4-62-63.
^ Ibid., p. 462. The quotation marks enclose the title of what 

Smith refers to as the "Appendix to Chapter XXI."
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self-illuminating. The six points which seem to me to form Smith's 
argument are as follows

First of all, in the Treatise Hume employs the term 'imagination' 
in a very confusing, double-sense, a sense to which he himself draws 
explicit attention. We may refer to this double— or, better, to 
these two senses— of 'imagination' as the ordinary or common sense 
and the special sense; and the meaning of each of these two senses 
may be expressed as follows: (i) In the ordinary sense, 'imagination'
signifies the faculty which deals with those perceptions which may be 
distinguished from impressions, and which in proportion as they be
come perfect ideas can be freely conjoined or separated.̂ ® It is by 
means of this situation that the imagination is made capable of 
feigning, and this feigning-capability, as it were, sets the imagi
nation in contrast alike to sense-perception, to judgment, and to 
memory. In sum, 'imagination* (in the ordinary sense) is fancy, 
i.e., a faculty of feigning.51 (£) in the special sense,'imagination'

^9In regard to these six points, the reader should be informed 
that they are to be found, for the most part, between pages 4-59 and 
463 of his book. Also, it should be mentioned that in my reiteration 
of his argument I have excluded reference to the frequently lengthy 
Humian passages which Smith intersperse between his interpretive 
claims. This is in accordance with my policy to avoid all unnecessary 
references to Hume's text. Of course, where I take issue with Smith 
on a particular point, I shall take care to indicate the evidence he 
gives for his position.

5̂ See ibid.. p. 2 3 where Smith claims that, in Hume's view, 
when as idea entirely loses its vivacity, it becomes a perfect idea; 
such ideas, not being tied down by any act of assent or belief, are at 
the free and full disposal of the imagination to be used as the indi
vidual may decide.

51Cf. ibid.. pp. 137,
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has an almost directly opposite meaning to its meaning in the ordi
nary sense, inasmuch as it signifies vivacity of conception.52 As a 
consequence of this signification, and in accordance with his early 
doctrine of belief (i.e., the doctrine of belief Hume espouses in the 
body of the Treatise— the doctrine that belief is nothing but vi
vacity of conception), ’imagination' is the title appropriate to 
those mental processes through which realities are apprehended. In 
other words, 'imagination' (in this sense) signifies those very facul
ties with which imagination in its current or ordinary sense has to 
be contrasted. In still other words, 'imagination' (in this special 
sense) signifies the faculty which is at work whenever belief, and 
not mere feigning, is in possession of the mind. It is noteworthy 
that imagination, so conceived, can be operative only when principles- 
which are "permanent, irresistible, and universal" are in control, 
since belief is precisely not subject to the individual's arbitrary 
choice. It is also noteworthy that it is this view of imagination, 
this way of conceiving that faculty, which leads Hume to speak of the 
imagination as that faculty upon which the senses, memory, and under
standing are, all of them, founded.

Second, in spite of the fact that these two senses of 'imagi
nation' have an almost directly opposite meaning, Hume (at least in 
certain passages in Treatise I [e.g., p. 225]) seems to assume that

52 Cf. ibid.. p. 13 7



39

in employing the term in the special sense, he is still employing it 
in a usual sense.

Third, this assumption by Hume might be allowed, if, on the one 
hand, his doctrine of belief in its earlier form could be strictly 
held to and, on the other hand, the supplementary factors (identity 
through change, unity in complexity, and causal efficacy)* which are 
required in the objects of belief, were correctly describable as 
being due to a species of feigning.

Fourth, Hume has, however, an outstanding difficulty when he 
proceeds on these lines. For when he holds strictly to his early 
doctrine of belief and assumes that the supplementary factors (named 
immediately above) are correctly describable as being due to a 
species of feigning, he has great difficulty in distinguishing, by 
any clear principles, between fact and fiction.

Fifth, in a note (presumably a late insertion) appended to a 
passage in the Treatise (p. 117), Hume indeed states that 'imagi
nation' ijS commonly used in the two diverse senses in which he has 
used it; and he apologizes for having been guilty of falling into 
"this inaccuracy.”

Sixth, as we should expect, 'imagination', in the special sense, 
does not reappear in Biouirv I: indeed, such usage is there quite ex
plicitly disavowed. Moreover, in these very passages in Enquiry I 
in which this explicit disavowal takes place, Hume is endeavoring to 
distinguish between fiction and belief (i.e., between ideas of the 
judgment and fictions of the imagination) and is at pains to
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emphasize that belief is a state of mind to the achievement of which 
the imagination, in the common sense, is not equal. Furthermore, he 
is also (in this same context) engaged in modifying his early doctrine 
of belief; for belief is no longer held by him to be nothing but vi
vacity of conception but is held to be, In addition to this, a quite 
distinctive attitude of mind, a peculiar, indefinable feeling or 
sentiment.

Having made these six points (plus two or three subordinate or 
supporting points), Smith offers what appears to be a kind of one- 
sentence summarization of at least some of these points when he says 
(about Hume) that "on modifying his early doctrine of belief in the 
Appendix to the Treatise and the Enquiry Concerning the Human Under- 
stanrfing. the reasons which had led him to extend the functions of 
the imagination beyond those ordinarily assigned to it ceased to 
hold.H-53 The connection this statement bears to what I have labelled 
as Smith's sixth point is evident. What is not so evident is its re
lation to the other points. One thing is clear, however, and this is 
the fact that Smith maintains that Hume's extension of the functions 
of the Imagination beyond those ordinarily assigned to it consisted 
essentially in his ascription of belief to that faculty. This would 
seem to be a logical inference from the first point, i.e., from Hume's 
alleged special use of 'imagination'. But even if it is not, it is a 
claim which Smith rather obviously makes earlier in his discussion of

53lbid.. p. 463.
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definitely reiterated somewhat later in it.55 But what exactly Smith 
intends to include in the "reasons11 which led Hume to so extend the 
functions of the imagination is not at all evident. I would surmise, 
though, that he has in mind the following two (at a minimum): (l) that 
Hume thought (in Treatise I) that belief was nothing but vivacity of 
conception; and (2) that he seemed to assume (again, in Treatise I) 
that in employing 'imagination' in the more special sense, he was 
still employing it in a usual sense— -or, in other words, that he 
was so far influenced by his use of the tern as signifying a faculty 
of feigning as to seem to suggest that even in the sense peculiar to 
his philosophy imagination was still a faculty of feigning and not of 
legitimate b e l i e f .56 it is easy to see that the first of these two 
"reasons" is connected with the first and third points, and the 
second, with the second point. I think that it is evident that 
Smith feels that neither of these "reasons" is a good one, and that 
Hume eventually realized this. His first reason ceased to hold when, 
in the Appendix to the Treatise and Enquiry I. he modified his early 
doctrine of belief, by claiming that in addition to involving vi
vacity of conception it also represents a quite distinctive attitude 
of mind or peculiar feeling. His second reason ceased to hold when

5̂ See ibid.. pp. 449, 4-53, 4-56. 55See ibid.. pp. 493~9̂ »
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it became evident to him that this assumption led him into insuper
able difficulties in distinguishing between fact and fiction. These 
considerations clearly exhibit the relations between Skaith's summa
rizing statement and the remaining ones of his six points*

In the light of the preceding remarks, it would seem correct to 
assert that Smith is suggesting that if, on modifying his early doc
trine of belief the reasons which had led Hume to extend the func
tions of imagination beyond those ordinarily assigned to it ceased to 
hold, then his ascription of primacy to the imagination has no greater 
importance in the philosophy of the Treatise than that of being merely 
a corollary to his early doctrine of belief. The latter, of course, 
is the main conclusion Skuith is trying to reach concerning Hume's 
teaching with regard to the imagination* I venture the guess that 
the reason (or ground) for Smith's use of the word 'corollary' in 
this connection is that he thinks that the primacy which the imagi
nation has in the philosophy of Treatise I is derived entirely from 
the primacy which Hume attaches to the topic of belief in that work. 
For it is a fact that Smith thinks he has shown conclusively that 
"Hume's doctrine of belief is the central theme of his argument, from 
start to finish of Book I" of the T rea t is e .37

A fitting conclusion to this exposition would be to call atten
tion to the apparent corollary to Smith's own view. Clearly, it is

5 7 i b i d .. p. 110.
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that imagination ceased to have any primacy at all in the philosophy 
of Enquiry I,

Evaluation
I should make it perfectly clear from the start of my criticism 

that I reject Smith's main claim concerning Hume's teaching in regard 
to the imagination. I think that it is quite false to say that Hume's 
ascription of primacy to the imagination has no greater importance in 
the philosophy of the Treatise than that of being merely a corollary 
to his early doctrine of belief.58 itfy objections will be directed to 
the way in which he argues for this claim.

First of ally one of Smith's major points is that Hume's assump
tion (in Treatise I) that in employing 'imagination' in his special 
sense he is still employing it in the ordinary sense is not an allow
able one. I shall make three critical comments on this point, (l) In 
the light of what he takes to be the relation between Hume's two 
senses of 'imagination', it is rather puzzling that Smith should 
maintain that if Hume's earlier doctrine of belief could have been 
strictly adhered to and were the supplementary factors required in the 
objects of belief correctly describable as being due to a species of 
feigning, then his assumption (in Treatise I) that in employing 'imagi
nation' in his special sense he is still employing it in the ordinary 
sense might-be allowed. For if these two senses of the term really

58j am, of course, assuming that I have correctly understood 
what Smith means by 'corollary' in the statement of his claim.



do have an almost directly opposite meaning from each other, then it 
would surely seem that there would be no conditions under which such 
an assumption would be allowable. (2) Suppose, then, Smith would ad
mit that the nerve of his point lies in his contention that these two 
senses have almost directly opposite meanings. This claim is one 
which I am most anxious to refute. Smith maintains that "the two 
senses agree only in one respect, namely, that in both the imagina
tion has to be contrasted with reason, strictly so-called • • .**59 
Now, I do not believe that this is correct, and it will be one of my 
main tasks (in the next chapter) to show that it is not; It is my 
view that Hume has a general conception of imagination which en- . 
compasses, as it were, both of these two senses. Accordingly, I 
think that the two senses have more in common than the purely nega
tive factor of contrast with reason; Let me point out here that I 
believe that the real basis for Smith’s "opposition” claim rests 
upon the opposition between faint and lively ideas. It is not be
cause feigning and belief are opposed (supposing they are) and 
imagination is identified with both that the one sense is opposed 
to the other; This would be to put the cart before the horse. It 
is because imagination is linked with vivacity of conception (or 
lively ideas) and is also held to be the faculty of our fainter 
ideas— plus the fact that there is a contingent connection between

■59smith, op. cit.. p. 461.
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our faint ideas and our feigning-capability and our lively ideas and 
belief— that * imagination' is allegedly used in two senses with oppo
site meanings. But this opposition in meaning can be rigorously main
tained only on the assumption that there is a strict identification 
between imagination and our lively ideas, on the one hand, and imagi
nation and our faint ideas, on the other. In other words, there is 
an opposition inr meaning only so long as lively ideas and faint ones 
are taken as defining characteristics of imagination. There is no 
opposition, or incompatibility, in maintaining that one and the same 
faculty of imagination is a faculty involved with both sorts of 
ideas. (3) But even assuming that these two criticisms are in some 
way misguided, there is still another criticism to be made in regard 
to Smith*s line of argument for his point. Smith maintains that when 
Hume did strictly hold to his early doctrine of belief and did de
scribe the supplementary factors in the above-mentioned way, he had 
great difficulty in distinguishing, by any clear principles, between 
fact and fiction. And he seems to infer directly from this that 
Hume's assumption (in Treatise I) about simultaneous employment of 
the two opposed senses of 'imagination* is not allowable. However, 
it is being tacitly assumed here that if Hume recognized that any 
doctrine to which he was strictly holding caused him great difficulty 
in distinguishing between fact and fiction, then he would not con
tinue to adhere to it. Now I think that this assumption may be chal
lenged. Certainly, one thing that is being ruled out of court here 
(without argument) is that one of Hume's central aims was precisely
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to show that it is not possible for us to distinguish, by any clear 
principles, between fact and fiction. Later in my investigation, I 
shall be trying to sustain the claim that, in a sense, this was in 
fact one of his central aims* But even if this were a false reading 
of Hume's aims, Smith is also ruling out the possibility that Hume 
was really not especially concerned with the problem of distinguish
ing the two. After all, it seems possible to make a reasonably 
plausible case for the view that Hume was at most concerned to dis
tinguish what we take to be a fact from what we take to be a fiction, 
and not the real things* At any rate, Smith's tacit assumption rests 
upon a reading of Hume's aims which is at least challengeable. Per
haps it stands or falls on the validity of Smith's general interpre
tation of Hume's philosophy of the human understanding. About the 
latter I shall have more to say later.

Another weak point in Smith's argument seems to me to be his 
claim that Hume (in Enquiry I) explicitly disavowed his use of 
'imagination' in the special sense. I do not think that he provides 
any real evidence for this claim. It is not enough to claim (as 
Smith does) that Hume explicitly denies in Ennulrv I that imagination 
can ever, of itself, attain belief.In fact, it is really no evi
dence at all for explicit disavowal; since even if Hume had held (in 
Treatise I) that imagination can sometimes, of itself, attain belief,

60To be fair to Smith perhaps it ought to be mentioned that he 
does not appear to think that this fact alone is sufficient evidence. 
However, this is irrelevant to my essential claim.



it still would not follow from its rejection (in Enquiry I) that he 
ceased to use the term in the special sense* He could still be using 
it there to signify vivacity of conception. A repudiation or modifi
cation of Hume*s view of belief as being identifiable with vivacity 
of conception does not necessitate an explicit denial of his use of 
'imagination' as so identifiable. What Staith needs to show is that 
Hume explicitly denies that imagination can be identified with vi
vacity of conception. This he does not do.̂ l

But even if Smith can show that the immediately preceding criti
cism is invalid, his argument may yet be challenged on another related 
point. As we have seen, Smith contends that when Hume modified in the 
Appendix and Enquiry T the doctrine of belief he had held in the 
Treatise (in particular, in Treatise I), the reasons which had led « 
him to extend the functions of imagination beyond those ordinarily- 
assigned to it ceased to hold.^ Thus, it is presupposed that Hume 
did in fact modify his Treatise doctrine of belief. However, it does

^In the light of the fact that the point I have tried to make 
proves relatively little, perhaps it should be mentioned that my main 
concern in making it has been to bring to the reader's attention two 
thingsi (l) a confusion in Smith's mind in regard to the relation be
tween imagination (in the supposed special sense) and belief and (2) a 
fallacious inference which he appears to draw on the basis of it. 
Actually, there is more to be said on the issue in behalf of Smith's 
position and argument, but I prefer to discuss it in the context of 
my evaluation of Furlong's interpretation. For Furlong attacks this 
same point in Smith's view, but from a somewhat different angle than 
I have.

preceding criticism might be construed as an attempt to 
show that the inference which this statement expresses is not valid 
in a strict logical sense.
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not seem to me that this key factor in his argument can be adequately 
supported by an appeal to Hume's texts* That is to say, it is not at 
all clear that Hume definitely modified, in any significant way, the 
doctrine of belief he expressed in Treatise I; First of all, it will 
be recalled that Staiith maintains that the modification in Hume's 
Treatise doctrine of belief as vivacity of conception does not con
sist in the abandonment of vivacity of conception as characteristic 
of belief; rather; it consists in the addition to it of a peculiar 
sentiment or feeling* How, in the Appendix Hume says that

an idea assented to feels different from a fictitious idea, 
that the fancy alone presents to us: And this different 
feeling I endeavour to explain by calling it a superior 
force, or vivacity, or solidity, orSteadiness. 63

He says the same thing in Enquiry It after asserting that "the dif
ference between fiction and belief lies in some sentiment or feeling 
which is annexed to the latter, not to the former,"^ he describes 
this sentiment of belief as "nothing but a more vivid# lively, 
forcible, firm, steady conception of an object, than what the imagi
nation alone is ever able to attain* "35 In fact, he says flatly (in 
this same context) that "the sentiment of belief is nothing but a 
conception more intense and steady than what attends the mere fictions 
of the imagination. I infer from these pronouncements that the 
modification in Hume's Treatise doctrine of belief— if it can

Âppendix to the Treatise* p, 629* ^ Enquiry 1. p. 48.
65lbid.. p. 49* ^Ibid*. p. 50*
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legitimately be called a "modification** at all---is at most a verbal, 
not a real or material, one.67 Furthermore, there is even evidence 
indicating that Hume linked belief with a kind of feeling or senti
ment in Treatise I as well. In his earliest statement about the 
nature of belief, he asserts that

the belief or assent, which always attends the memory and 
senses, is nothing but the vivacity of those perceptions 
they present; and . . . this alone distinguishes them from 
the imagination. To believe is in this case to feel an 
immediate impression of the senses, or a repetition of 
that impression in the memory.

Hume is about as close as he can be to actually saying that belief, 
as it relates to the senses and memory, is a peculiar feeling or 
sentiment and that to assert this is virtually equivalent to assert
ing that it is nothing but vivacity of conception. It will do no 
good to claim that Hume held that the belief which attends the senses 
and memory is of a quite different sort than the belief which attends 
causal inference, which alone is the subject of dispute. For Hume 
did not hold this. He held that "the belief, which attends our mem
ory, is of the same nature with that, which is deriv'd from our judg
ments concerning causes and effects."6? And finally, them is a

67Also, in Hume's At Abstract of A Treatise of Mature, the
notion of feeling does not supplement in any substantive way his view 
of belief as vivacity. See David Hume. An Ihnulrv Concerning Human 
Understanding, ed. by C. W. Hendel (N. I., 195*0* P* 191* This edi- 
tion of Enquiry X contains an edition of the Abstract, and all of my 
subsequent page references to this work will be to this edition of it.

T̂reatise I. p. 86. 'To feel' was underlined by me.
folbid.. p. 154-
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passage in Treatise I in which Hume refers to belief as *some sensa
tion or peculiar manner of conception. *70 Ih the light of these con
siderations, can it be seriously maintained that Hume modified his 
doctrine of belief from Treatise I to Enquiry I? I think not-— at 
any rate, not in the way Smith suggests.

There are certain questions which may be raised in connection 
with Smith's assertion that Hume (in Treatise I) extended the func
tions of imagination beyond those ordinarily assigned to it, but I 
prefer to leave them to the evaluative section of ay consideration of 
the views of E. J. Furlong. To his views I now turn.

E. J.Furlong's Interpretation 

Exposition
Very near the beginning of a paper entitled * Imagination in 

Hume's Treatise and Enquiry Concerning the Human Understanding.*
E. J. Furlong makes clear what it is that has led him to entertain 
the two main questions with which his paper is concerned, as well 
as what he understands to be the connection between these two 
questions. He says:

Hose • • • is constantly referring to imagination. Where 
an Intellectualist solves problems by recourse to reason 
or intellect, Hume's universal remedy appears to be imagi
nation; Imagination for him plays a keypart in our per
ception of the external world. Imagination is allied' to 
sympathy, the lyneh-pin of Hume's moral theory.
To solve philosophical problems by invoking imagination 

is indeed an unusual procedure. We naturally ask, why is

70Ibid.. p. 184-,
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imaginationso prominent In Hume's thought! And this 
question prompts another* What exactly did Home mean 
by Imagination?
These am the two questions with which this paper Is 

concerned.'1
To the first of these too questions» Furlong provides a two-fold 

answer* He claims, for one thing, that consistency demanded a star 
role for Imagination in Hume's thought; and what he means'is consist
ency with his theory that to think is to imagine* Furlong says:

To think is, for Hume, to hare ideas. But all ideas, 
he holds, are images* Hence to think is to hare images, 
i.e., to imagine* A theory of thinking will be a theory 
of imagining* We therefore find Hume using "imagination* 
where another man, uncommitted to the view that all ideas 
are images, would employ "thought" or "mind." Sometimes, 
of course, Hume forgets, and wie find him using "mind" in 
a context where his theory would require "imagination”; 
e*g* , cf* "the imagination, when set into any train of 
thinking • • •" and "as the g&gd is once in the train of 
observing an uniformity * . 7*772

On the other hand, Furlong maintains that "there is another and more
interesting reason why imagination is prominent in Hume's writings";
for, in his view, it is a

fact that Hume did assign unprecedented functions to 
imagination. It was his opinion that certain of our 
beliefs——beliefs of the common man— cannot be aooounted 
for completely by reference to present experience (impres
sions), past experience (memory) or reasoningw In a full 
description of how these beliefs are formed the imagina
tion— and moreover, a remarkable property of the imagi
nation— has, in Hume's opinion, a necessary place* In

7*B. J* Furlong, "Imagination in Home's Treatise and Bnaulrr 
Concerning the Human Understanding*» gflpftfamfry. 1Q& (^1. p. frt.

7̂ Bald.. p* 63* Furlong's quotations are from Treatise I. 
p* 198*
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morals also Imagination has a distinctive and crucial 
function: it is a necessary agent in the process by 
which sympathy is produced* 73
Immediately after presenting these reasons; Furlong places a 

kind of qualification on what they are supposed to explain* He main- 
tains that "the phrase 'prominent in Hume's philosophy' needs re
visions 'prominent in Hume's Treatise' is more accurate, for the 
faculty is much less evident in the Enquiry, *7̂- This remark about 
the supposed relative lack of prominence in the Î uiJry--;-EnQUlry- 1 
is obviously what he has in mind— leads Furlong to raise the ques
tion as to whether we have here a change of view on Hume's part, or 
something else. Is it turns out, it is his answer to this question 
which places him at odds with H. K. Skiith. However, before he at
tempts to answer this question, furlong thinks he must answer the 
second of his two main questions, vis., what exactly did Hume mean 
by Imagination?

In giving his answer to this question, Furlong begins by acknowl
edging his debt to Staith and, accordingly, follows Sbith in distin
guishing two quite different Humlan senses of 'imagination' in the 
Treatise. "We have," he says, "imagination as the faculty of per
fect ideas, the faculty of feigning; and we have imagination as the 
faculty which plays an important part in the fozmation of our be
liefs— -our perceptual beliefs, aemozy-beliefs and beliefs reached by

73lbid. 7»Ibtd.
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understanding or reasoning. "75 He elaborates somewhat on the latter
by Plaining that Hume admits that

imagination as a be lief-faculty operates not only in the 
ease of such respectable beliefs as those of memory, sense 
and understanding, but also in the case of "whimsies and 
prejudices.11 The distinction between the acceptable and 
the fanciful is given by that between principles "perma
nent, irreslstable and universal" and principles which are 
"changeable, weak, and irregular." "The former principles," 
he tritely adds, "are received by philosophy and the latterrejected."76

Perhaps it is worth noting that Furlong feels that there is at least 
one passage in the Treatise— -footnote on p. 117— which strongly 
suggests that Hume draws a distinction between two senses of 'imagi
nation* that is not quite the same as the one just mentioned. As 
he sees it, the distinction Hume draws— whether wittingly or un
wittingly— in this passage is between Imagination as the faculty of 
feigning and imagination as the faculty of capricious belief, rather 
than between the former and imagination as the faculty of belief in 
general (i.e., as including both respectable and whimsical beliefs). 
In other words, Furlong thinks that Hume seems to conceive of imagi
nation not only as the faculty of feigning and as the faculty of 
belief in general, but also (at times) as a more limited belief- 
facuity, vis., the faculty of whimsical or capricious belief.77 
Furlong hastens to add, however, that this point is of relatively 
minor importance. For "whichever of Hume's passages we take we have

75lbid.. p. 6fc. 76ibid.
77purlong refers to this more limited sense of 'imagination* as 

Hume's "anti-reason" sense of the term (see ibid.. p. 65).



a distinction between imagination as a faculty of feigning and Imagi
nation as a faculty of belief";78 and a question of considerably more 
importance ia: Did Hume reject this second usage of 'imagination' in 

j?
She relation between this question and the change-of-view ques

tion (mentioned above) should be apparent. For if Hume did reject 
this second, belief-producing, sense of 'imagination' in Ehouiry I. 
then we have an affirmative answer to the change-of-view question and 
also a simple, convenient, and reasonable way of accounting for the 
lack of prominence of imagination in this work. We have already seen 
that Staith answers this question affirmatively, since he argues that 
Hume did reject this usage in Enquiry 1. Furlong, on the other hand, 
takes an opposite view. He argues "that the sense is not rejected, 
but merely omitted, and that the emission can be reasonably ex
plained. "79 Let us, then, examine Furlong's argument.

We may conveniently analyze Furlong's procedure into five dis
tinct, though closely related, steps. First, he contends that 
neither in the Treatise nor in Bnnniwr I does Hume avow what Stalth 
(by implication) claims he avows in the former work, but explicitly 
disavows in the latter, regarding the relation between imagination 
and the production of belief. Second, he makes a contention about 
what Hume did avow in the Treatise regarding this relation. Third, 
he contends that the usage or sense of 'Imagination' which Implies

78lbid.. pp. 65-66. 79xbid.. p. 6h.
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this relation is omitted In R>vpH w  i. Fourth, he contends that this 
omission from Enquiry I does not imply any change in Hume's view about 
how belief is produced; and that this view is, indeed, the same one 
that appears in the Treatise. Fifth, he offers his own explanation 
of the omitted sense or usage.

In support of the first step, Furlong appeals to what he obvious
ly considers to be the main passage utilised by Smith in support of 
his claim. The components of this passage from Enquiry I. which Fur
long singles out as crucial to the matter at hand, are Hume's approxi
mately equivalent assertions (a) "that belief is nothing but a more 
vivid, lively, forcible, firm, steady conception of an object̂  than 
what the. imagination alone is ever able to attain,"80 and (b) that 
"it is impossible that this faculty of imagination can ever, of it
self, reach belief;"81 Furlong maintains that, "apart from one care
less passage, which he corrected in the Appendix to the Treatise, and 
which is out of line with his general position,"82 Hume never held 
anything different from this in the Treatise. That is, he contends 
that Hume did not maintain, even in the Treatise, that the imagination 
alone is capable of attaining or producing belief. In effect, Fur
long's point against Smith is that what daith appears to consider to 
be implied in Hume's usage of 'imagination', in the belief-producing 
sense of the Treatise, is not really implied in it. That is, in 
Furlong*8 opinion, Stoith clearly seems to consider Hume's assertion

8QEnauirv I. p. 1*9, 8*Ibid. 82Furlong, op. cit.. p. 66.
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in Enquiry I that inagination can never, of itself, reach belief as 
constituting direct evidence of his explicit disavowal In Enquiry I 
of the belief-producing sense of * imagination* avowed in the Treatise. 
However, if this assertion is really to count as sufficient evidence 
of a disavowal, then it must be implicit in Hume's belief-producing 
sense of 'imagination* in the Treatise that imagination can (at least 
sometimes), of itself, reach belief • It is this latter point * of 
course, that Furlong denies. His evidence for his denial is actually 
provided in his attempt to support what I have referred to as the 
second step of his argument— to which I now turn.

What is it that Furlong thinks Hume positively avows in the 
Treatise regarding the relation between imagination and the produc
tion of belief? It is this:

The imagination, when operated on by certain principles, 
assists in the production of belief. He does not say that 
the imagination "of itself" can reach belief. The imagi
nation is just one link in the chain.̂ 3

The passage to which Furlong appeals in support of this claim is the
following one from the Treatises

Experience is a principle, which instructs me in the 
several conjunctions of objects for the past. Habit is 
another principle, which determines me to expect the 
same for the future; and both of them conspiring to 
operate upon the imagination, make me form ideas in a 
more intense and lively manner, than others, which are 
not attended with the same advantages,*”

*3saa.. p . 6?. i. p .  z 6 s
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Uhat X have referred to as the third and fourth steps of his 
argument follow closely upon the second step and axe not clearly dis
tinguished from each other. Furlong says:

Us may add that if Hume does not refer in the&MUiry 
to imagination as a factor in the production of belief, 
his account of how belief is foxoed is nevertheless the 
same as in the Treatise. Compare EaBSilX*H, where we 
are told that association with an object of the senses 
or the memoxy gives rise to that "steadier and stronger 
conception" which we call belief • This, Hume considers, 
is "a general law, which takes place in all the opera
tions of the mind." If this passage had occurred in the 
Treatise he might have worded the last phrase "all the 
operations of the imagination." So far as the nature of 
belief is concerned the difference between the Treatise 
and the lies in the dropping of a word, not a
change of the©ty*®5
The fifth step in his argument— his explanation of the emis

sion. of the belief-producing sense of ♦imagination* from Baoulrv 
j———is accomplished in the following way. He puts the issue in the 
form of a question*

If the omission of imagination in the sense of a belief- 
produeer is not to be explained as a change of theory, how 
do you explain it? I think the answer is to be found in 
the fact that the Enquiry is a more compressed work than 
the Treatise. The former is a shorter writing and yet it 
contains more* its topics are more numerous. Bie com
pression is achieved by economy. And this, 1 think, is 
the main reason why Hume's second sense of imagination is 
discarded.®®
Furlong proceeds to give a concrete illustration of Hume’s 

drive for economy in I- This illustration is worthy of note
if for no other reason than that it offers Furlong *s view of one of

®5Furlong, op. cit.. p. 67. ®®Ibld.. p. 68.
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the connections betweenHume’s theory of imagination and the argument 
of his philosophy of the human understanding* He says*

There is a revealing Instance of this drive for econ
omy in the p**- 124-5, * passage idiere the imagination 
is also concerned* Base has been considering paradoxes 
relating to the infinite divisibility of space and tine*
He had solved these in the Treatise fay referring to a 
tendency of the imagination to go beyond experience*
[Treatise I, p. 48] Thus, having noticed various oases 
of equality— .what we might call carpenter's equality, 
engineer's equality, physidstlh equality— we proceed to 
imagine a perfect taut he considers fictitious and Indeed 
false equality* The extrapolating tendency of the imagi
nation he will express later as follows* "the imagination, 
when set into any train of thinking is apt to continue, 
even when its object fails it, and like a galley put in 
motion by the oars, carries on its course without sny new 
impulse.* [ibid., p. 198] Our galley* we might say, leaves 
the daylight of experience and is carried on by its ac
quired momentum into the dark cave of fiction and illusion.
Now in the &irp4fir Hose states the infinite divisibility 

paradoxes and is almost prepared to leave them there un
solved as just another instance of the failure of reason.
But candour wins the day, and in a footnote to 125 he hints 
at a solution, the conclusion of which is NX£ it be ad
mitted • • • it follows that all the Ideas of quantity, 
upon which mathematicians reason, are nothing but particu
lar, and such as are suggested fay the senses and Imagina
tion, and consequently, cannot be infinitely divisible* It 
is sufficient to have dropped this hint at present, without 
prosecuting it any further*" Hume could very well have 
mentioned the Treatise galley-theory at this point* That 
he did not do so can hardly have been due to dissatisfac
tion with the view— it is quite a useful theory which he 
puts to good account in the Treatise when giving his in
genious explanation of the belief in "body* * Bather, X 
suggest we have another instance of his prunlng-knif e at 
work. It may be added that the Enquiry contains nothing 
comparable to the Treatise discussion of Nybod*[sic]* XT 
it had, Hume would have had reason to mention the galley- 
theory; and if he had done so in that context he might pos
sibly done so in the footnote to para* 125> so that the two 
instances could mutually support each other*8?

87Ibid.
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Evaluation
In criticising Furlong's interpretation of Hume's views on inagi

nation » X shall follow quite closely the topical order of exposition 
which I adopted— it was Furlong’s also.

On the reasons for the prominence of ̂ c^nation.--There are 
several difficulties which seem to me to be present in Furlong’s 
offering of reasons for the prominence of imagination in Hume. For 
one thing* there is a question as to whether the reasons (especially 
one of them) Furlong offers meet a condition of adequacy, as it were,
which he himself has imposed— wittingly or unwittingly— upon them.

*

Even though they were announced at first as reasons for the prominence 
of imagination in Hume's philosophy as a whole, the two reasons he 
gives actually turn out to be reasons for its prominence in the 
Treatise: because, immediately after presenting them, Furlong an
nounces that ’'prominent in Hume's philosophy* must be modified to 
"prominent in Hume's Treatise." As a consequence of this restriction, 
one of the conditions of the acceptance of these reasons as satis
factory ones is that they do not prove more than they are supposed 
to. What I mean is this: since Furlong maintains that imagination is 
comparatively lacking in prominence in fiagn̂ w I. he must provide 
reasons which apply to the Treatise but not to Enquiry I. Yet, in 
regard to one of these two reasons in particular, it is not at all 
dear that this condition of adequacy is met. It will be recalled 
that one of Furlong's contentions is that the need to remain 
consistent with his Treatise doctrine, that to think to have
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Ideas (i.e., images) = to imagine, demanded a star role for imagina
tion in that work* In other words, If Hume remained even reasonably 
consistent with this doctrine In the Treatise (and Furlong seems to 
assume that he did), then imagination would naturally have a rela
tively high degree of prominence in that work. Now, if the need to 
remain consistent in this way were a good reason for the prominence 
of imagination in the Treatise, then it certainly ought to be an 
equally good reason for Its prominence in Enquiry I— -if this same 
doctrine of thought were present in the latter work as well. But is 
this not just the truth of the matter? Is it not the case that this 
doctrine of thought is present, not only in the Treatise, but also in 
Enquiry I? Or, at any rate, is there not as much evidence for its 
presence in the latter work as in the former?

But apart from this difficulty, there are other problems con
nected with this same * consistency” argument. On the one hand, it may 
be questioned whether Hume actually maintained the doctrine of think
ing which Furlong appears to be attributing to him. For it is one 
thing to hold that all thinking involves the having of ideas or 
images; it is quite another to hold that to think just is to have 
ideas. Again, it is one thing to hold that imagining involves the 
having of ideas; it is quite another to hold that to imagine just is 
to have the latter. It seems much more likely that Hume actually 
held the former of these two alternatives, not the latter. Nonethe
less, even supposing that he was committed to these reductivistic 
views, it still might be doubted that it follows (in any relevant
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sense) from such a commitment that imagination is prominent in Heme.
I have a suspicion that the apparent validity of this "consistency1* 
argument rests upon a kind of ambiguity in the expression "prominence 
of imagination** This expression might mean merely the frequent 
occurrence of the word 1 imagination1 in a man's writings, or it might 
also signify a frequent and doctrinally significant appeal therein to 
the faculty of imagination as a distinct faculty of the mind (i.e., a 
cognitive faculty distinct from, say, memory and reason). Surely, it 
is the latter alone for whichFurlong is interested in providing ex
planatory reasons. Yet I somehow think that his "consistency" argu
ment proves only the former. Given the special subject-matter of 
Hume's Treatise I. the fact that Borne remained reasonably consistent 
with the view that thinking = the having of images = imagining seems 
to imply (in some sense) the frequent occurrence of the word 'imagi
nation*. Nevertheless, it does not seem to me to imply (in any 
appropriate sense) the frequent and doctrinally significant appeal 
to a distinctive faculty of imagination. Actually, when a philosopher 
maintains a reductive doctrine of the sort in question, what he is 
doing is stretching a commonly used term (the definiens) to make it 
cover types of activities or phenomena which are distinct from each 
other and perhaps only one of which is usually designated by the term.

i
Either this, or he is simply refusing to use the definiendnm in the 
way in which it is ordinarily used (i.e., with the extension which 
the term usually has). If the former alternative is adopted (which 
is generally the case), then the kind of increased prominence given
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increase in the prominence given to the distinctive activities phe
nomena} etc*» normally narked out by that term* Such would appear to 
be the case with respect to the tern 'Imagination' as a result of the 
adoption of the doctrine of thinking in question.

On this same issue, there is still another point worth mention
ing. Furlong plains that a person holding this "image" theory of 
thinking (particularly with reference to the part of it which asserts 
that all Ideas are images) is required to use the term f imagination* 
in situations where one uncommitted to this theory would use 'thought' 
or 'mind', fie also claims that Hume sometimes forgets himself and 
uses 'mind' in a context where his theory would require 'imagination'; 
and he cites an alleged instance of this, Hfcr question is this) is it 
really true that Hume's (alleged) commitment to this doctrine of 
thinking places such rigorous linguistic strictures upon him? Unless 
this doctrine amounted merely to a request or recommendation to change 
our linguistic usage, I would not think so. After all* wouldn't this 
be the sane sort of thing as saying that in situations where one un
committed to monistic materialism would use the term *mind'» the 
monistic materialist, in order to remain consistent with his material
ism, must use the term 'brain' or 'brain-process'? nonetheless, I 
cannot but admit that Hume does at times interchange the terms 'imagi
nation' , 'thought', and 'mind', and that this phenomenon does need an 
explanation. I would suggest that when Hume uses 'imagination* where
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•mind* would seem more appropriate, he is merely wanting to emphasize 
the fact that the mind is imagining— rather than, say, reasoning*

The other reason Furlong assigns for the prominence of imagina
tion in Hume's Treatise is the alleged fact that Hume assigned un
precedented functions to that faculty* It is obvious that the 
appeal to this fact alone is not sufficient to constitute a valid 
argument* What is missing is a premise to the effect that this 
assignment of unprecedented functions is a prominent feature of Hume's 
Treatise— or. in other words, that such assignment was a major pre
occupation of Hume's in that work. Now, when Furlong says that Hume 
assigned unprecedented functions to imagination, what he appears to 
have in mind (at least insofar as Treatise I is concerned) is the 
presumed fact that Hume maintained, in contrast with his predecessors, 
that certain beliefs of the common man cannot be accounted for com
pletely by present experience, past experience (memory) and reason
ing; in a full description of their formation imagination has a 
necessary place* It is inferable from this that Furlong contends 
that a major pre-occupation of Hume's Treatise I was that of provid
ing full descriptions of the formation of these beliefs*

I am most certainly willing to admit that one of Hume's major 
concerns in Treatise I was to account for the formation of such 
beliefs, and that he felt that the faculty of imagination must be 
appealed to in providing such accounts— whether or not such an
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appeal was unprecedented.̂  However, insofar as Furlong is (or may 
be) suggesting that this concern was the main or primary concern of 
that work (everything else being subordinate to this), I must take a 
stand against him* And more particularly, insofar as he is (or may 
be) suggesting that the place of Hume's theory of imagination in that 
work is virtually constituted by Hume's indication of how imagination 
enters into the production of these beliefs, I must express my dis
agreement with him* That Furlong does offer such suggestions is 
evidenced by his preliminary remarks about Hume's constant reference 
to imagination, his appeal to that faculty as a universal remedy, and 
coupled with this, the claim that Hume solves philosophical problems 
by invoking imagination (in contrast with an intelleetualist, who 
solves them by recourse to reason or intellect) *®9

On the criticism of Smith's interpretation.— Furlong seems to 
contend that the only real evidence Smith marshalls in support of his 
claim that Hume disavowed (whether explicitly or implicitly) the 
belief-producing sense of 'imagination' is the fact that Hume asserts 
in Efojpfrw 1 that imagination can never, of itself, reach belief* Is

See Hendel, op. cit*. p* ?2ff., for evidence against the view 
that all of the beliefs of the common man which Hume accounts for by 
an appeal to imagination represented an assignment of unprecedented 
functions to that faculty.

89a kind of side-light on this issue is an apparent implication 
of Furlong's statements concerning the nature of the problems which 
Hume solved by his appeal to the imagination. We have seen that 
these problems were those of giving full descriptions of how certain 
beliefs of the common man are formed* What is noteworthy is the fact 
that Furlong refers to these problems as philosophical ones; whereas 
it seems apparent that they are not philosophical but psychological 
ones*
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he really correct in his contention? It should be pointed out that 
Smith prefaces the quotation containing this Humian assertion with the 
comment that Home "is at pains to emphasize that [belief] is a state 
of mind to the achievement of which the Imagination (in the common 
sense) is not equal."9® Obviously, Stoith means by "the common sense" 
of 'imagination' what he had previously referred to as Hume's sense or 
use of the term "as ordinarily understood"?*— that is, in the sense 
in which it signifies the faculty of feigning* Furlong seems to have 
misread Stoith on this issue and to have thus misrepresented his po
sition and argument. For quite clearly Stoith is not claiming that 
this Humian assertion by itself gives evidence of explicit disavowal 
of the sense of 'imagination* as a belief-producer* Actually, Stoith 
gives a sequence, of three quotations— all from Enquiry I— to sup
port his explicit-disavowal claim, and Furlong seems to have been too 
selective in the matter. However, I will have to admit that Stoith 
does not really succeed in showing that Hume explicitly disavowed the 
belief-producing sense. Indeed, I argued the point in my criticism 
of Stoith* What Stoith ought to have said was that he was presenting 
evidence for Hume's implicit disavowal of this sense of 'imagination'. 
The passage Stoith offers first is the following one:

Hothing is more free than the imagination of man . • •
It can feign a train of events, with all the appearance 
of reality, ascribe to them a particular time and place, 
conceive them as existent, and paint them out to itself

9°Stoith, op. cit., p. 462; underlines mine. 
91Ibid.. p. 459*
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with every circumstance, that belongs to any historical 
fact, which it believes with the greatest certainty.
Wherein, therefore, consists the difference between such 
a fiction and belief

The second passage he offers need not be quoted, inasmuch as it simply 
indicates that the difference between belief and fiction lies in a 
sentiment or feeling attached to the latter but not the former; The 
third and final passage offered is the one from which Furlong selects 
the assertion (italicised by Staith) about the inability of the imagi
nation, of itself, to reach belief* If 1 understand Snith, the really 
crucial assertion (also italicised by Staith) is that "we can go no 
farther than assert, that belief is something felt by the mind, which 
distinguishes the ideas of the judgment from the fictions of the 
imagination. "93 In short, what I think Smith is arguing for In 
exhibiting these passages is this: that Hume is trying, among other 
things, to make it dear that fiction is one thing* belief another; 
and that Imagination is definitely aligned with the former, not the 
latter— and hence that the use of * imagination * in the sense of the 
faculty of feigning is the one and only legitimate sense of that term.

There are two further points which appear to confirm this read
ing of Snith’s interpretation of Hume; (l) It will be recalled that 
Snith argues, on good literal textual grounds, that Hume (in the 
Treatise) seemed to hold at times that ’imagination*, in the special 
sense, signifies vivacity of conception— although, as we have seen, 
it would have been more accurate on Hume*s part to have said that

93a>id*. p. *9.
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this term signifies the faculty of our lively or more forceful ideas. 
Furlong seems plainly to be in agreement with Smith on this, since he 
quotes him with approval on it. let Furlong fails to realize that 
this is the real cornerstone of Smith’s position. Staith holds that 
"imagination, thus conceived, is the facility which is at work when
ever belief, and not mere 'feigning*, is in possession of the mind.
She reason for this, according to Sbith, is that belief Itself, as 
conceived by Hume (at this stage of his philosophical enterprise), 
is identified with vivacity of conception. It follows from this that 
imagination can attain belief; since, in this sense of the tens, it is 
defined in such a way as to be virtually identical with belief.
Indeed, it seems to follow from this that imagination (so conceived) 
can, brjr itself, attain belief. However, Snith never actually asserts 
that it can. In fact, he asserts that "since belief is precisely not 
subject to the individual's arbitrary choice, imagination in this 
sense can be operative only when principles 'permanent'; irresistible, 
and universal' are in control."95 Thus, it appears that Furlong is 
wrong in supposing that Smith maintains that imagination alone can 
generate belief .9̂  (2) Smith at one point in his argument claims

9**aaith, op. pit., pp. 4-59-60. 95lbid.. P« 460.
9̂ There seems to be a kind of ambiguity here. For saying that 

imagination can, by itself, attain belief may mean that the mind can 
engage in imaginative activity (where 'imagination' is taken in the 
supposed special sense) at will and thus without extraneous aid can 
generate belief. Or it may merely mean that when the mind engages in 
this sort of imaginative activity, belief is present. I think that
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that in a note——the footnote on p. 117 of Treatise I— which was pre
sumably a late insertion, "Hume has indeed stated that * imagination* 
is commonly used in the two diverse senses, and has apologised for 
being himself guilty of having fallen into 'this inaccuracy*. "97 It 
seems to me that Staith is maintaining that Hume's main reason for 
disavowing and abandoning the belief-producing sense of 'imagination* 
in Enquiry I was that he came to realize that he was guilty of an 
inaccuracy in using the torn in this sense and was anxious to correct 
it. I suppose that Smith's way of interpreting 'this inaccuracy* would 
be to say that it means that Hume came to realize that in using 'im
agination' in this sense he was using the term in a sense which "has 
an almost directly opposite meaning" to its ordinary sense (as the 
faculty of feigning). What better reason could there be for abandon
ing the special sense? At any rate, this will definitely explain why 
Smith should add, shortly after making the remark about 'this in
accuracy', that "as we should expect, 'imagination* in the special 
sense does not reappear in the Enquiry concerning Human Dhderstand- 
ing."98 ify conclusion, then, is that Furlong has definitely mis
understood and hence misrepresented Snith*s position and argument in

Smith denies the former but (implicitly) affirms the latter. Furlong 
definitely denies the former, but does not seem to consider the 
latter at all. His mistake seems to be. in asserting that Snith 
(implicitly) affirms the former.

9?anith, on. cit.. p. 461.
9̂ Ibid. 'As we should expect* was underlined by me.
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this regard. Where Furlong thought there was an issue between him
self and Sknith, there really was none.

Perhaps I should add that my defense of Sknith against Furlong's 
attack must not be construed as constituting an agreement on my part 
with Smith's position. In fact, 1 think that both men have failed to 
see that the two different senses of 'imagination' which Hume talks 
about are, when properly understood, subsum&ble under an implied 
general conception of imagination. Moreover, I think, contrary to 
both men, that there is rather good evidence of the presence of the 
supposed "special" sense of 'imagination' in Enquiry I. Indeed, I 
think that if Sknith had continued one sentence beyond one -of the 
very passages he quotes in evidence for his position, he would 
certainly have acknowledged the presence of both senses. For im
mediately after telling us that the difference between fiction and 
belief lies in some sentiment or feeling annexed to the latter but 
not to the former, Hume adds that

whenever any object is presented to the memory or senses, 
it immediately, by the force of custom, carries the imagi
nation to conceive that object, which is usually conjoined 
to it; and this conception is attended with a feeling or 
Sentiment, different from the loose reveries of the fancy.
In this consist the whole nature of belief .99

The occurrence of the word 'imagination* here seems to me to be an
occurrence of it in its belief-producing sense, especially if we
bear in mind that even in Enquiry I Hume explicitly says that belief

99Snquiry I. p. 47; underlines mine.



70

is nothing but a vivid, lively, forcible, firm, steady conception of 
an object.*00 Moreover, the occurrence of the expression "the loose 
reveries of the fancy* is surely roughly synonymous with the expres
sion "the f lotions of the imagination.* After all, Smith himself 
asserts in one place that 'imagination11, in the sense of the faculty 
of feigning* is equivalent (in Some) to fancy.*0* This passage is not 
a particularly isolated one, either* There are others in Enquiry I 
which clearly point to this same belief-producing sense of 'imagina
tion'.*0̂  Hence, I am satisfied that Sknith and Furlong are wrong in 
their contention that this supposed "special* sense of 'imagination' 
is absent from Enquiry I. whether or not my hypothesis about the 
presence of an implied general conception of imagination (in both 
Treatise I and Enquiry 1) is correct*

On the function Hume assies tn in the production of
belief.--A further criticism to which Furlong's account is subject 
relates to his claims about the function or role Hume assigns to 
imagination in the attainment of belief* It will be recalled that 
Furlong claims that Hume held (in Treatise I) that imagination, when 
operated on by certain principles, assists in the production of be
lief; it is just one link, though a necessary one, in the chain of

%

events ending in belief. He also claims that although Hume does not

*°°aee ibid.* p. 49. *G*See Sknith, op. cit*. p. 137*
*Q2See Enquiry I. pp. 52, 57, 75*
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refer inQmuirr I to inagination as a factor in the production of
belief, his account of how belief is formedis substantially the sane
as in Treatise I. In order to bring out the point I want to make, it
will be helpful to refer again to Furlong's elaboration on this second
claim. He tells us to

compare aaouiry hi, where we are told that association with 
an object of the sense or the memory gives rise to that 
"steadier and stronger conception" wfaioh we call belief.
This, Htaae considers, is "a general law, which takes place 
in all the operations of the mind." If this passage had 
occurred in the Treatise he might have worded the last 
phrase "all the operations of the imagination." So far as 
the nature of belief is concerned the difference between 
the Treatise and the fin»niiir lies in the dropping of a 
word, not a change of theory.*03

Even granting the truth of his two main claims, Furlong seems to me 
to have singularly failed (not only in this passage, but elsewhere in 
his paper) to elucidate something which he clearly ought to elucidate. 
For he has failed to point out just exactly what the imagination does 
in this whole affair. Imagination assists in the production of be
lief. How? It is a necessary link in the chain of events ending in 
belief. What sort of link is it? and how does it differ from the 
link which, say, the memory constitutes? Surely, Hume has not left 
us completely in the dark on such an important point. Moreover, it 
does not seem to me that Furlong's talk about the dropping of a word 
in Enquiry I. i.e., replacing 'imagination' with 'mind', does any
thing to clear up the situation. If anything, it tends to obscure it. 
Is Furlong seriously maintaining that Hume held in Enquiry I that

103Furlong, op. cit.. p. 67.
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Blind, along with other principles, assists in the production of be
lief? that it (mini) is a necessary link in the ohain? This would be 
decidedly odd; it would also appear to be a eategory-mistake of sorts* 
My feeling is that, although Hume does interchange * imagination1 and 
'mind* (both in Treatise 1 and in Eanuiwr I), he does not do it in 
quite the some way that Furlong seems to suggest that he does*

I attribute Furlong's failure on this point to his acceptance, 
at face value, of the type of interpretation Snith gives.of Hume's 
talk about the different senses of 'imagination'* Ho attempt is made 
to seek out the general conception of imagination which 'Underlies 
these different senses* Indeed, I suspect that Furlong, in maintain
ing that Hume uses 'imagination* in a belief-producing sense, is com
mitting himself to the view that Hume's real reason for being able to 
sustain his claim that imagination is one of the principles necessary 
for the production of belief is the fact that he used this word in a 
sense in which it stands for one of those necessary principles* If 
this is so, then he would seem to be putting Hume into the position of 
maintaining that the property of being a principle necessary to the 
production of belief is a defining property of imagination (in the 
sense in question). In other words, it is part of the very meaning 
of the term (in this sense); the proposition that imagination plays 
a necessary role in the production of belief would be an analytic 
statement* And this would mean that Hume's assignment of unprece
dented functions to the imagination simply amounted to his using
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*Imagination* in a special belief-producing sense* I suppose that it 
is possible that Hone was guilty of a blunder of this sort; but I 
doubt it very much*

Later in my Investigation I shall try to answer the questions I 
have claimed Furlong— and really Sknith, as well— has failed to 
a n s w e r * ihe key to the situation is naturally Hume's implied 
general conception of imagination*

Chi Hume's drive for economy in Bnouiiy I*— Although the hypoth- 
*

esis that Furlong offers concerning Hone's drive for economy in 
Enquiry I is contrary to fact (viz*, that Hume omitted the belief- 
producing sense of 'imagination' from that work), it still appears to 
me to be of value in explaining something which is a fact about

I
Enquiry I* viz*, that imagination has a reduced prominence in that 
work* The critical questions X wish to put to Furlong concern the 
concrete illustration he gives of this drive for economy* It will be 
recalled that he maintains that whereas in Treatise I Hume referred 
to the tendency of imagination to go beyond experience (the so-called 
"galley-theory**) to solve the paradoxes relating to the infinite 
divisibility of space and time, in Enquiry I he entirely omits such 
references and confines himself to hinting at the solution of these 
paradoxes by asserting that our ideas of quantity are particular 
and, hence, cannot be infinitely divisible* Furlong maintains that 
it would have been entirely appropriate for Hume to have supplemented

10ifSee Chapter IV, pp. 217-20
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this talk about our ideas of quantity with the galley-theory, and the 
faet that he chose not to do so points up, not a dissatisfaction with 
this theory, but just one instance in Enquiry I of his "pruning knife" 
at work*

There are two points I should like to make on this matter* First, 
is the galley-theoiy really invoked to solve'the infinite divisibility 
paradoxes, or is it invoked for some other purpose? It appears to me 
that, at most, the galley-theory is designed to explain why someone 
would be (falsely) led to entertain the notion that space and time 
are infinitely divisible. But this does not seem to be the *ame thing 
as solving the paradoxes of infinite divisibility* it the very least 
it is misleading for Furlong to have spoken in such a way about the 
galley-theory* Hume does not do so* In fact, Hume brings up this 
theory in the context of his attempted refutation of certain "objec
tions drawn from the mathematics against the indivisibility of the 
parts of extension*" 105 Second, does the use of 'imagination' in
volved in the galley-theory correspond to any of the three senses of 
the term which Furlong distinguishes? It looks, prima facie, as if 
Hume's reference to a particular tendency of the imagination to go 
beyond experience reflects a usage of 'imagination' which, strictly 
speaking, is not subsumabls under any of the three senses of the term 
that Furlong distinguishes* For the product which issues forth from

105ireatisc I. p, i&* 1 shall have more to say on this point.
See my Chapter IF, p. 191 (footnote 15).
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this tendency is held by Bone to be "a mere fiction of the Bind [which 
is] useless as well as incomprehensible";*̂  hence* it is a sheer sup- 
position without any corresponding idea. I am quite sure that Fur
long would hasten to place this particular usage of the tern under 
the heading of the facility of capricious or Whimsical belief. The 
trouble with this is that this sense of the term* like the sense which 
has to do with respectable belief* is allegedly tied-up with (indeed* 
identified with) vivacity of oonception(i.e** with our lively ideas); 
this is what these two belief-senses have in common.*®? But the be
lief in a perfect equality is not to be identified or equated with a 
lively idea— or with any idea* for that matter. It is the belief 
in a "correction beyond what we have instruments and art to make."*08 
And this takes us beyond the sphere of ideas. We must remember that* 
for Hume* "the very idea of equality is that of such a particular 
appearance corrected by juxta-position or a common measure • • ."109

Exposition
In discussing daith's Interpretation of Hume's theory of imagi

nation* I did not feel it necessary to make reference to his rather

*o6Ibld.. p. 48.
*07since Furlong does not dispute with Etaith on this point* I 

can only assume that he is in agreement with him.
108yreatise I. p. 48. *°9lbid<
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well-known interpretation of Hume's philosophy in general.̂ ® Inter
estingly enough* in considering Harold Taylor's paper* "Hume's Theory 
of Imagination*"iii it will be necessary to do so. The reason is 
that Taylor begins his account of Hume's theory by accepting and 
adopting Smith's general interpretation* which is as followss the 
determining factor of Hume's philosophy is the establishment of a 
purely naturalistic conception Of human nature by the thorough sub
ordination of reason to feeling and instinct. Taylor thinks that 
this hypothesis functions as a corrective to "the traditional view 
of Hume as primarily a phenomena list and self-defeating sceptic. "H3 
With this hypothesis in mind* he tries

to show that the key to Hume's naturalism lies in his theory 
of the imagination; that when the faith in imagination as a 
genuine creative faculty breaks down* his naturalism dis
integrates; that the breakdown of Hume's faith in imagina
tion is a result of the influence on him of contemporary 
rationalistic d o g m a ,

HOlhis interpretation is found not only in Smith's book* The
Philosophy of David Hume (previously referred to)* but also in two
earlier papers. See N. K. Smith* "The Naturalism of Hume (I.)" and 
"The Haturalism of Hume (II.)," (N.S.), 1905 (14), pp. 149-73
and 335-47, respectively.

111Harold Taylor, "Hume's Theory of Imagination," University of 
Toronto Quarterly. 1942-43 (12), pp. 180-90.

l^Gf. gtaith, The Philosophy of Oavid Hume, pp. v-vii, 129-32,
154-55* Smith, "The naturalism, of Hume Cl.)." op. pit., p. 150. 
[Unless otherwise indicated* all subsequent references to Smith's 
work on Hume will be to his book* rather than to his papers. J Tay
lor's reference is exclusively to the latter.

U3Taylor, pp. cit.. p. 180.



77

Before examining Taylor's arguments for his claims, two prelimi
nary comments are in order* (1) Taylor, like Qore, restricts his 
attention exclusively to the Treatise— specifically* to Treatise 
£̂ 115 (2) It seems rather odd that Staith and Taylor should share the
same general interpretation of Hume and yet should have such strik-*
ingly opposed theses about Hume's theory of imagination.̂  ̂ For it 
would seem to be very hard, indeed, to reconcile the claim that Hume’s 
theory of imagination is the key to his natural!cm with the claim that 
Hume’s ascription of primacy to the imagination has no greater import
ance in the philosophy of the Treatise than that of being merely a 
corollary to his early doctrine of belief* What is perhaps the first 
thing that occurs to the reader bn this score is the possibility that 
the two men do not attach the same meaning to the words expressive of 
the allegedly shared general interpretation* Whether this is so or 
not, it would appear that the meaning which Taylor seems to attach to 
these words is the best place to begin considering his views* This 
should enable us to understand what he means by "Hume 's naturalism,"

H5strictly speaking, this is not true; since Taylor does mention 
the aaouirv— Enquiry 1. that is— once in his paper, saying that a 
certain problem connected with Hume's theory of imagination is to be 
found in both Treatise I and Enquiry X.

il6Ihis situation is not to be explained away by contending— and 
it is a true contention— that Taylor's reference is not to Sknith's 
book on Hone, but rather to his two early papers* (Sknith's thesis 
about Hume's theory of imagination is to be found only in his book, 
not in the early papers.) For Sknith still retains his general in
terpretation in the later book, as I have already indicated*
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when he asserts that the key to his naturalism lies in his theory of 
the Imagination.

It is obvious that Taylor intends to identify Home's naturalism 
with the purely naturalistic conception of hwan nature. Unfortun
ately, he never provides us with an explicit definition or general 
description of such a conception. This means that we must take note 
of those of his comments which indirectly reveal his meaning. One 
thing appears certain and obvious from the very statement of the 
general interpretation itself, and that is that such a conception is 
achieved by the thorough subordination of reason to feeling and in
stinct. However, it might seem from this statement that this sub
ordination is merely a means to, but not necessarily a part of, this 
naturalistic conception. To this extent, 1 think that the statement 
proves to be misleading. For subsequent pronouncements by Taylor 
make it clear that Hume's naturalism involves the rejection of the 
notion of human reason as a transcendental faculty, i.e., as an 
instrument of intellectual vision into the nature of things. For he 
claims that, according to Hume,

the reason ... is not a unique faculty peculiar to man 
alone, but is an unintelligible instinct shared by all 
animals, by means of which it is possible to make infer
ences from experience. Seasoning about matters of fact 
is not concerned with an intellectual intuition of the 
agreement and disagreement of ideas, but is rather, an 
instinct, giving unavoidable belief in the reality of
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objects inferred to be attached to certain ideas in the 
mind by the constant conjunction of the objects with the 
ideas in past experience.117

A page later Taylor asserts that, in Hume's view,
the analytic reason, being unable to create a new idea, 
or even to progress logically from one perception to the 
next within the mind, must depend for its beliefs on the 
unavoidable presumptions of the Imagination. H®

In this second passage, we have a claim regarding the subordination 
of (analytic) reason: the claim is that it is, In a sense, dependent 
on the imagination. That this also shows its subordination to in
stinct is clear if we take note of the fact that Taylor (at one point 
in his account) contends that "the Imagination, according to Hume, is 
nothing but a natural instinct by means of which certain true ideas 
are rendered lively and intense."H9 Thus, from just these few pas
sages we not only have gained some idea of what Taylor means by 
"Home's naturalism"; we can also understand more clearly what he 
means when he says that the key to Hume's naturalism lies in his 
theory of imagination. Hume's naturalism involves a kind of sub
ordination of (analytic) reason to imagination; and since the latter 
is nothing but a kind of instinct, it involves its subordination to 
instinct.

Of course, Taylor feels that more can be said about Home's 
naturalism than that it involves the denial of a transcendental

^Taylor, op* cit.. p. 18**
119Ibld.. p. 181.

118xbid.. p. 185.
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reason, the affirmation of an instinctive reason, and the subordina
tion of analytic reason to imagination and thus to instinct-—.although 
it seems to me that not everything else that he says goes beyond a 
kind of elaboration of one or more of these three primary points. At 
any rate, Taylor suggests that Hume's naturalism

implies an organic philosophy which considers the mind a 
focal point for various organic functions, of which reason
ing and imagining are but two. The formation of beliefs 
and judgments is as natural and unavoidable as breathing 
and walking. It accompanies animal life. It consists in 
the oonseious and continuous adaptation of the human organ
ism to things as they are, and is expressed in a manner of 
behaviour (in both physical and mental activity) rather 
than in a mode of intellectual intuition. 120

Thus, Hone's naturalism (or naturalistic conception of human nature) 
oonsiders man's faculties as "forms of the adaptation of the human 
organism to the external world."121 Jt stresses the Importance of 
"those basic instinctive beliefs which we get automatically from the 
dynamic interconnection which exists between the perceiving mind and 
its external objects"; 122 consequently, it gives paramouncy to the 
oonoepts of experience, custom, habit and instinct.123 That Hume's 
naturalism is supposed to be anti-supernaturalistic is suggested at 
the very end of Taylor's paper, when he implies that "the natural
istic import" of Hume's philosophy is revealed in his attempt to 
refute "certain dogmas and superstitions in contemporary rationalism 
concerning final causes, necessary connection, and supernatural
entities."124

120jbid.. p. 184. 121jbid.. p. 188. 122jbjd.. p. 182. 
123lbld.. pp. 181-82. 124ibid.. p. 190.
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A nd since, as we observed, it is nothing but a natural instinct 
by means of which certain true ideas are rendered lively and intense, 
imagination plays a vital role in such a scheme. In fact, if Taylor 
is correct then "Hume considered it a natural function of the mind, 
and the most important faculty which man possesses."125 Were we 
without this natural faculty we could not get conviction in belief 
concerning matters of fact. *26 Indeed, "these qualities [of liveli- 
ness and intensity] in true ideas are all we have to distinguish be
tween truth and falsity. "*27 Taylor has the following to say about 
Hume's view of the process whereby certain ideas acquire these quali
ties, and of the role of imagination therein:

The fact that some ideas acquire the qualities of liveli
ness, intensity and vitality is due to the principle of ex
perience, which "instructs me in the several conjunctions 
of objects for the past," and the principle of habit which 
"determines me to expect the same for the future," both 
working on the imagination, which in turn works on theidea3.128

Taylor's summarising remarks on Hume's theory of imagination bear 
a rather marked resemblance to Gore's view on the nature of imagina
tion and its role in Hume's theory of knowledge. They are as follows:

The imagination for Hume is defined in functional terms; 
it works as a unifying agent for the impressions of sense 
and the ideas of reflection; when opposed to reason it is 
fancy; when opposed to memory its ideas are of less strength, 
less orderliness; when joined to both, it supplies the foun
dation of belief by lending qualities of liveliness and

*25lbid.. p. 181. 126ibid.. p. 182.
127a>id.. p. 181. Iffiflbid.
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intensity to true ideas, and thus to true propositions; it 
transcends the present and the past, co-ordinating ideas to 
give expectancy of certain regularities in the future; fay 
its propensity to synthetize, it provides the possibility 
of a conception of causation, of objectivity, Indeed of the 
entire system of the external world. ̂ 9

It seems quite evident from these summarizing remarks, and the pre
ceding considerations generally, that Hume's theory of imagination is 
supposed to be the key to his naturalism not merely in the sense that 
an understanding of that theory is essential to an understanding of 
his naturalism, but also in the sense that the theory is an integral 
part (indeed, the most Important single part) of the latter. Another 
remark warranted from these same considerations is that Taylor feels 
that Hume's having held this particular view of imagination is really 
tantamount to his having had faith in imagination as a genuine cre
ative faculty. This of course brings us to the second part of Tay
lor's thesis, viz., that when Hume's faith in that faculty as gen
uinely creative breaks down, his naturalism disintegrates.

2h reality, the first two parts of his thesis are quite closely 
connected. For it is easy to see that if Hume's theory of imagination 
was an integral part of his naturalism and if this involved his faith 
in imagination as a genuine creative faculty* then the breakdown of 
that faith would tend to result in the disintegration of his natural
ism. How, one of the attendant factors leading to this breakdown is 
the alleged fact (previously mentioned) that Hume feels that the

129lbid., p. I83.

%
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qualities of liveliness and intensity in true ideas are the only 
things we have to distinguish between truth and falsity. According 
to Taylor, this fact generates for Hume "the most important problem 
connected with his theory of imagination" 3*30 "if we have nothing 
in reason but the liveliness of ideas to determine the validity of 
belief, how are we to know that in any given instance we are not 
dealing with imaginary objects and ideas, rather than with real 
ones?" 131 Taylor claims that "Hume’s attempt to answer this ques
tion occupies a great part of the Treatise and Enquiry."1̂  and is 
of the opinion that to it

Hume's final answer is that true belief concerning matters 
of fact rests with the wanner of conceiving an idea or an 
object, and is expressible in terms of a feeling associated 
with the true idea. The adjectives by which Hume describes 
this feeling are comparative: the feeling is stronger, 
livelier, more vivid, firmer, more intense, forcible, vi
vacious, coherent, and steady, than the looser conceptions 
of idle imagining. The imagination may join, mix, or vary 
patterns of ideas, and conceive any number of objects} but, 
as a matter of fact, it can never force the mind into the 
error of believing in their existence because it is impos
sible for the faculty to achieve an idea which the mind will 
conceive in the correct "belief manner." He imagination, 
as passive to customary arrangement of an accepted regu
larity in the external world, makes no mistakes. The imagi
nation as active in the formation of fanciful ideas in 
various combinations makes no mistakes, because it is unable 
to create by itself the correct feeling of belief which is 
essential to the acceptance of any true idea. Hume admits 
that his attempt to describe the feeling of belief itself is 
inadequate and unphilosophical, but adds that everyone under
stands its application to common life, since we use such be
lief as the governing principle of all our actions.*33

3̂0lbid.. p. 186.
3̂2jbid.. p. 186.

•̂31 Ibid.. pp. 185-86.
133ibid.
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Up to this point, everything seems to be satisfactory* However, 
trouble arises when Huae invokes, in the name of reason, two contempo
rary rationalistic dogmas* These two dogmas (or assumptions) are

(l) that a Newtonian atomism • • • is applicable to the 
field of mental experience and is an g, priori rule for 
sense perception; (2) that knowledge as dear and dis
tinct apprehension of complete certainty is the only 
"philosophical11 knowledge, and as such is the only kind 
which can be ultimately satisfactory in philosophical
discourse.134

In Taylor's opinion, it is the espousal of these two dogmas by 
Home— Taylor speaks of it once as Hume's "retreat into rational
ism"!^-— which forces him into a self-defeating sceptic!sa.̂ 36 
And it does this by introducing an opposition (in typical eighteenth- 
century style) between imagination and reason,*37 an opposition which 
is absent when we take these two faculties "in their naturalistic and 
functional sense, as the two most important forms of the adaptation of 
the human, organism to the external world. "138 Taylor expresses the 
manner in which this supposed opposition manifests itself, as follows*

Having achieved the co-ordination of discrete perceptions 
due to the effects of custom, the imagination presents cer
tain conclusions concerning continuity, causation, and the 
like, to the reason* The reason then has the task of re
jecting or accepting, on the grounds of the psychological 
concomitants of the ideas themselves, their truth and false
hood* In this way, conflicts sufficient to throw the mind

*34ibid.. p. 188. 135ibid. *36lbtd*
137Taylor also speaks here of "an inconsistency in Hume's con

ception of imagination and reason"(ibid.).
*ffi(bid. In their naturalistic and functional sense, imagination 

and reason are supposed to operate as co-ordinate faculties.
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into a dilemma are set up between the two faculties. Which 
of the faculties can one trust? Suppose the natural belief 
in the identity of the self , the independence of the external 
world, the necessary connection of events, and the continuity 
of perception, is guaranteed by the propensive quality of the 
imagination, yet is denied by the reason? We have a lively 
feeling that experience is composed of discrete units of per
ception, incoherent as to a continuum. It is impossible to 
date mine which of these feelings is the livelier or truer, 
the one from imagination or the -ne from reason. Biey each 
have what Professor Laird calls the full "convlction-coef- 
ficient." 'The law of contradiction denies us the possi
bility of accepting both feelings at once, and philosophy 
defeats itself by its own analysis.3-39

Xhe presence of the first of the two rationalistic dognas in this pas
sage is not hard to discern. For Newtonian atomism appears under the 
guise of that equally lively "rational1* feeling that experience is 
composed of discrete units of perception, incoherent as a continuum, 
however, the presence of the second dogma is not at all easy to dis
cern. Suffice it to say that this dogma is supposed (by laylor) to 
manifest itself in the criticism by "the rationalistic reason" of 
"the irrational, instinctive principles of Imagination (causation, 
necessary connection, continuity, etc.) on the ground that they are 
alogical."*̂

laylor devotes the remainder of his paper to a brief indication 
of how he thinks that "Hume's sceptical dilemma" can be avoided. Of 
the remarks he makes in this attempt, the only ones which seem to me 
to be of concern to this inquiry are the followingt

Having begun a psychological account of the knowing pro
cess, Hume interrupts it to search for logical factors of 
formal validity. The consequent opposition of reason and

139M&.» P* 187. IfrOjbid.. p. 188
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imagination eliminates the natural role of the latter 
faculty from activity In the comparison of Ideas, and 
represents an unnecessary dualism between the cogi
tative and sensitive nature in Hume's account of the 
operations of reason.^

It is apparent from this passage that Taylor wants to draw a sharp
\ v

distinction between the psychological and the epistemological di
mensions of Home's discussion in the Treatise and very definitely to 
link the former with his naturalism* Inasmuch as he maintains that 
his naturalism is the determining factor in his philosophy, it seems 
clear that his interpretation bears considerable resemblance to that 
of Gore.

Evaluation

I shall begin my evaluation by stating that I do not accept the 
Smithian general interpretation of Home's philosophy of the human 
understanding— at any rate, not the version of it which Taylor adopts 
in his paper. I do not believe that the determining factor of this 
philosophy Is the establishment of a purely naturalistic conception 
of human nature, if by its "determining factor" is meant the main or 
primary goal of it. Rather, I hold that its determining factor is 
the establishment of a mitigated scepticism, later in my investiga
tion I will spell out in detail what I understand to be the nature of

3̂-Ibid.. p. 189.
^Actually, I do not accept Smith's own interpretation either. 

See my Chapter III, p. l68ff.



this kind of scepticism. At this juncture, I shall (for the most 
part) speak negatively about it----saying what it is not, rather than 
what it is. nevertheless, I should not neglect mentioning here that, 
given the various strands which I isolated from the complex which 
Taylor appears to refer to as Hume's naturalism, what X understand to 
be Hume's mitigated scepticism is not entirely distinct from what X 
have considered to be Taylor's view of Hume's naturalism. That is, 
there is some over-lap between the two. For instance, X consider the 
denial of a transcendental reason as part of Hume's mitigated scepti
cism, just as Taylor seems to consider it as part of his naturalism. 
However, there appears to be a difference in the status which this 
element has in the two conceptions of Hume's philosophic enterprise 
in Treatise I. Xt is a core element in his mitigated scepticism, 
whereas X suspect that it is really a peripheral element in his 
naturalism. Let me explain. The really crucial or essential elements 
of Hume's supposed naturalism are positive in character, or are in
tended to be such. Unless we take them as so, it is hard to under
stand Taylor's assertion that the naturalistic hypothesis serves as a 
kind of corrective to the traditional view of Hume as primarily a 
phenomenalist and self-defeating sceptic.^3 Furthermore, keeping in 
mind that Taylor asserts that Hume's naturalism disintegrates in 
Treatise X. it is hardly the negative element mentioned above which

hypothesis concerning Hume's mitigated scepticism must not 
be identified with the view of Hume as a self-defeating sceptic.
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is held to disintegrate. What it is that is supposed to disintegrate 
is Hume's alleged reliance on instinctive reason and, more generally 
speaking, his alleged confidence in and satisfaction with man's 
faculties, considered as forms of adaptation of the human organism 
to the external world. Imagination enters here because it is supposed 
to be the most important of these "natural" faculties. Also involved 
is the presumed fact that although Hume started out subordinating 
analytic reason to imagination, he was led (because of his espousal 
of certain rationalistic dogmas) to reject this subordination. This 
is what is involved in Taylor's assertion that Hume's faith in imagi
nation as a genuine creative faculty broke down. It is this picture 
of Hume's enterprise in Treatise I which I emphatically reject. The 
crux of the matter is that I do not believe that Hume ever had the 
sort of faith in imagination which Taylor seems to think he had; and 
I do not believe that he ever lost the faith he had. If this faith 
involved the view that there is an inseparable connection between 
certain operations of the imagination and the attainment of certain 
basic truths about the world, then Hume never had such faith. If 
this loss of faith involved a denial of the view that there is a very- 
close connection between certain operations of the imagination and 
certain basic (though unwarranted) beliefs about the world, then he 
never lost such faith. Moreover, it seems to me to be a mistake to 
assume that Hume was particularly concerned with the faculties of man 
considered as forms of adaptation of the human organism to the
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external world; consequently) I an not convinced that Hume ever did 
subordinate analytic reason to imagination in the manner in which 
Taylor envisages it. I might add that as it will turn out, I will 
want to distinguish what X shall refer to as a "naturalistic" element 
in Hume*s enterprise in his philosophy of the human understanding) 
but the meaning I shall attach to the term will not be the sort of 
meaning Taylor attaches to it.

So much for my reaction to Taylor's basic orientation and main 
theses. I shall continue and conclude my discussion of his views by 
considering some points of a somewhat more specific nature. The 
first of these has to do with Taylor's interpretation of Hume's talk 
about reason as an unintelligible instinct-— "instinctive" reason) as 
1 referred to it in the preceding exposition. Even though Taylor 
admits that this sort of reason is rather difficult to differentiate 
from the "naturalistic" imagination, he nevertheless holds them to be 
distinct from each other. Otherwise, he could hardly maintain, as he 
does, that the two work together in generating matter-of-fact beliefs. 
I could scarcely deny that Hume ever identifies reasoning (of a cer
tain sort) with a certain sort of instinct— there are passages in 
both Treatise I and ibiquirv I which are explicit on the point.
What X deny, however, is that such "reasoning" is anything different 
from the so-called "naturalistic" imagination. As X see it, the two

Treatise I. p. 179» Enquiry X, p. 108.
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are actually identical. In other words, I maintain that there really 
is no such thing, 1a Hume, as an "instinctive** reason, where the 
latter is taken to be a distinct faculty or mental activitŷ  Home 
says

that the experimental reasoning itself, which we possess in 
common with beasts, and on which the whole conduct of life 
depends, is nothing but a species of instinct or mechanical 
power, that acts in us unknown to ourselves; and in its 
chief operations, is not directed by any such relations or 
comparisons of ideas as are the proper objects of our intel
lectual faculties. Though the instinct be different, yet 
still it is an instinct, which teaches a man to avoid the 
fire; as much as that, which teaches a bird, with such 
exactness, the act of incubation, and the whole economy and 
order of its nursery. *̂ 5

Hy subsequent discussion of Hume's general conception of imagination, 
as well as that of reason, will make it clear that the above can 
scarcely be anything other than a description of a certain sort of 
activity of imagination. ̂

.And while I am on the topic of reason in Hume, I should perhaps 
say a few more words (than I did above) on the issue of Hume's sup
posed subordination of analytic reason to imagination. Taylor does 
not make the meaning of "analytic reason" entirely dear, although 
presumably he has in mind Hume's notion of the sort of reason which 
is concerned solely with relations between ideas (i.e., intuitive and 
demonstrative reason). As far as our day-to-day existence is

^Enquiry I. p. 108.
l^See my discussion in Chapter II, p. 120ff•; see also Chapter 

IV, p. 212.
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concerned* there can be little doubt that Hume maintained that ana
lytic reason iS) in some sense) subordinate to imagination* It is . 
subordinate in the sense that imagination (i.e., the "naturalistic11 
imagination) is more vital to our continued survival and adaptation 
to our environment than is analytic reason. But the question 1st 
what philosopher would disagree with this? That there is a de facto 
subordination of this sort is scarcely a matter of dispute between 
philosophers. The question of philosophic Importance) and the ques
tion which I believe Hume to be primarily concerned with, is not 
this; rather) it is the question whether or not analytic reason is 
held by Hume to be subordinate to Imagination in a de .lure sense.
Does imagination) in Hume's view, provide an adequate support for 
the basic beliefs we carry with us throughout our lives, beliefs 
which imagination itself gives rise to? Does it supercede analytic 
reason in this regard? It is these questions to which, in ray opin
ion, Hume gives a negative answer. Of course, Taylor admits that 
Hume eventually winds up giving such an answer; but he insists that 
he did not start out doing so. As I see it, he is mistaken in main
taining this "developmental" view of Hume's philosophy of the human 
understanding.

Obviously related to this developmental view is Taylor's claim 
regarding the most important problem connected with Hume's theory of 
imagination. As we have seen, he thinks that this problem is expres
sible as the difficulty of knowing, in any given instance, whether
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when we believe something we are dealing with real objects and ideas 
or with imaginary ones— -since we have nothing but the liveliness of 
our ideas to determine the validity of these beliefs. One of the 
things Taylor is here presupposing is that this problem represents a 
genuine difficulty for Hume, i.e., an issue which concerns him and 
which he feels obliged to resolve satisfactorily. How, inasmuch as 
I maintain that Hume has a sceptical goal (of sorts) in mind in his 
philosophy of the human understanding, I can hardly admit that this 
is the case. At any rate, I cannot admit it to be the case in regard 
to basic matter-of-fact beliefs, such as those in necessary connexion 
and in the external world. I must insist that it is a mistake to 
hold that Hume is concerned with legitimizing our basic beliefs about 
the world; on the contrary, he is trying to show that such beliefs 
cannot be legitimized.

Another point which is related to Taylor's developmental view is 
his talk about, the two eighteenth-century rationalistic dogmas to

\

which Hume allegedly subscribed. It is evident, that in labelling 
these as "dogmas,M he wishes to persuade us of their falsity. As 
regards Hume's espousal of the doctrine that a Newtonian atomism is 
applicable to the field of mental experience (and is an a priori rule 
for sense perception), everything depends on what Taylor takes to be 
the nature and implications of this atomism. Apparently, he thinks 
that an espousal of this doctrine implies an acceptance of the view
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"that experience is composed of discrete units of perception, incoher
ent as to a continuum.*^7 if what this means is that Hume denies 
that we are ever aware of sensible continuity, then it is very doubt
ful that Hume held this. As Price says,

if he did [deny awareness of sensible continuity], why did 
he explicitly assert the existence of complex impressions?
It is true that he also asserted that there are minima

But the two assertions are perfectly consistent.
It may be both true that we sense a complex as a whole—  
foxm quality and all— and also true that the complex con
tains a finite number of sensibly distinguishable parts, 
which are such that no part smaller than they are could be 
sensed by us.̂ *®

If what this view about ineoherence-as-to-a-continuum neans is that 
Hume denies that we are ever aware of necessary connexions between 
events or objects, then there can be no doubt that Hume is an atomist 
in this sense. However, one may wonder whether this sort of atomism 
is an eighteenth-century dogma or a priori rule; one may also wonder 
whether it is a dogma or g, priori rule at all. Again, as Price says, 
"may it not be that Atomism in this sense is a very good thing?** 1̂ 9 
And if Taylor is maintaining that, in his denial of our awareness of

?̂Taylor, op. cit.. p. 187.
148price, op. cit.. p. 73* It may well be true that Taylor 

identifies Hume's affirmation of minima vis-ibilia with a denial of 
sensible continuity, since he maintains that Hume's conception of 
physical points constituting space and time seems to be analogous 
with a Newtonian atomism.

^Ibid.. p.
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necessary connexions, Hume is implicitly denying our awareness of 
sensible Continuity (and hence that he implicitly, and perhaps in
consistently, holds the latter sort of atomism), then he is maintain
ing a falsehood. These two doctrines are logically independent of 
one another. X conclude that if Taylor is to have a point here, he 
simply must make clearer what he has in mind when he speaks of Hume's 
atomism. As regards the dogma that knowledge as clear and distinct 
apprehension of complete certainty is the only "philosophical11 knowl
edge, and as such is the only kind which can be ultimately satis
factory in philosophical discourse, there are two things that might 
be said in reply, (l) Hume realizes that his definition of knowl
edge, and consequent distinction between knowledge and probability, 
is somewhat arbitrary and restrictive and does not conform to ordi
nary usage.*50 And precisely because of this, he adds a category 
between knowledge and probability, viz., proofs; and he defines the 
latter as "those arguments, which are derived from the relation of 
cause and effect, and which are entirely free from doubt and un
certainty. "151 (2) X fail to see how Taylor can explain satis
factorily the faet that Hume is willing to proceed unabashed with 
his science of human nature, when he discovers that one of the basic 
principles of the latter is subject to an exception. X am thinking, 
of course, of the notorious missing-shade-of-blue experiment.

ljjQTreatlse X. p. 124. Gf. also Enquiry I. p. 56, 
^ Treatise X. p. 124.
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My final point has to do with Taylor's claim that imagination, 
for Hume, is defined in functional terns. In its most generalised 
form, his statement of this "functional" definition is as follows: 
imagination works as a unifying agent for the impressions of sense 
and the ideas of reflection. Apart from this unusual duality in re
gard to the "objects" of the unifying activity of imagination* is it 
really the case that Hume's considered opinion is that imagination 
itself is some sort of agency? I doubt it. Surely, it is the mind 
.— perhaps acting imaginatively— that is the unifying agency, not 
the imagination. Also, Taylor, becoming more specific in his de
scription of this unifying activity, asserts that this same imagina
tion, when opposed to reason, is fancy, ify question here is this:
Is the imagination, when opposed to reason and identifiable with 
fancy, still operating as a unifying agent for the impressions and 
ideas mentioned above 7̂ 5̂  Taylor goes on to speak of imagination 
when opposed to memory and when joined with reason and memory. Can 
all of these "oppositions" be subsumable under a single faculty work
ing as a unifying agent for impressions and ideas? Taylor does not 
give us the answers to these questions; he does not seem to be alive 
to the problem of possible radically different senses of 'imagina
tion* in Hume. %  conclusion is that he has not addressed himself

15&Taylor speaks of imagination qua fancy as a facility which is 
free to juggle ideas in a variety of ways (see Taylor, op. cit.. 
p. 181). This is hardly a description befitting a unifying agent.
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to a crucial problem with respect to Hume's theory of imagination, 
hence he has left a great deal to be desired in his account. ̂ 3

Concluding Remarks

In the preceding discussion, I have presented a good many spe
cific criticisms of and claims against the four Humian commentators I 
have chosen to consider* In the last analysis, however, what these 
purportedly valid claims are, in one way or another, intended to sup
port (or to contribute to) is the more general claim that these com
mentators have failed, both singly and collectively, to give a fully 
satisfactory solution to the central problem of the present investi
gation* That is, they have failed to provide an accurate and compre
hensive answer to the question, How is Hume's theory of Imagination 
related to, or involved in, the generic features and main lines of 
argument of his philosophy of the human understanding? And they have 
failed to achieve this because they have failed to provide entirely 
correct answers to the two questions which are necessary preliminary 
questions to the central question itself * (l) What exactly is Hume's 
theory of imagination, i*e., what are the elements of which it is
comprised? (2) What are the generic features and main lines of*

1530ne may very well raise the question as to whether Taylor is 
correct in assuming that there can be such a thing as a definition in 
functional terms. It would seem that the functions of something are one thing; its essence (or nature) is another* When we have asserted that X performs such and such functions, we may always legitimately 
be asked, what is the nature of this X which performs these functions? Moreover, it would never be correct to answer by simply repeating the functions one has ascribed to the thing.



argument of his philosophy of the human understanding? Nevertheless, 
to say this is emphatically not to say that they have made no contri
bution whatever toward the solutions of these two problems. Had 1 
been convinced that they had utterly failed to say anything of value 
in regard to them, I should certainly not have taken the trouble to 
expound and criticise their views. And after all, regarding the 
question of the generic features and main lines of argument of this 
major segment of his total philosophy, it just happens that 1 dis
agree with the way these men interpret Hume; and, though I think I am 
right and they are wrong on this matter, this fact need not neces
sarily— though I believe that in fact it does— lead to any differ
ences of consequence regarding the involvement of his theory of 
Imagination therein. It naturally depends on the character and 
extent of the disagreement. Moreover, in point of fact, 1 think 
that these Humian interpreters have managed, at least in a collective 
sense, to exhibit some of the crucial components of Hume's theory of 
imagination, even if X also believe that they have definitely failed 
to bring to light what is the central and, in some relevant respects, 
the single most important component of it, viz., his general concep
tion (or definition) of imagination.

X shall conclude this chapter by presenting two considerations 
which, X hope, will serve to support this claim about Hume's general 
conception, i.e., about the importance of our coming to know what it 
is. (l) X believe that unless the nature of his general conception
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is fully explicated, it is not possible to understand what at least 
sane of the other parts of his theory amount to. In other words, it 
is not possible to know what one is talking about when one is speak
ing of these other components. Without going into the question of 
the exact nature of these other components (a task for the follow
ing chaptei), let me illustrate the point in the following way. Sup
pose, for the sake of argument, that one component (or a part thereof) 
of his theory is accurately expressed by saying that the imagination 
plays a necessary part in our coming to believe in the existence of 
material things. Actually, we really do not know what this amounts 
to saying unless we know what Hume means by 'imagination' in this 
statement. (2) It seems to me that unless one uncovers Hume's general 
conception of imagination, one is quite unlikely to observe the full 
extent of the involvement of his theory of that faculty in his 
philosophy of the human understanding. Indeed, I am convinced that 
the failure on the part of all of the Humian interpreters I have con
sidered in this chapter— in fact, on the part of all of the Humian 
interpreters with whom I am acquainted— to come up with this general 
conception has been responsible for their failure to identify certain 
highly important Humian claims with that theory, and hence for their 
failure to appreciate the full soope and significance of the latter 
in this major segment of his total philosophy.



CHAPTER II

THE BIEtiENTS OF HUME'S THEORY OF IMAGINATION

At the close of the preceding chapter, I not only asserted that 
Rune's general conception of imagination is the most important single 
element of his theory of imagination; I also tried to support that 
assertion. It follows from this that I conceive the task of bring
ing to light this general conception to be the most important single 
task connected with his theory. Nevertheless, it does not follow 
from this that I conceive it to be the only Important task connected 
with it. On the contrary, one of the fruits of the examination of 
other Humian commentators' interpretations is precisely this: that 
it leaves me with several important tasks to perform with regard to 
Hume's theory, even when it is considered apart from its involvement 
with the argument of his philosophy of the human understanding. These 
tasks, though, are reducible to the following general ones: (l) that 
of enumerating and articulating all of the essential elements of 
Hume's theory as they appear in, or emerge from, Treatise I: and

99
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(2) that of determining which of these elements are present in and 
which, if any, are absent from Enquiry 1.̂-

A good starting-point will be to state those questions, Hume's 
answers to which will provide us with all of the essential elements 
or components of his theory of Imagination* As I see it, Hume's 
theory is comprised of answers to the following seven questions, some 
of which are extremely closely related to one or more of the others: 
(1) What are the "data" of imagination? or What are the materials by 
means of which imaginative activity takes place? (2) From what are 
the data of imagination derived? or From what source (or sources) are 
drawn the materials by means of which imaginative activity takes 
place? (3) How can we determine, in our immediate experience, whether
or not we are imagining as opposed to, say, sensing or remembering?
or How can we distinguish, in their operation, between imaginative 
activities and the various other types of cognitive activity?
(4) What rules or principles, if any, govern or influence at least 
some of the activities of imagination? or Tb what rules or principles, 
if any, does imaginative activity (or at least some of it) conform?
(5) What is the nature of imagination? or How are imaginative ac
tivities to be formally distinguished from all other cognitive

1>I am clearly assuming here that it is not the ease that there 
are any elements of the theory which are present in Enquiry I but 
absent from Treatise 1: in other words, that whatever else may be 
the case, there are no new elements in the theory in Enquiry I. 
However, I believe that this is a warranted assumption. At any 
rate, I have been unable to find any evidence to falsify or even to 
east doubt on it.
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activities? (6) What sorts of "ontological" connections, if any, 
does imagination possess? or What sorts of "reality" claims, if any, 
can we make on the basis of the occurrence of imaginative activity? 
(7) How does imagination function in cognition? or What is the place 
or role of imaginative activity in cognition?

Even though it might seem most desirable, even requisite, to 
consider first Hume*s answer to the question about the nature of 
imagination, this is really not so. The order in which Z have stated 
these questions is, I think, preferable as the order of exposition. 
This being the case, it will be desirable, even necessary, to preface 
this account with a few remarks about Hume's views on the basic types 
of contents of the mind and the relations between them. These views 
provide, among other things, the general framework within which 
Hume's theory of imagination, as well as practically all of the 
other theories he holds in his philosophy of the human understanding, 
is set forth.

The Contents of the Mind

Although there are certain differences in detail between the 
two, the accounts in Treatise I and Enquiry I of the contents of the 
mind and their relations to each other are doctrinally equivalent. 
Hume divides the contents of the mind into two basic types: impres
sions and ideas (or thoughts).^ He says that this distinction

T̂reatise I. p. 1; Enquiry I. p. 18
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corresponds to the distinction we ordinarily draw between feeling and 
thinking.3 He maintains) further, that ideas are exact copies (or 
images) of their corresponding impressions and that the qualitative 
difference between the two lies solely in the fact that the latter 
have more force and vivacity than do the former.** His subdivision of 
impressions into those of sensation and those of reflexion helps to 
provide the principle of division of the subject-matter between 
Treatise I and Treatise II.3

In terms of his primary purposes, the most important relation 
Hume holds to obtain between impressions and ideas is that of causa
tion. Impressions are the causes of ideas, that is, all ideas are 
derived from (or have as their source) impressions. In order to make 
this claim more accurate and precise, Huae distinguishes between 
simple and complex impressions (and ideas),6 and asserts, as the 
first principle of his science of human nature, that all of our 
simple ideas are derived from the corresponding and resembling simple

3Treatise I. pp. 1-2; Enquiry I. pp. 17-18* 
treatise I. pp. 1-3; Enquiry I. pp. 17-19*
5lt is of importance, as well, to Hume's discussion of causation, 

inasmuch as the impression from which our idea of necessary connexion 
is derived is held by him to be an impression of reflexion, not of 
sensation. See Treatise I. p. 165.

^Treatise I. p. 2; Enquiry I. pp. 19» 62.
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impressions. 7 This Is One's most technical statement of the basic 
empiricist principle that all the materials of thought are derived 
ultimately from experience.

We should now be in a more favorable position to consider the 
various elements of Erne's theory of imagination* beginning with the 
one relating to the materials or data by means of which imaginative 
activity takes place.8

The Materials of Imagination

In the light of the preceding remarks, it should seem to be 
fairly obvioua.what Hume's views are regarding the data of imagina
tion* It clearly appears to be dedueible from Hume's position with

7As is well-known* Honefeels that he is forced to modify this 
claim somewhat— or, rather, to admit that it may have a few excep
tions. Ey reference, of course, is to thenotorious example of the 
missing shade of blue (of. Treatise X. p p . fflRfTfliT 3r PP» 20-1). 
Maybe it is worth mentioning, in passing, that this soealled experi
ment, if valid, does not refute the looser principle that all ideas 
are ultimately derived from impressions, bub only the precise princi
ple which implies an exact correspondence between the two.

&It must be borne in mind that my discussion of the first four 
elements of Hume's theory anticipates, in a sense* my discussion of 
the fifth (i.e., of the formal nature of imagination). la fact, when 
I speak of, say, the materials of imaginative activity* the notion of 
imffeination which will be operative will be what I have previously 
referred to as Hume's general conception of imagination. I mention 
this because I feel that Hume uses 'imagination' in a sense— to be 
discussed later in this chapter— which is not encompassed by this 
general conception. As a consequence, some of the statements I shall 
be making about imagination, in explicating the first four elements, 
would sot be applicable to this sense of 'imagination'.
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regard to the contents of the mind that he maintains that all types 
of thinking take place by means of ideas; indeed, that the having of 
ideas is absolutely indispensable to the process of thinking* lad 
since he surely holds imagination to be a distinctive type of think- 
ing, or a power to engage in a certain type of thinking,9 it follows 
that the data of imagination must be ideas (i.e., mental images).

We must never lose sight of the fact that the materials of the 
imagination are, in Hume's view, the same as those of all other types 
of thinking; that the having of ideas (or images) is something which 
is common to memory, imagination, and reason. It is not something 
which is peculiar to imaginative activity. Thus, a statement indi
cating the materials of imaginative activity must never be confused 
with a statement indicating -the definition of such activity. How, it 
might seem entirely unnecessary to even mention such a naively simple 
point, nevertheless, I think that we found in the last chapter an 
instance of an individual who comes dangerously close to being guilty

9Unless we admit this, we seem to be at a loss in understanding 
what Hume means when he raises such questions as "whether it be the 
senses, reason, or the WcHwa-Hcm- that produces the opinion of a 
continu'd or of a distinct existence" (Treatise I. p. 186). Further
more, Hume explicitly says in Enquiry I that "it cannot be doubted, 
that the mind is endowed with several powers and faculties, that 
these powers are distinct from each other ... [and that] there are 
many obvious distinctions of this kind, such as those between the 
will and understanding, the imagination and passions, which fall 
within the comprehension of every human creature ..." (Enquiry I. 
pp. i>44).
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of Just such * confusiorw— or, rather, of attributing it to Hone, As 
we have seen, Furlong maintains as one of his reasons for the promi
nence of imagination that Hume contends that to think is to have ideas 
(or images) and to have ideas is to imagine. As X understand him,
Hume holds that if One is Imagining then one is having ideas; he does 
not hold that if one is having ideas then one is necessarily imagi
ning.

Th* of

like his view on the materials or data themselves of imagina
tion, Hume's view on the source of these materials is immediately 
derivable from what I have referred to as his position on the con
tents of the mind. Since the materials of imagination are ideas, and 
it is Hume's position that all ideas are ultimately derived from 
previous impressions (of sensation or reflexion), it follows that 
the source of all the materials of imagination is experience (either 
sensational or reflexional)•

This element, like the preceding one, would seem to be so simple 
and straightforward that there could be no problems with regard to 
the interpretation of it. However, it seems to me that at least one 
Banian commentator with whose views X am familiar construes it in a 
rather misleading way. According to A. H. Besson, an essential part 
of Hone's philosophic enterprise is the attempt to establish a limi
tation on the human understanding; and, in his view, "Hone proposes
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to establish, the limitation of the human understanding, by establish
ing a limitation of the hwan imagination. "10 What is significant is 
the fact that Basson thinks that in holding that we can imagine only 
what can be experienced, Home is claiming to establish this limi
tation of the imagination. I1 The reason I think that it is mislead
ing to speak this way is this. When a man seeks to establish 
limitations on something, he surely presumes the need to do so.

9

That is, he undoubtedly supposes that other individuals with whom 
he is acquainted either positively disagree with him or are quite 
unaware of such limitations (and, as a result, are perhaps assuming 
that they do not exist), let it seems extremely unlikely that any 
of the philosophers of note with whom Hume was acquainted would have 
met either of these two conditions, especially if they were told (as 
we are told by Basson) that according to Hume's usage of 'imagine', 
"to imagine something is to form a sort of mental picture of it."12 
Of course, there is a harmless sense in which one can say that the 
imagination is to the sphere of possible experience; but to
say this and at the same time to suppose that one is establishing 
limits on the imagination is, at the very least, to make a rather 
trite claim. In fact, as I see it, Hume really did not seek to 
establish a limitation o& imagination but rather to establish the

l°Basson, op. cit.. p. 2k
12jbid.. p. 27.

H jCbid.. pp. 27, 29*
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fact that wo are limited our imagination in our basic beliefs 
about the world* In other words, it is not because the human imagi
nation is limited to the realm of possible experience that the human 
understanding is, in Hume's view, limited; rather, it is because the 
human reason is so limited as well*

The Criteria fo* R^np^-n^ Imaginative Activity

What I have referred to as the third element of Hume's theory is 
his answer to the question, What means or criteria, drawn from our 
immediate experience, do we have to distinguish in its operation the 
activity of imagination from the activities of the other cognitive 
faculties? In other words, it is his answer to the question, How can 
we tell, in a given situation, whether we are imagining rather than 
remembering or sensing or even reasoning? In discussing Hume's 
answer, I shall consider the following points* (1) the degree of 
comprehensiveness with which he answers it; (2) his actual answer to 
it; (3) the adequacy or satisfactoriness of his answer to it; and 
(4) the failure of certain Humian commentators to fully appreciate 
the nature of this element of Hume's theory*

1* In both Treatise I and I are to be found criteria for
distinguishing between imagining and sensing (or sense-perceiving); 
only in Treatise I are there to be found criteria for distinguishing 
between imagining and remembering*̂  In neither of the two works are

^̂ Gf* Treatise I* pp. 8-9, 85-86; Enquiry I. p. 17*
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there to be found criteria for distinguishing Imagining sad reason
ing. Apparently, Hume never sees the need to address himself to this 
issue. Perhaps he thinks that they are different enough in nature 
not to require criteria for distinguishing them.

2. Since the only difference between the account in Treatise I 
and that in Baouiry I is in the degree of comprehensiveness with 
which Hvsae answers the question at hand, I shall confine my attention 
exclusively to the account in the former work. Let us begin with his 
discussion of the criteria for distinguishing, in their operation, 
between imagination and memory. As Hume puts it,

'tie evident at first sight, that the ideas of the memory 
are much more lively and strong than those of the imagina
tion, and that the former faculty paints its objects in 
more distinct oolours, than any which are employ'd by the 
latter. When we remember any past event* the idea of it 
flows in upon the mind in a forcible manner; whereas in 
the imagination the perception is faint and languid, and 
cannot without difficulty be preserv'd by the mind steddy 
and uniform for any considerable time. Here then is a 
sensible difference betwixt one species of ideas and an
other. ̂

Although, in his saying that we have here £ sensible difference be
tween imagination and memory, it is suggested that there may be other 
such differences, it becomes clear in a later discussion (to which 
Hume here refers the reader) that this is the only sensible differ
ence between them. As Hume says later,

since ... the memory is known, neither by the order of 
its complex ideas* nor the nature of its simple ones: it 
follows, that the difference betwixt it and the imagination

 Si> P* 9*
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lies in its superior force and vivacity. A man nay in
dulge his fancy in feigning any past scene of adventures; 
nor wou'd there be any possibility of distinguishing this 
from a remembrance of a like kind, mere not the ideas of the imagination fainter and more obscure. 15
Regarding the criterion for distinguishing between imagining and 

sensing, it turns out to be of the same sort as that between imagi
ning and remembering. Bearing in mind the basic Humian view that the 
only sensible difference between impressions (including those of sen
sation) and ideas is that the former are more forceful and lively 
than the latter, it follows that the only sensible difference between 
sensing and imagining is just that: the perceptions we have while 
sensing are more forceful and lively than the ones we have while 
imagining.

Thus, the perceptions we have while sensing, remembering and 
imagining fall on a kind of continuum and this is what supplies us 
with the only criterion we have for distinguishing, in their oper
ation, between these three faculties, the perceptions of the facul
ty of sensation have the highest degree of force and vivacity; those 
of the imagination, the lowest; and those of the memory have an 
intermediate degree of these qualities.

3. Anyone who has read him at all carefully knows that Hume 
himself does not believe that this criterion of force and vivacity

15lbid.. p. 85.
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is universally applicable* As far as its applicability to the dis
tinction between memory and Imagination is concerned, he asserts that

as an idea of the memory, by losing its force and vivacity, 
may degenerate to such a degree, as to be taken for an idea 
of the imagination; so on the other hand an idea of the im
agination may acquire such a force and vivacity, as to pass 
for an idea of the memory* and counterfeit its effects on 
the belief and judgment.

Similarly, with regard to its applicability in the case of sensation 
and imagination, it is possible in particular instances for our im
pressions and ideas to approach each other in force and vivacity*

Thus in sleep, in a fever, in madness, or in any very 
violent emotions of soul, our ideas may approach to our 
impressions} As on the other hand it sometimes happens, 
that our impressions are so faint and low, that we can
not distinguish them from our ideas* *7

It is interesting that Hume should be so ready and willing to find 
exceptions to the criteria he gives for distinguishing between sen
sation, memory, and imagination; and equally interesting that he 
should appear to be so unconcerned at his failure to find unex
ceptionable criteria* Perhaps this is a sign that the sort of 
episteaological concern he has is quite different in nature from 
that of, say, Descartes or Berkeley.

4* As X see it, there appears to be a tendency in certain Humian 
commentators to confuse Hume's answer to the question relating to this 
third element of his theory with his answer to the question relating

P* 86. *7lbid». p* 2.
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to what he means by 'imagination* (i.e., relating to his general con
ception or definition of inagination)* I have already taken note of 
apparent interpretational errors of some consequence on the part of 
certain Humian commentators in regard to the first two elements of 
Hume's theory* These errors do not seem to me to be quite as sig
nificant as the ones which have been made in regard to this third 
element* What I mean is this: in one way or another, a failure to 
realise fuliy the real nature of the question to which this element 
of Hume's theory is an answer, and its distinctness from the question 
as to what he means by 'imagination', has been responsible for per
haps the most serious misinterpretations of the theory itself.̂ ® It 
lies at the heart of the position of those who appear to find some 
sort of ultimacy in Hume's talk about different senses of 'imagina
tion'— in those who seem to see his answer to the question of what 
he means by the term fully embodied in such talk. For, by those who 
adopt this line of approach, 'imagination* (in one of its so-called 
senses) is invariably held to be conceived by Hume as the faculty of 
our fainter ideas. In other words, in this sense of the term, 
'imagination' Just means our faculty of forming faint ideas.^ As 
we have Just seen, it is this distinction between our fainter ideas

*®For instance, I see this confusion to be at the very heart of 
Stoith's contention that the primacy of imagination in Hone's Treat
ise I amounts to nothing more than a mere corollary to his early 
doctrine of belief*

tfsee my discussion of Staith's view, where I pointed out that he 
refers to Hume's other sense of 'imagination' as signifying vivacity 
of conception and thus claims that these two senses have an almost 
directly opposite meaning from each other (Chapter I, pp. 37-38)*
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and our more lively ones which Hume claims to be the only sensible 
difference between memory and imagination*

It can scarcely be questioned that Home is partly responsible 
for the misinterpretations which have resulted from his remarks about 
the means we have, in our immediate experience, of distinguishing be
tween imagining and remembering. For one thing, when he begins 
making this distinction in Treatise I he gives almost every indica
tion of a man attempting to provide his reader with definitions of 
these two faculties* For another, at least once in that work he ex
plicitly refers to one sense of * imagination * — when opposed to 
memory— as standing for the faculty of our fainter ideas.2® Thus, 
on the one hand, his initial discussion of the distinction between 
memory and imagination seems to issue forth in the following defi
nitions of these two faculties*

Memory is that faculty by which we repeat our Impressions 
(as ideas) in such a way that in their new appearance (as 
ideas) they retain a considerable degree of their first 
vivacity (as impressions), and are somewhat intermediate in 
vivacity between an impression and a perfect idea (i.e., an 
idea which has entirely lost that original vivacity).
Imagination is that faculty by which we repeat our im

pressions (as ideas) in such a way that in their new appear
ance (as ideas) they retain virtually none of their first 
vivacity (as Impressions), and hence are perfect ideas.21

It is easy to forget Hume's explicit advice to look to his later dis-
eussion of the distinction between memory and imagination (where he

2®See Treatise I. p* 117 (note). 21gee ibid.. pp. 8-9.
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makes it clear that he is— -and was— looking for the "sensible dif
ference" between these two faculties), and to go away with the 
opinion that he is telling us what he by * imagination*. On
the other hand, it is likewise easy to fail to take note of the fact 
that Hume tells us that it is the same faculty of imagination which 
is involved when he opposes imagination to memory (where imagination 
is said to be the faculty of our fainter ideas) as is involved when 
he opposes it to reason, and to go away with the belief that Hume is 
recognising two distinct (even opposed) meanings of 'imagination' .2̂

X cannot but admit that Hume's manner of articulating his theory 
of imagination leaves much to be desired. But of course if he had 
done a good Job of it, I should not need to be engaging in the pres
ent inquiry.

Principles Governing th« T̂ n̂̂ t.inn

As I mentioned earlier, the fourth element of Hume's theory is 
represented by his answer to the question, What principles, if any, 
govern or influence the operations of the imagination?

During his discussion in Treatise I of the question of criteria 
for distinguishing imaginative activities from memorial activities 
(i.e., part of the preceding element of his theory), Hume considers 
the possibility that this distinction could be drawn in terms of the

22See ibid.. p. 117 (ante)
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fact that whereas the memory is, In a way, tied down to the same 
order and form of the Impressions from which its ideas originate, 
without any power of variation, the imagination may transpose and 
change than in whatever way it pleases.23 Even though he rejects 
this fact as constituting a satisfactory criterion for distinguish
ing these two faculties in their operation (on the ground that it is 
impossible to recall the past impressions in order to compare them 
with our present ideas and thus to see whether their arrangement is 
exactly similar),2** he nevertheless points out that an important 
principle of the imagination is its liberty to transform and change 
its ideas.25 This same principle of liberty appears in Enquiry 1 
in Hume's proclamation that "nothing is more free than the imagina
tion of man*"26 However, despite this claim, Hume is anxious to 
persuade his readers (in both Treatise 1 and Ehauiry I) that this

23Cf. Treatise I* pp. 9» 85® It seems to me that, literally in
terpreted, this distinction of Hume's is a spurious one* In truth, 
it appears to be Just one instance of his tendency to drift into the 
language of a proponent of the "little prime movers" theory of the 
mental faculties. It is simply not the case that faculties them
selves are free to do what they please with their data; nor are they 
actually restrained from doing what they do with them* It is the 
mind and the mind alone which is free, or determined* in regard to 
the ordering of its data. The question then is whether the mind,in 
imagining, is free or determined in regard to its data, and whether, 
in remembering, it is free or determined. It is one thing to assert 
that imagination is the power to modify the order and form its data 
originally had; it is another to assert that it is free to do this 
modifying.

2**See ibid.. p. 85. 25jbid.. p. 10. ^Enquiry I. p. *7
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faculty is "guided by some universal principles, which render it, in 
some measure, uniform with itself in all times and places.*27 He 
thinks that if it were not so guided (i.e., if its ideas were entire
ly loose and unconnected and were there 330 bond of union between them, 
no associating quality by which one idea naturally introduces an
other), then chance alone would join them and it would not be the 
case that the same simple ideas fall regularly into complex ones (as 
they commonly do). Moreover, he believes that

the qualities, from which this association arises, and by 
which the mind is after this manner convey'd from one idea 
to another# are three, vis. Besemblance. Contiguity in 
time or place, and Cause and Effect.Zo

Thus, Hume maintains that there are principles which influence the
operations of the imagination and that these principles are but three
in number, vis., the three mentioned immediately above.
„ There are several points regarding this element of Bose's theory

which deserve our attention, first, one of the most significant
things about these principles of association is their involvement in
the genesis of certain of our beliefs— indeed, certain of our basic
beliefs, for instance, Hume says that

when the wind ... passes from the idea or impression of 
one object to the idea or belief of another, it is not 
determin'd by reason, but by certain principles, which 
associate together the ideas of these objects, and unite

T̂reatise I. p. 10
2&Ibid.. p. 11. Cf. Enouirv I. p. 2h.

4
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them in the imagination. Had ideas no more union in the 
fancy than objects seem to have to the understanding» we 
cou'd never draw any inference from causes to effects, 
nor repose belief in any matter of fact. The inference, 
therefore, depends solely on the union of ideas.29

Second, there is a question as to whether Hume held that the imagina
tion is the only faculty whose activities are influenced by the 
principles of association. A. H. Basson suggests that it is not 
when he asserts that Home appeals to these principles because "he 
wants to explain how thinking, and even imagining, follows a more or 
less orderly sequence."30 It seems to me that we can satisfactorily 
answer this question only if we have ascertained Hume's general con
ception of imagination. Hume makes it rather evident that these 
principles influence the mind to unite ideas. If it is his view 
that it is the imagination alone which can truly be said to unite 
ideas, then it follows that these principles influence this faculty 
and this faculty alone. In anticipation of my discussion of Hume's 
implied general conception of imagination, let me assert that I think

T̂reatise 1. p. 92.
3®Basson, o p . cit.. p. 50. That Basson seriously maintains this 

position is clear from a criticism he subsequently offers of Hume's 
doctrine. He says that "Hume does not prove that these three princi
ples) resemblance, contiguity, and cause and effect are the only 
principles of association, but reports that he has been unable to 
discover any others. In fact he omits one obvious associating re
lation, namely logical consequence • • ." (ibid.. pp. 51-52). While 
I admit that Hume is not entirely clear on this matter, I do not be
lieve that this criticism is a Just one. I am inclined to think that 
he would deny that logical consequence is an associating relation and 
assert that it is solely a philosophical relation (see Treatise I.
P. 69).
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that this is just the case. The uniting of ideas is a property pecul
iar to imaginative activity, and one of its defining properties. 31 
Third, it is apparent that Hume maintains that imaginative activity 
is not rigidly determined by these principles of association. Bas- 
son's remarks on this matter are instructive, fie says that Hume

specifically states that association does not completely 
determine a train of thought. It exercises a gentle 
guidance, rather than a rigid control. Evidently he is 
here concerned to preserve some element of freedom in our. 
thinking, and he wants this freedom to be a kind of law
lessness or arbitrary irregularity. Any such thing is 
entirely contrary to his real aims, and in fact he pushes 
the association of ideas to its limit.32

Although I agree substantially with this assessment, I want to add
that Hume does manage in Treatise I (at least) to suggest that we
have a kind of freedom which is not of this lawless, arbitrary sort.
For he maintains that these principles are

neither the infallible nor the sole causes of an union
among ideas. They are not the infallible causes. For
one may fix his attention during some time on any one 
object without looking farther. They are not the sole 
causes. For the thought has evidently a very irregular 
motion in running along its objects, and may leap from 
the heavens to the earth, from one end of the creation 
to the other, without any certain method or order. 33

I think that in denying that these principles are the infallible
causes of the union of ideas Hume is suggesting, albeit somewhat

3*It is true that Hume suggests in Enquiry I that the principles 
of association influence the memory as well as the imagination; but I 
think that this is just carelessness on his part (see Enquiry I.
P. 23).

32Basson, op. cit.. p. 52. 33Treatise 1. p. 92.
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elliptically, that we have a kind of freedom of thought which is dif
ferent from and additional to the lawless, arbitrarily irregular type 
he refers to in denying that these principles are the sole causes of 
union* X think that the following passage reveals a deaiveut in
stance of Hume's appeal to this sort of freedoms

'Tis natural for men, in their common and careless way 
of thinking, to imagine they perceive a connexion betwixt 
such objects as they have constantly found united together; 
and because custom has render'd it difficult to separate 
the ideas, they are apt to fancy such a separation to be 
in itself impossible and absurd* But philosophers, who 
abstract from the effects of custom, and compare the ideas 
of objects, immediately perceive the falshood of these 
vulgar sentiments, and discover that there is no known 
connexion among objects*3̂

Surely, abstracting from the effects of custom is an instance of the
exercise of the sort of freedom Hume had in mind in denying that the
principles of association are the infallible causes of a union of
ideas*

The Hatû a of Inafri nation

This brings me to perhaps the most crucial consideration of the 
present chapters the element of his theory which represents his view 
of the nature of imagination* According to Hume, how are Imaginative 
activities to be formally distinguished from all other cognitive ac
tivities? Or, more simply put, what imagination? In this chapter 
and the preceding one I have spoken out against the view that Hume's

3^Jbid». p. 223
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talk about different senses of 'imagination' is ultimate, in the 
sense that his intent in speaking of these senses is to reveal quite 
divergent notions or conceptions of imagination. I have suggested 
that there is a single general conception of imagination which en- 
compasses the two different senses of the term which Hume talks about 
in Treatise I: and 1 have suggested that this conception is present 
and operative not only in Treatise I but also in Enquiry I. However,
I have also suggested (in a footnote in this chapter) that there is, 
particularly in Treatise I. a usage of 'imagination* which is dis
tinct from this general conception— although Hume does not "of
ficially" recognise it as such.35 In what immediately follows, Z 
shall try to sustain these two claims. Quite naturally, my discussion

35l do not mean to imply by this claim that there is nothing 
relevant in common between Hume's general conception and this other 
usage, but merely that there is enough difference between them to 
refer to the latter as a different sense of the term. 2h contrast 
to this, I am inclined to say that what Hume himself refers to as 
different senses of the term are not different senses of it. Or, 
at any rate, I think that it has proven to be misleading for Hume 
to have done so. Undoubtedly, the real truth of the matter is that 
there are different senses of "senses of a tern," and two of these 
senses are exhibited in the issue at hand. However, the present 
inquiry does not seem to me to stand in need of a discussion of the 
different senses of "senses of a term." All that is required is 
that we remain conceptually clear-headed about the true implica
tions of Hume's talk about different senses. I am convinced that 
some of ay fellow students of Hume have not remained clear-headed 
in the matter, and that their failure to do so has had a damaging 
effect on some of their main theses concerning his theory of imagi
nation.
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will be divided into two parts: a consideration of his general con
ception and a consideration of his "special" usage of "imagination*.

Hume's General Conception of imagination
Inasmuch as Hume never explicitly states his general conception 

(or definition) of imagination, any view regarding it must be con
sidered as a kind of hypothesis*̂  My hypothesis is the following: 
imagination, in Hume's view, is the faculty of forming, uniting and 
separating ideas* I believe that there are several considerations 
which lend support to this hypothesis, not the least of which is the 
fact that Hone espouses a doctrine of mental faculties, i.e., the 
view that there are distinct faculties (or powers) of the mind.37 
Actually, my exposition of the preceding elements of his theory of 
imagination has been predicated on the assumption that he held some 
such doctrine. And the evidence for this seems to me to be quite 
good. For one thing, consider his division of the original Treatise 
into two main parts: "Of the Understanding" and "Of the Passions." 
He is quite explicit on the point that the understanding and the 
passions are "two faculties of the mind."38 it would appear that

36of course, even if he had stated his general conception of 
imagination, it would not follow necessarily that he consistently 
employed the term 'imagination' (and its equivalents or derivatives) 
in a way which accords with that conception.

37por instance, one who makes out Hume to be a kind of phenome- 
nalist with regard to the mind would most likely deny that he held 
such a doctrine, or that he could consistently hold such. See H. A. 
Prichard, Knowledge and Perception (London, 1950)> p. 177*

38Treatise II. p, 339. Cf. Treatise III, p. 493*
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this two-fold general division of the mental faculties is roughly
equivalent to the traditional division of them into cognitive and
motive* But there are considerations of an even more direct nature
which point to his adoption of the traditional faculty doctrine* Not
only is it the case that there are numerous passages throughout the
Treatise in which he refers to various specific faculties of the
mind; 39 in the opening Section of Enquiry I* he states flatly that

it cannot be doubted, that the mind is endowed with 
several powers and faculties, that these powers are 
distinct from each other, that what is really distinct 
to the imaediate perception may be distinguished by 
reflexion; and consequently, that there is a truth and 
falsehood in all propositions on this subject, and a 
truth and falsehood, which lie not beyond the compass 
of human understanding.™

In fact, he seems to describe his science of human nature in general 
as an attempt at Nan accurate scrutiny into the powers and faculties 
of human nature."̂ ! As far as his philosophy of the human understand
ing is concerned, it seems to be described here as an attempt to 
"enquire seriously into the nature of human understanding" and to 
give "an exact analysis of its powers and capacity."̂  Hence, I do 
not think that it can be seriously doubted that Hume held a doctrine 
of mental faculties, or that he held that imagination is one of these 
facilities.

39(Sf. Treatise I* pp. 5, 8-9» 85, 117-18 (note), 1̂ 9, 188, etc. 
^ aaquiry I. pp. 13-14. ^ Ibid.. p. 13« p. 12
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As regards dlreot evidence of Hume's usage of 'imagination* in a 
way which indicates that he held that the activities named in my hy
pothesis are activities of that faculty, I think that there are 
numerous passages to which we can appeal* **2 At present, though, 1 
shall only make reference to a few, since in my discussions in subse
quent chapters there will be ample opportunities to do so. Let us 
take first the activity of forming ideas. Early in Treatise I. Hume 
says that he observes

that many of our complex ideas never had impressions, that 
corresponded to them, and that many of our complex impres
sions never are exactly copied in ideas* I can to
myself such a city as the Mew Jerusalem, whose pavement is 
gold, and walls are rubies, the* I never saw such. I have 
seen Paris: but shall I affirm I can form such an idea of 
that city, as will perfectly represent all its streets and 
houses in their real and just proportions

If it is agreed that the raising up to oneself of an idea is just a
way of saying that one forms an idea, then the following passage,
again from Treatise I. gives direct evidence that this activity is
held by Hume to belong to the imagination* Hume is here talking
about the phenomenon of the missing shade of blue:

Now I ask, whether *tis possible for him, from his own 
imagination, to supply this deficiency, and raise up to 
himself the idea of that particular shade, tho' it had

Ĥowever, I must admit that they are considerably more numer
ous in Treatise 1 than in inquiry 1.

^Treatise I* p* 3* 'imagine', 'form', and 'idea* were under
lined by me.

9
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never been conveyed to him by his senses? I believe there 
are few but will be of opinion that he can • • .**5

One thing that should not go unmentioned here is the fact that* in
fiuae* 8 view, to oonceive something is to font an idea of that thing;
that is, the formation of ideas and conceiving are one and the same
mental process, Ihe following passage gives a clear indication of
Hume's intent to identify conceiving, imagining, and the formation
of ideas t

•He an established maxim in metaphysics, lhat whatever 
the mind dearly conceives includes the idea of possible 
existence, or in other words, that nothing we imagine is 
absolutely impossible. We can form the idea of a golden 
mountain, and from thence conclude that such a mountain 
may actually exist. We can form no idea of a mountain 
without a valley, and therefore regard it as impossible.™
A question that may be raised on this point is whether or not

the formation of ideas is an activity of mind which is peculiar to
the imaginative faculty. It might seem that this sort of activity
is common to all of the "ideational* faculties* So not remembering
and reasoning also involve the forming of ideas? As a matter of fact,
Hume finds the occasion to raise the following rhetorical question in
his discussion of personal identity * "what is the memory but a
faculty, by which we raise up the images of past perceptions?*̂ ?
And what is the raising up of images, for Hume, but the forming of

**5jbid.« p. 6. Ct. Enquiry I. p. 21.
T̂reatise 1. p. 32. Gf• BWjninr I. pp. 19, 46.
**7lbid.. p. 260.
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Ideas? Despite such remarks as these about memory, Hume seems to me 
to tend to consider the activity of forming ideas to be unique to the 
imaginative faculty. He might have distinguished between imagination 
and memory, in regard to the formation of ideas, by maintaining that 
whereas Imagination is the mere raising up of images of past percep
tions, memory is the recognition that they are past perceptions. How
ever, he does not make it perfectly clear that he holds this view.
As regards reasoning and the formation of ideas, Home's position 
appears to be that reasoning an such does not, strictly speaking, 
involve the formation of ideas. As he says in one passage in Treat- 
ise_I,

wherever we reason, we must antecedently be possest of
clear ideas, which may be the objects of our reasoning.
The conception always precedes the understanding . . .̂ 8

X shall have something to say shortly about Hume's general concep
tions of memory and. reasoning, as well as of sensation (and percep
tion).

The other two constituents of Hume's general conception of 
imagination are (as I mentioned previously) the uniting and sepa
rating of ideas. These two can and should be taken together, as 
they are correlative opposites. Again, the best direct evidence of 
Hume's intent to link imagination with these two activities is Treat
ise X. Quite early in this work, Hume asserts that "all simple ideas 
may be separated by the imagination, and may be united again in what

^Ibid.. p. 164.
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form it pleases."̂ 9 In speaking In this manner about the separation 
and union of ideas in the mind, Hume is of course alluding to the 
principle of the liberty of the imagination. We may, indeed, speak 
of this sort of imagination as the "free" imagination, provided we 
do not necessarily identify this (as Hume unfortunately tends at
times to do) with loose, indeteministic imagining* However, it is

/also the case (as I took notice of in considering the principles 
which govern the imagination) that Hume thinks that there are certain 
qualities "by which two ideas are connected together in the imagina
tion, and the one naturally introduces the other*"30 These qualities 
are, of course, the principles of association or natural relations; 
and they are factors influencing the uniting of ideas by the mind* 
Perhaps it is worth mentioning at this Juncture that Hume maintains 
that

the idea of a substance as well as that of a mode, is 
nothing but a collection of simple ideas, that are united 
by the imagination, and have a particular name assigned 
them, by which we are able to recall, either to ourselves 
or others, that collection.̂ !

This example seems to bear witness to the fact that Hume is willing
to admit that certain unitings of ideas by the mind may take place
not only involuntarily, but also in a largely unconscious way* But
even if it does not, our subsequent discussions will reveal that he
actually holds that this is the case.

p. 10. Of. Enquiry I. pp. 19, 47* 
3°Treatise I. p. 13. 51lbid.. p. 16.



126

I think that it would be agreed that a good way to provide ad* 
ditional, confirmatory evidence for my hypothesis concerning Kane's 
general conception of imagination would be to uncover his general 
conceptions of the other cognitive faculties he recognises and find 
them to cohere with my hypothesis concerning imagination— at least 
in the minimal sense of their being distinct from the latter. This 
I shall try to do. As X understand him* Kane recognizes three cog
nitive faculties in addition to the faculty of imaginations sensa
tion (and/or perception)* memory, and reason.^

Regarding the first of these three* even though Hume asserts 
that in perception there is not "any exercise of thought* or any 
action* properly speaking* but a mere passive admission of the im
pressions thro' the organs of sensation*" he clearly suggests that an 
awareness of relations between these impressions is involved. One 
may* X think* infer that he is at least dimly aware of a distinction 
between pure sensation and perception* and that his distinction comes 
to thisi sensation is the power of the mind to receive sense-lmpres- 
sions* whereas sense-perception is this plus the mind's power to 
discern relations between these impressions.53

52Hume speaks also of judgment and understanding * but these two 
are never very clearly distinguished from reason. In fact* X think 
that he normally treats them as identifiable with at least one of the 
forms of reasoning he recognizes.

53xhere are problems here* especially in regard to the kind of 
theory of sense-perception Hume actually maintained or presupposed. 
Did he hold a representative theory? Was he some sort of phoneme- • 
nalist? Did he hold a causal theory? In my opinion* Hume qua 
philosopher never abandoned the distinction between sense-impressions



127

As far as Hume's general conception of memory is concerned.) I am 
convinced that he conceived this faculty to be essentially retentive 
in character* As Hume puts it in one place, "the chief exercise of 
the memory is not to preserve the simple ideas, but their order and 
position."̂  In another place, he says that it is "a peculiar prop
erty of the memory to preserve the original order and position of its 
ideas."55 Hence, it appears that memory is the faoulty of retaining, 
in idea-fora, the same order and form of the original impressions (of 
sensation and reflexion).

If one accepts this claim of mine about Hume's general concep
tion of memory, then one might'very well be led to ask why I do not 
maintain that his general conception of imagination is most accurate
ly expressed in the proposition that it is the faculty of modifying, 
in idea-fora, the order and fora of the original impressions. This 
is a natural and legitimate question to raise concerning my view, 
particularly in the light of Hume's discussions in Treatise I of the 
principle of liberty of imagination and of the "sensible" difference

and the qualities of material things. And in several places in 
Treatise I (e.g., pp. 27-28, 33-3̂ » 38) he quite clearly seems to be 
presupposing a straight-forward Lockean representative realism. There 
are also several passages, again in Treatise I (e.g., pp. 7» 6?, 84-), 
indicating that he held some sort of causal theory of sense-percep
tion (of. also Treatise II. p. 275). What he seems to be convinced 
of is that we can never be certain of the true nature or character 
of these causes. The primary source of difficulty, of course, is 
his discussion "Of scepticism with regard to the senses," in Part IV 
of Treatise I-— and. I might add, the abbreviated version of this 
discussion in Section XU of Enquiry I.

t̂reatise I. p. 9. 55lbid.. p. 85.
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between Imagination and memory. Indeed) such a view might even seem 
to accord better with Hume's talk in Enquiry I about imagination as 
the faculty of mixing, compounding, separating, and dividing, in all 
the varieties of fiction and vision, the ideas furnished it by the 
internal and external sense s. 5̂  X  will offer two reasons against 
adopting this suggestion as regards Hume's general conception of 
imagination. (1) Such a view is essentially linked with Hume's talk 
about the "free" imagination and is thus one-sided. It does not ac
comodate very well Hume's talk about the "determined" imagination.
The concept of a union of ideas is not limited in this way, since the 
unitings of ideas may be either free or determined. (2) To hold the 
"modification" view of imagination, in conjunction with the "reten
tion" view of memory, would seem to commit one to the position that 
these two faculties must have exactly opposite functions; and hence 
are, cognitively speaking, directly opposed to one another. If this 
were Hume's view, then it would seem that he must hold that these 
two faculties are always at odds with one another and can never 
complement or supplement each other. let, as a matter of fact, Hume 
holds that one of the most important activities of imagination 
actually presupposes the action of memory and involves a sort of 
projection into the future of certain elements of the order retained 
by the latter faculty. I have in mind, of course, the process of 
causal inference.

56s©e Enquiry I. p. 47; cf. also p. 19*
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As regards Hume's general conception of reason, the following 
sentence from Treatise I seems to provide a good starting-point i

All kinds of reasoning consist in nothing but a 
comparison, and a discovery of those relations, either 
constant or inconstant which two or more objects bear 
to each other*57

In view of the extremely important role which reason plays in his 
philosophy of the human understanding, it will be desirable to go 
into some detail in explicating and elaborating upon the above state
ment. First of all, perhaps it should be pointed out at the begin
ning that since Hume holds that nothing can ever be present to the 
mind but perceptions, he really should be saying 'perceptions' here, 
rather than 'objects'. Second, regarding the meaning he attaches to 
the term 'relation' in this passage, it should be mentioned that Hume 
calls the various relations which reason can discover by its compari
sons "philosophical relations," and he defines the latter in a rather 
general and loose way-— relating it directly to the notion of compari
son itself. In his usage, the expression "philosophical relation" 
stands for any situation or circumstance which may form a particular 
subject of comparison by the mind, whether or not the "objects" com
pared are united by some sort of connecting principle. In slightly 
different terms, it stands for that particular circumstance in which 
we may think proper to compare "objects," even in those cases in 
which there is an arbitrary uniting of ideas by the mi nd .  58 This

57Xreatise I. p. 73. ifoid., pp. 13-14.
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reference to the union of ideas should enable us to see that Hume 
wants to distinguish between the comparison of ideas and the uniting 
of them. This of course is central to the distinction between reason
ing and imagining. Third, as far as his use of the term 'comparison1 
is concerned, it is a rather broad and vague term and Hume uses it in 
a way which seems to include a reference to certain sorts of infer
ences. He might well have had in mind in his use of it what Des
cartes had in mind, in his use of it in Rules for the Direction of the 
Hind. There Descartes says that

in every train of reasoning it is by comparison merely 
that we attain to a precise knowledge of the truth. Here 
is an example:--all A is B, all B is £, therefore AH ̂  
is C. Here we compare with one another a ouaesitum and 
* datum, vis. A and £, in respect of the fact that each 
is B, and so on • • • All knowledge whatsoever, other 
than that which consists in the simple and naked intu
ition of single independent objects, is a matter of the 
comparison of two things or more, with each other.59

Be this as it may, it should be mentioned that Hume does not hold that
only reason makes comparisons. That is to say, even though reasoning
consists in nothing but the comparison and discovery of philosophical
relations between two (or more) "objects," not all comparisons of
"objects" may be, properly speaking, said to be reasoning. I have
already alluded to the fact that, according to Hume, "when both the
objects are present to the senses along with the relation [between

59b. Descartes, "Rules for the Direction of the Mind." The 
Philosophical Works of Pesoartes, transl. by E. S. Haldane and 6. R.
T. Ross, Vol. I, p. 55.
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them], we call this perception rather than r e a s o n i n g . * ^  Consequently, 
there are two sorts of comparison and discovery of relations which 
may, properly speaking, be called reasoning, and which constitute its 
essence. In other words, there are two general sorts of conditions 
under which comparisons and discoveries may be made and which may be 
said to constitute states or processes of reasoning* (1) when both 
‘’objects" are ideas and (2) when one "object" is an impression and 
the other is an idea. Within category (l) Hume distinguishes between 
comparisons or inferences which are mediated by one or more other 
ideas and those which are not so mediated. Shat is, he distinguishes 
between comparisons of two ideas (or inferences from the one to the 
other) "either imediately or by the interposition of other ideas.
If it takes place immediately it is intuition or intuitive reason
ing; if it takes place by the interposition of other ideas it is 
demonstration or demonstrative reasoning. An essential feature of 
these two types of reasoning is that the relations discovered by the 
comparisons must be constant or invariable.̂ 2 Within category (2) 
the distinction between constant and inconstant relations applies. 
This distinction, indeed, is the basis of Hume's division of this 
type of reasoning into reasoning from proofs and from probabilities

T̂reatise I. p. 73*
6l]bid.. p. 95* Gf. also pp. 70, 79> and Biouiry I. p. 3h. 
T̂reatise I. pp. 70, 79-
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(or from conjecture).̂  Hume also makes this distinction in tents of 
the notion of certainty* At one point in Treatise I he tells us that 
he means "by proofs, those arguments, which are deriv'd from the re
lation of cause and effect, and which are entirely free from doubt 
and uncertainty* "6** He makes it dear that reasoning from proba
bilities has to do with "that evidence, which is still attended with
uncertainty."̂

It is certainly the case that considerably more may be said 
about Hone's view of reason; but the preceding should suffice for 
our purposes* Clearly, the most important notion in his general 
conception of this faculty is that of comparison; and it is the 
latter which, distinguishes it from the imagination* While it is 
quite true that Hume's usage of the term 'reason' does not always 
reflect his stated definition of that faculty, it is most assuredly 
the case that his usage in his most crucial arguments does reflect 
it.66

This excursus into what I consider to be Hume's general concep
tions of the cognitive faculties he recognises other than imagina
tion has served, I think, to solidify my position in regard to his

63lbhd.. p. 12k. %bid. fofeid*
have already examined Hume's use of 'reason* as virtually 

Identical with imagination(when the latter is determined or inflic
enced by the causal principle of association). See my discussion 
of Taylor's view of "instinctive" reason in Hume, Chapter I, pp. 78- 
79, 89-90.
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general conception of imagination itself • It has also served to give 
an indication of the range of mental activities which Home recognises 
as cognitive in nature. For in addition to the forming, uniting and 
separating of ideas (imagination), there is the passive reception of 
sense-impressions (sensation) and the comparison and discovery of 
relations between them (perception), the retention in idea-fora of 
the original order and position of antecedent sense-impressions (mem
ory), and the comparison and discovery of relations between either 
ideas alone (intuitive and demonstrative reasoning) or impressions 
and ideas (probable or matter-of-fact reasoning).6? This is pretty 
much Hums'8 general picture of. the cognitive life of man, i.e., what 
is or can be involved in it.

6?lt really ought to be pointed out that Hume's considered posi
tion in regard to probable reasoning is not, as he suggests in his 
general conception of the latter, that it discovers relations between 
impressions and ideas— although the latter of necessity involved in 
all such reasonings. It is careless of Hume not to make unambiguously 
clear his view that in probable reasoning we discover relations be
tween objects, and not relations between impressions and ideas. To be 
sure, "probability . . • must in some respects be founded on the im
pressions of our memory and sense, and in some respects on our ideas" 
(Treatise I. p. 89)• But what this means is (1) that N,tis ... 
necessary, that in all probable reasonings there be something present 
to the mind, either seen or remember'd," and (2) that 'tis also 
necessary "that from this we infer something connected with it, which 
is not seen nor remember'd" (ibid.). Hume's view is that in such 
inferences ideas are involved, but these ideas are ideas of objects 
or states of affairs which are supposed to exist; it is the relation 
between observed (i.e., seen or remembered) objects or states of af
fairs; and the unobserved but supposed objects or states of affairs 
which probable reasoning is held to disoover. The involved ideas 
themselves are not that "which is not seen nor remember'd," although 
they are neither seen nor remembered. The distinction which Hume does
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Home*8 "Special" Usage of 'Imagination*
I an now ready to turn to the second main part of my discussion 

of the fifth element of Hume's theory of imagination— -his usage of 
'imagination' in a sense which is not encompassed, as it were, by his 
general conception of that faculty* As in the case of my discussion 
of his general conception itself, I shall only be presenting evidence 
sufficient to confirm its presence in Hume's philosophy of the human 
understanding; further evidence will be provided in my account of the 
relation his theory of imagination bears to the main lines of argu
ment of the latter* Actually, this usage of 'imagination* is pretty 
much restricted to his Treatise I. at least as far as its significant 
involvement in his argument is concerned* Nevertheless, I should 
hasten to add that I do not think that its absence from Enquiry I 
is a sign that Hume has repudiated the usage of the term in that 
"special" sense; rather, I should suggest that this usage is merely 
omitted*

1 believe that we find at least an allusion to this "special" 
usage or sense of 'imagination' quite early in Treatise I. Not many 
pages back, I took note of Hume's view (expressed in Section vi of 
Part X) that

the idea of a substance as well as that of a mode, is 
nothing but a collection of simple ideas, that are united 
by the imagination, and have a particular name assigned

not fully explicate is that between the materials involved in the 
process of probable reasoning or inference (vis*, impressions and 
ideas) and the product of this inferential process (vis*, the sup
posed objects or states of affairs inferred)*
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them, by which we are able to recall, either to our
selves or others, that collection.®®

Now, despite his "nothing but" language, Hume's statement really indi
cates only what he thinks the ideas of substances and modes have in 
common; it most certainly does not exhaust the essence, as it were, 
of our notion of a substance. This is made clear when Hume differ
entiates between the two sorts of ideas. He says:

■a-The difference betwixt these ideas consists in this, 
that the particular qualities, which foxm a substance, 
are commonly refer'd to an unknown something- in which
they are supposed to inhere; or granting this fiction
should not take place, are at least supposed to be 
closely and inseparably connected by the relations of 
contiguity and causation. ®9

What deserves our attention is the reference to a supposition—
particularly of an unknown something, but also of the existence of
certain connecting relations. Later in the same paragraph from
which these two passages are taken, Hume refers to this supposition
as a "principle of union" and even claims that we regard it as "the
chief part of the complex idea" of a substance.70 If we take these
remarks in the light of what Hume says in Section iii of Part IV
about the so-called fictions of the ancient philosophers, there can
be no doubt that this supposition of an unknown something is the

T̂reatise I. p. 16.
70 Ibid.

folbid.
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produot of the imagination.71 That is, to suppose the existence of 
an unknown something, in which the qualities of a thing inhere, is to 
engage in an act of imagining. And what is noteworthy about such 
imaginative acts, such acts of supposing, is that no idea (in Hume's 
sense of the tern) of the entity supposed or imagined to exist is 
possible. Thus, in addition to conceiving, which is Hume's frequent
ly used term for the activity of the imagination in forming ideas of 
things, he recognises a supposing activity of this faculty. The best 
evidence I can find of Hume's intention to make explicit this dis
tinction between conceiving and supposing is the following passage 
from Section ii of Part IV:

We may well suppose in general, but 'tis impossible for 
us distinctly to conceive, objects to be in their nature 
any thing but exactly the same with perceptions.72

The reason for our inability to conceive objects to be in their nature
something different from perceptions is the fact that "we never can
conceive any thing but perceptions."73

71See ibid.. pp. 220-21. See also his letter to Henry Home 
(July 24, 1746), in which he says that "as to the Idea of Substance,
I must own, that as it has no Access to the Mind by any of our Senses 
or Feelings, it had always appeard to me to be nothing but an imagi
nary Center of Union amongst the different & variable Qualitys that 
are to be found in every Piece of Matter" (£• Klibansky and £• C. 
Mossner, Hew Letters of David Hume [Oxford, 1954], p. 21).

72Treatise I. p. 218.
73lbid.. p. 216; of. also p. 234.
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I take the evidence presented above as casting grave doubt on
Annis Flow's contention that Home

ignored the possibility of our imagining (supposing) 
anything without an accompanying image. (And, for 
that matter, he also ignored the possibility of our 
imagining (perhaps mistakenly thinking) anything 
without imagery.)?̂

Hume devotes quite a few pages of Treatise I to providing explanations 
of our imagining (i.e., supposing), albeit falsely, that we have ideas 
(i.e., images) of certain "things"* for instance, "of a time and 
duration, without any change or succession,"75 and "of a vacuum, or 
space, where there is nothing visible or tangible."76 And, though in 
so doing he appeals to his principles of the association of ideas— * 
claiming that "from these three relations we are apt to confound our 
ideas"77— , it is still the case that the false supposition itself 
(i.e., the object of the supposition) has no accompanying (i.e.,corre
sponding) image. Likewise, there is no accompanying or corresponding 
image present to the mind when it supposes (or imagines) "an unknown 
something, or original substance and matter," as a principle of union 
or cohesion among the various qualities which comprise a material 
object.7®

7̂ -Annis Flew, "images, Supposing, and imagining," Philosophy- 
1953 (28), p. 248.

75lreatiae 1. p. 218. 76jbid.. p. 53* 77jbid.. p. 65.
7®Ibid.. p. 221. The word 'original* was underlined in the

tdXtv
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So the best of my knowledge, this special supposal sense of 
'imagination* has not hitherto been clearly recognised. It is true 
that H. H. Price thinks he finds an incipient Kantian distinction 
between the empirical and transcendental imagination in Hune, but 
this distinction does not appear to me to "square11 entirely with the 
distinction I find between Hume's general conception of imagination 
and his special usage of 'imagination'— at any rate, not according 
to the way in which Price draws the Kantian distinction. In Price's 
view,

the Transcendental Imagination, according to Kant, is some
thing which makes experience possible, where 'experience' 
means our oonsoiousness of Nature, or of the Phenomenal 
World, which includes both material objects and empirical 
selves. Without its synthetic and supplementative activi
ties, we should be aware of nothing but a stream of sense- 
impressions; we should not even be aware that the stream is 
a stream and has a temporal order. The Sapirical Imagina
tion, on the other hand, is something within the Empirical 
Self, whose workings (like those of any other 'power', 
mental or physical) can only be discovered inductively.
It is that which is manifested in the associative processes 
studied by Empirical Psychology— as when a man's name re
minds us of his face or of another similar name .79

Price, then, holds that Hume is in substantial agreement with Kant 
"that the phenomenal world, the world of material objeots and empiri
cal selves, is in seme sense an imaginative construction."80 Our 
very oonsoiousness of these entities is a product of the activity of 
the Transcendental Imagination. Now, I would agree that it is Hume's 
view that were it not for the synthetic and supplementative activities

79pw.ee, op. eit.. pp. 15-17. 8°Ib££., p. 16
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of imagination— -not in the supposal sense of the texm, though-—-we 
should not believe that there are objects having continued and dis
tinct existenoe or selves having personal identity; neither would we 
believe in the existence of necessary connexions between objects or 
in the possibility of an "empty" time and an "empty" space. let this 
does not appear to be the same thing as saying that we are conscious 
of these things. Moreover, I am inclined to believe that the very 
concept of a phenomenal world is foreign to Hume's philosophy. As 
T. £• Jessop has said, "Hume gives psychologically a subjectivist 
account of our knowledge of matters of fact, while holding to an 
objectivist postulation of them."81 This sort of viewpoint is, X be
lieve, incompatible with an adherence to the notion of a phenomenal 
world. Thus, I cannot agree with Price when he asserts that Hume re
solved "our consciousness of material objects into sense-acquaintanee 
plus imaginative supplementation."̂  The bearing this has on the 
question concerning the recognition, by Price, of a supposal sense of 
'imagination' in Hume is as follows. In talking about this imagina
tive supplementation (which is supposedly involved in our conscious
ness of material objects), Price makes it clear that he believes that 
this sort of imaginative activity— he usually refers to it as imagi
native postulation— is not to be identified with imaging or picturing

81t. E. Jessop, "Seme Misunderstandings of Hume," Revue Inter
nationale de Philosophic*« 1952 (6), p. 16?.

^Price, op. oit.. p. 73*
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(i.e., forming "Humian" ideas). Certainly, this auoh it has in com
mon with what i consider to be Hume's supposal sense. The difference 
is thisI whereas Price is willing to admit (and, indeed, claims) that 
imaginative postulation does involve imaging of some sort,®3 I deny 
that Hume's supposal sense of 'imagining' involves it at all.®̂  
Furthermore, I should add that 1 am not convinced that Hume himself 
recognised the existence of imaginative postulation— -as it iŝ de
scribed by P r i c e . ®5

Activity and the Beal

What I have referred to as the sixth element of Hume's theory of 
imagination represents his answer to the question, What "ontological" 
connections, if any, does imaginative activity have? In order to 
give an answer to this question which accurately reflects Hume's po
sition, it will be essential to keep in mind the distinction (Just 
drawn) between his general conception of imagination and his special 
usage of the tern.

83lbid.. pp. 9̂ -95.
fĉ Xhis is not to deny, however, that such imagining can be 

caused by the formings and uni tings of ideas (or images).
$5l am not at all certain that Price's specifio talk about 

imaginative postulation, in connection with our consciousness of 
material things, is on all fours with his more general talk about 
the presence of the Transcendental Imagination in Hume.
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In terms of the argument of his philosophy of the human under
standing, what Is undoubtedly Hume's most Important "ontological"—
I use this tern for want of a more appropriate one-— principle of the 
imagination (under his general eonception of that faculty) is actually 
one to which I have made reference in this chapter. It is the follow
ing* j&atfflMT. &§. I M  dearly conceives, includes the idea o£
possible existence, or in other words, that nothing we iyafripe is 
absolutely impossible.1*^ Although Hume does not use the term 'logi
cal* in this connection, it is apparent from his example that he 
maintains that whatever we Imagine (i.e., form a distinct idea of) is 
logically possible.®? For he says that "we can form the idea of a 
golden mountain, and from thence conclude that such a mountain may 
actually exist."®®

Hume makes repeated use of this principle in Treatise I. and I 
shall be exhibiting several instances of its use in my subsequent 
discussion of the involvement of Hume's theory in his philosophy of 
the human understanding. As far as Sngujjyy I is concerned* even 
though he does not provide an abstract formulation of the principle 
there, he does nevertheless make use of it in his discussion of
causation.®9

T̂reatise I. p. 32.
®?In this same passage, Hume appears to be recognizing the 

principle that whatever we imagine, or distinctly conceive,
is (logically) impossible; since he asserts that "we can form no 
idea of a mountain without a valley, and therefore regard it as 
impossible•"

®®Treatlse I. p. 32. ®9See Enquiry I. p. 35.



In exhibiting this important "ontological" principle of imagina
tion, I have been speaking solely of Hume's general conception of 
that faculty. For even though it is his view that whatever we imagine 
(i.e., fozm an idea of) is possible, it is also his view that we can 
imagine (i.e., suppose, where no idea or image is directly involved) 
things which are not possible. We can, for instance, imagine or sup
pose we have an idea which it is really impossible for us to have. 
Mo m  specifically, we can imagine we have an idea of "a vacuum and 
extension without matter"; moreover, we can imagine we have an idea 
of "a time, when there was no succession or change in any real ex
istence."^ Xet, according to Hume, to imagine this is to imagine 
what is logically impossible, since "the ideas of space and time 
are . . .  no separate or distinct ideas, but merely those of the 
manner or order, in which objects exist."91 Another instance of 
imagining the impossible, according to Hume, is our alleged supposi
tion "of an union in place betwixt an extended body, as a fig, and 
its particular taste."92 Since such qualities, as those of taste,

^Treatise I. p. 40.
91jbid.. pp. 39-40. Of course, it is debatable whether Hume has 

shown that such ideas are logically impossible. I suspect that there 
is a kind of ambiguity in the concept of logical impossibility in
volved here, even if Hume is correct. Hut whatever the ease may be,
I think that it is Hume's view that this is an instance of imagining 
the logically impossible (in some sense).

92ibid.. p. 238.
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exist nowhere, it Is logically impossible for them to foxm a eon-

Another issue, regarding the question of the "ontological® con
nections of imagination, is that of the relation between imaginative 
activity and truth about matters-of-fact. As we have seen, what Tay
lor takes to be the most important problem connected with Hume's 
theory of imagination is this) if we have nothing but the liveliness 
of ideas, furnished by the imagination, to determine the validity of 
belief, how are we to know that in any given instance we are not 
dealing with imaginary objects and ideas, rather than with real 
ones??**’ What this problem seems to me to boil down to is the ques
tion, How reliable is the natural, instinctive imagination (i.e.,"the 
imagination, as passive to customary arrangement of an accepted regu
larity in the external world"95) in generating true belief? We may 
also recall from the preceding chapter that. Smith maintained that 
Hume's outstanding difficulty, when he identified imagination (in his 
supposed special sense of that tern) and belief (in accordance with 
his early doctrine of this mental phenomenon) with vivacity of con
ception, was to distinguish by any clear principles between fact and 
fiction.96 Jn maintaining this, it would appear that Sbiith is al
luding to pretty much the same problem as is Taylor— or, at any

junction in place with an extended thing.̂ 3

9**Thylor, op. oit.. p. 186.
9̂ Staith, op. oit.. p. 460.
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rate, to a facet of the eame underlying problem. Furthermore, we 
find Hendel saying, in his book on Home’s philosophy, that Hmne was 
trying to show that "imagination and its principles [i.e., the 
principles of the association of ideas] constituted a new medium of 
truth.1“97 Interpretations such as these, if valid, bespeak a main 
concern, on Hone's part, to establish a dose link between certain 
imaginative activities (vis., those taking place under the influence 
of the principles of association) and the attainment of truths about 
matters of fact or existence. While I should agree that Hume felt 
that many matter-of-fact inferences (in particular, causal ones), 
which involve imagination in an essential way, are valid in the sense 
that the predictions (anticipations or expectations) they express are 
very often fulfilled, I must insist that such things are not of 
primary concern to Hume in his philosophy of the human understanding. 
His primary concern-— one of them, at least— was to show that 
certain basic beliefs about the world, to which such imaginative ac
tivities (and others resembling them) give rise, are without any 
justification at all. But even apart from this interpretive claim, 
it surely must be evident from the following passage that Hume did 
not view imagination and its principles as a new medium of truth:

'Tis indeed evident, that as the vulgar suppose their 
perceptions to be their only objects, and at the same 
time believe the continu'd existence of matter, we must 
account for the origin of the belief upon that supposi
tion. Now upon that supposition, 'tis a false opinion

97Hendel, op. cit., p. 411
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that any of our objects* or perceptions* are identi
cally the same after an interruption; and consequently 
the opinion of their Identity can never arise from 
reason, but must arise from the imagination* The 
imagination is seduc'd into such an opinion only by 
means of the resemblance of certain perceptions; 
since we find they are only our resembling percep
tions, which we have a propension to suppose the same.9®

The Function of Imagination in Cognition

The seventh and final element of Hone's theory of imagination 
can be dealt with very quickly, i.e., gauged in terms of the extent 
to which it needs to be considered in the present context. Actually* 
in my later discussion of the involvement of the theory in the 
lines of argument of his philosophy of the human understanding* one 
of my main tasks will be concerned with the exposition of this ele
ment of it. As X noted earlier, this element is represented by 
Hume's answer to the question* What role(s) or funotion(s) does 
imagination* or imaginative activity, play in cognition1

Perhaps a few explanatory comments should be made regarding the 
notion of cognition. By 'cognition* I mean one of the three tra
ditionally recognized generic aspects of consciousness or conscious 
experience* the other two being conation and affection.99 In a broad

T̂reatise I. p. 209* This is not the only instance of this 
kind of talk by Hume about inagination (of. ibid.. p. 149).

99Soae philosophers (e.g.* Hume) seem to want to collapse the 
distinction between conation and affection* treating them as two 
"dimensions" of one and the same aspect of consciousness.
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sense, a cognitive process or act is one the direct object of which 
is the acquisition of knowledge, belief,opinion, etc. Accordingly, 
such faculties as those of sensation, memory, imagination, and reason 
are almost universally recognized as cognitive faculties.

It seems to me that, for the most part, a statement of the role 
or function which a cognitive faculty (suoh as imagination) plays in 
a particular cognitive process comes down to a statement of the 
specific way(s) in which the sort(s) of mental activities named in 
the general eonoeption(or definition) of that faculty take place. 
Nevertheless, in the case of imagination in particular, it must be 
added that not every one of the three sorts of activities (i.e.,form
ing, uniting, and separating ideas) mentioned in its definition are 
necessarily present in all of the sorts of cognitive processes Home 
discusses. Some of them will simply involve the forming and uniting 
of ideas.^ This is especially true in reg&rd to the kind of role 
Hume claims the imagination plays in the genesis of certain basic 
beliefs we supposedly maintain concerning space, time, and necessary 
connexion, the external world, and personal identity.

lOOgotrever, it must also be kept in mind that there is the ac
tivity of supposing, which Home ascribes to the imagination and which 
(as we have seen) does not fall under his general conception. As it 
will turn out, this activity is closely linked with the forming- 
uniting activities of imagination— or, at any rate, certain of them.
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Conelu^inpr Raaark8

This brings to a close my account of Hone's theory of Imagina
tion proper. I believe that I have succeeded in mentioning and ex
plicating (to a degree sufficient for the present) *H of the 
essential elements of the theory. These elements are expressible 
in statements which reveal: (l) the nature of the data of imagina
tion (vis., ideas or mental images), (2) the ultimate source of its 
data (vis., experience, sensational and reflesdonal), (3) the cri
teria, drawn from our immediate experience, for distinguishing its 
activities from those of the other cognitive powers (vis., the faint- 
lively distinction between ideas), (4) the principles which influence 
at least some of its activities (vis., the principles of association), 
(5) what its nature is (vis., the general conception and the special 
usage), (6) the "ontological" connections it has (vis. the relation 
between imaginative activity and possible existence), and (7) the 
cognitive roles it performs.

As far as the remainder of this study is concerned, the elements 
of the theory which will be most prominent and important are (4) 
through (7).101 The first three elements are comparatively minor 
ones and were discussed primarily because they seemed useful in paving 
the way to a revelation *of the crucial fifth element, i.e., the

lOl̂ he close connections between (4), (5) and (7) are so obvious 
that they do not require elucidation.
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general conception. If nothing else, X believe that the proper 
identification and discrimination of these three elements enables 
us to avoid confusing any one of them---but especially the first 
and third— with Hume's general conception.



CHAPTER III

THE GENERIC FEATURES AND BASIC ARGUMBNT-STRUCIUEE 
OF HUME’S PHXLOSOPHX OF THE 

HUMAN UNDERSTANDING

Da the preceding chapter, I attempted to show, among other things, 
that Home maintains the same (albeit implied) general conception of 
imagination in both Treatise I and Enquiry I. the two major statements 
of his philosophy of the human understanding. In the present chapter, 
I shall attempt to show that the generic features of both these works 
are likewise identical. By "generic features" 1 mean the primary 
aims or goals and the basic, governing principles employed in attempt
ing to achieve these aims; I do not include in this notion the basic 
structure of the argument, i.e., the over-all manner in which the 
main lines of argument develop or unfold. For while it seems to me 
that the primary aims and basic principles of Treatise I and Enmiimr I 
are the same, I must admit that it is certainly not the case that the
two works share the same basic argument-pattem. Nevertheless, I do

*

believe that the pattern of argument Hume follows in Section XU of 
Sruiuirv I provides a definite due to the over-all pattern of argument 
he adopts in Treatise I as a whole. Consequently, another of the main

lh9
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attempts of this chapter will be to show that this is the ease; and 
this will be to show that there is a striking similarity between the 
two patterns of argument. If I am successful in showing this, then I 
will not only have provided a kind of confirmation of my contention 
about the identity of the primary goals and basic principles of the 
two works; I will also have provided a degree of supporting evidence 
for my claim about the nature of the difference between Hume's theory 
of imagination in the one and in the other.

ify procedure will be to discuss, first, the problem of the 
primary goals, second, the problem of the basic argument-structure, 
and last, the problem of the basic principles.

The EVimnre Gftal of Hume's Philosophy 
ef th« fifuntan Understanding

Although I have already made it rather plain that I believe that 
the primary intent of Hume's philosophy of the human understanding 
(in both Treatise I and Enquiry I) was the establishment of a moder
ate or mitigated scepticism— and not, as Smith and Taylor maintain, 
the establishment of a naturalistic conception of human nature— , I 
think that it is desirable to spell out the meaning and implications 
of this contention as dearly and accurately as possible before pro
ceeding to demonstrate the point. It of course follows from my claim 
that not only is there no essential difference between the primary 
conclusion (or result) of Treatise I and of Enquiry I. but also that



this conclusion (or result) represents the primary goal or end of 
Hume's inquiry in both works* In other words, the claim is that Hume 
was not a reluctant, hesitating sceptic in Treatise I and a con
firmed, resolute one in Enquiry I: nor is it maintained that he be
came a confirmed, resolute sceptic within Treatise I itself— and 
perhaps became an even noire confirmed and resolute one between Treat
ise I and Enquiry I.*- On the contrary, the claim is that he was an 
equally confirmed and resolute sceptic in both works.̂  I reject any

should take note here of the fact that Basson maintains, as I 
do, that "Hume professes to be, and is in fact, a Sceptic* (Basson, 
op* clt.« p. lhO). However, he also feels that "anyone who tries to 
assess the nature and purpose of Hume's philosophical investigations 
is faced with certain difficulties” (ibid.. p. 149). Prominent among 
these difficulties, he says, is that "there is considerable difference 
in attitude between his two chief works, the Treatise and the 
ies" (ibid. 1. "The calm and resolved scepticism of the Enquiry Con
cerning the Human Understanding contrasts strongly with the knotted 
argumentation and progressively increasing stresses of the first Book 
of the Treatise of Hunan Hature" (ibid.. p. 150). Basson thinks that, 
for sufficient evidence of this, "we need only compare the triumphant 
conclusion of the former with the anxious and apologetic ending of 
the latter" (ibid.). Jfy comment here is that I do not believe that 
we have so much a difference in attitude on Hume's part as a differ
ence in mode of exposition. It is the almost autobiographical mode 
of discourse, that characterizes parts of Treatise I. which is a- 
bandoned in Enquiry I.

2Ihus, I cannot accept John Laird's seeming suggestion, in his 
Hume's PMlosgnhy of Mature (London, 1932), that Hume was less
sceptical in Epgui*<y I than in Treatise I. Laird tells us that 
"Hume's argument in the concluding Section of the Enquiry showed 
broad similarities to the argument of the Treatise, although, with 
some loss of consistency, he inclined towards the 'mitigated scepti
cism' of the academic sceptics and no longer aspired to being the 
truest Pyrrhonian of them all" (ibid.. p. 186). As will become clear 
in the sequel, my position is that Hume is a mitigated sceptic in 
both Enquiry I and Treatise I. and not a Pyrrhonian in either.
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"developmental" theory regarding Hone's primary goal or end in the 
two major expressions of his philosophy of the human understanding. 3 
Home's scepticism did not develop or mature between Troniflim y «wh 
Saguirv Is nor did it develop within treatise I itself, the differ
ences, if way, between the scepticism of treatise I and that bf 
Enquiry X lie in the manner of its expression, not its nature.̂  

this should suffice as a dear, accurate statement of ay 1."- 
terpretation. In what immediately follows, X shall devote myself to 
the task of showing that it is an interpretation which is supported

discussed such a theory in Chapter X (see my discussion of 
Taylor's views, p. 75**.). Actually, Gore's interpretation of Home 
may likewise be considered a type of developmental theory (see oy 
discussion of Gore's views, p. lhff.).

T̂his way of speaking about the difference between Treatise I 
Enquiry I. in regard to the question of Home's scepticism, very 

closely parallels the way Hume himself speaks, at times, of the dif
ference between the two works generally. Xn the Advertisement to 
Esaava and Treatises on Several Subjects (London, 1777)» Home pro
claims that "most of the principles, and reasonings, contained in 
this volume, were published in a work in three volumes, called ! 
Treatise of A work which the Author had pro jectedlae-
fore he left College, and which he wrote and published not long 
after. But not finding it successful, he was sensible of his error 
In going to the press too early, and he oast the whole anew in the 
following pieces, where some negligences in his former reasoning and 
more in the expression, are, he hopes, corrected." And in a letter 
to Gilbert Elliot (Mar or Apr, 1751)» he says that "by shortening 
and simplifying the Questions, X really render them much more com
plete. Addo dum minuo. The philosophical Principles are the same 
in both* But X was carxy'd away by the Heat of Youth & Invention to 
publish too precipitately" ( J. I. T. Greig, Pie Letters of David

iLondon, 1932J, Vol. X, p. 158). Moreover, in a letter to John 
Stewart L?J (Feb, 175h), he speaks of "the same Doctrines" as those 
in the Treatise as being "better illustrated & exprest" in the later 
essays, including Enquiry X (ibid.. p. 187).
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by Adequate evidence. Since, in ay view, Hume expresses the nature 
of his sceptical position much more clearly and adequately in En
quiry I than anywhere else, I shall begin by considering his views 
on it as expressed therein. Immediately thereafter, I will try to 
show that all the essential elements of his scepticism are present 
and operational in Treatise To supplement my claim, I will present 
supporting evidence from both the Appendix to the Treatise and the 
Abstract.

dime's Primary Aim as Expressed in T

There is rather widespread agreement on the part of Humian in
terpreters that flume's primary aim or intent in Enquiry I is, in some 
sense, sceptical. But even if there were not, what he says in Sec
tions I, V, and XXI of this work is convincing enough evidence of it.
I see no need to cite passages from Sections I and V, which (taken in 
conjunction with what he says in Section XII) place this interpre
tation beyond reasonable doubt.5 I shall confine myself to an ex
position and analysis of his remarks on the nature of scepticism in 
Section XII alone.

In Section XII of Bnguirv I- Hume, in effect, professes himself 
to be a mitigated or moderate sceptic and indicates that he wishes to

Ĉf. Enquiry I. Section I, pp. 11-12, 14-16, and Section V, 
pp. 40-41.
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inculcate this kind of scepticism in his readers.® In order to make 
perfectly clear the nature and character of this type of scepticism, 
it will be helpful to compare and contrast it with certain other 
types of scepticism which Hume discusses in this same section. In 
fact* this is doubtlessly Hume*s primary intention in discussing 
these other types. Mitigated scepticism* according to Hume* is a 
species of consequent scepticism; and consequent scepticism is to be 
distinguished from* but not necessarily opposed to, antecedent scepti
cism.? The difference between the two* as the names imply, is the 
difference between the sort of soepticism which is prior to inquiry 
or soience and that which is posterior to and a result of it. As a 
species of consequent scepticism* mitigated scepticism is to be 
directly compared and contrasted with excessive (total or extravagant) 
scepticism or Pyrrhonism.® Since mitigated scepticism is held by Hume 
to be "the natural result" of Ifyrrhoniau? and is in fact extremely

®See ibid.. pp. 161-62* 163.
fry principal reason for saying "distinguished from* but not 

necessarily opposed to" is to impress upon the reader the fact that 
a given species of antecedent scepticism may be combined with a given 
species of consequent scepticism. Indeed, in addition to recommend
ing moderate (consequent) scepticism, Hume appears to recommend 
moderate (antecedent) scepticism.

®There is an analogous distinction between the two species of 
antecedent scepticism, but it need not concern us.

9See amuiry I. pp. 161, 162.
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closely related to it in its very nature, it will be imperative to 
consider first what he regards the nature of this excessive sceptioism 
to be.*’® Although Hume himself does not explicitly do so, it seems to 
me to be useful (as well as basically correct) to analyse Pyrrhonisa, 
as he views it, into three distinct components) a basic recommenda
tion or attitude, a principal claim (from which the basic recommenda
tion is derived or inferred), and a set of arguments (designed to 
support the principal claim). At this juncture, I shall confine ay 
attention to the basic recommendation and principal claim. A con
sideration of the arguments will oorne later.

There is no doubt that Hume thinks that the basic re commendation 
of Pyrrhonisa is the following) we ought not to Maintain any assur
ance or conviction on anything, whether it be a matter of practice 
(or action) or of theory (or speculation) 2h other words, we 
ought not to believe or assent to anything at all, but should main
tain a perpetual state of total suspense of judgment* The principal 
claim from which this basic recommendation is derived or inferred is

l®It is rather interesting to note that laird claims that "Hume 
remained a complete Pyrrhonian regarding all ultimate principles" 
(laird, op. oit.. p. 180). If my analysis and interpretation of 
Hume's view of Pyrrhonism is correct, then laird's comment is pe
culiarly inept. nonetheless* it does seem to me that it may well 
be true, if what he really means is simply that Hume recommended a 
total and permanent suspense of judgment on all matters of profound 
metaphysics (i.e., on matters which go beyond the sphere of common 
life).

lls®« I. p. 1*9; «l*o» PP. 13* 159.
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that inquiry reveals to us that our mental faculties are either abso
lutely fallacious or that they are entirely unfit to reach any fixed 
determination in any of the subjects with which they are concerned* 
whether these subjects.be those of common life or of profound meta
physics. ̂  In a word* the Ityrrhonist's basic position is simply that 

 ̂since our cognitive faculties are in extremely wretched condition* we 
ought to hold everything to be uncertain and not assent to anything.

With regard to mitigated scepticism* we may likewise divide it 
into the same three sorts of components— again* only two of which 
will be considered at this point. *3 However* instead of merely one 
basic recommendation and one principal claim* as in the ease of Pyr
rhonism* there are two of each in the case of mitigated scepticism* 
The two basic re commendations are, first* that we ought to preserve 
or maintain a degree of doubt* caution* and modesty in all our

12See ibid.. pp. 161* 162. It is not clear to me whether Hume is 
here expressing the sort of alternative he seems to be expressing.

13fhe reader may notice that this analysis seems to be in verbal 
conflict with my preceding terminological distinction between generic 
features and main lines of argument, ind* in a way, it is. But this 
should present no problem if the reader bears in mind the fact that I 
have adopted ay terminology largely for the sake of convenience and 
that the context practically always makes my meaning dear* In fact, 
the reader will notice that at times I shall be employing the expres
sion "mitigated scepticism" in a more restricted sense than the one 
seemingly implied by the present analysis. That is, I shall be using 
it to refer to one* or perhaps to two* of the three elements of the 
latter— but not all three. -Again, the context should reveal my 
meaning.



philosophical decisions!** and, second, that we ought to limit our 
philosophical inquiries to such subjects as are best adapted to the 
narrow capacity of our understanding-*—which is to restrict them "to 
common life, and to such subjects as fall under daily practice and 
experience."!5 It is easy to see a resemblance between these two 
recommendations (especially the first) and the recommendation of 
Pyrrhonism. Nonetheless, they are significantly different from each 
other. The term 'mitigated* does serai entirely appropriate, is I 
see it, there are (coupled with these two re commendations) two 
principal claims of this scepticism. On the one hand, there is the 
claim, held in oommon with Pyrrhonism, that our faculties are either 
absolutely fallacious or are entirely unfit to reach any fixed de
termination in any of the subjects with which they are concerned.
On the other hand, there is the claim (variously expressed) that it 
is literally (i.e., psychologically) impossible for us to remain in 
a state of doubt or suspense of judgment for any length of time in 
regard to matters of common life (i.e., on "such subjects as fall 
under daily practice and experience"). According to Home, only very 
abstract and profound reasonings could enable us to attain such a 
state; but we find that "nature will always maintain her rights, and 
prevail in the end over any abstract reasoning whatsoever,"!̂  because

*̂ finQUlry I. pp. 161-62; see also, p. 41.
*5lb££,, p. 1&; see also, p. 41. *&Ibid. >
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"nature is always too strong for principle. ?in common life, wo 
reason ovary moment concerning fact and existence, and cannot possibly 
subsist, without continually employing this species of argument.*1®
The simple truth of the matter is that "mankind • • • must aet and 
reason and believe."̂ 9 Nature has not left this to our choice. Here 
we have the claim which, if just, allegedly invalidates the Pyrrho
nian inference and recommendation. Taken in conjunction with the 
principal claim of fyrrhonism, it allegedly justifies the inferences 
and re commendations of the mitigated sceptic. There simply can be no 
reasonable doubt that Hume would in fact accept this analysis and in
terpretation of his mitigated scepticism, particularly when we observe 
him asserting that

%

nothing can be more serviceable, than to be once thoroughly 
convinced of the force of the fyrrhonian doubt, and of the 
impossibility, that anything, but the strong power of natural 
instinct, could free us from it. Those who have a propensity 
to philosophy, will still continue their researches; because 
they reflect, that, besides the immediate pleasure, attending 
such an occupation, philosophical decisions are nothing but 
the reflections of common life, methodised and corrected. But 
they will never be tempted to go beyond common life, so long 
as they consider the imperfection of those facilities which 
they employ, their narrow reach, and their innacurate opera
tions.̂ ®

Hwe's Primary Aim as Expressed in Treatise I

Having shown what I take to be the main goal of Hume's Smulrv I 
(vis., the establishment of a mitigated scepticism), 1 want to try to 
show that this same goal is to be found in Treatise I also— though

ffibid.. p. 160. IQjbld.. p. 158. l93bid. ^Ibid.
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it is not as adequately or clearly expressed, and is not actually 
labelled as such*

There are, it seems to me, several passages in the last Section 
of Part IV of Treatise I which provide good evidence of the afore
mentioned three basic components of the mitigated sceptical position, 
and of Home's adoption of them* As before, I shall consider at this 
stage of my discussion only the first two components of the position, 
setting aside for the time being a consideration of the argnoents 
employed by Home in support of the basic claims.21

In the very first paragraph of this final Section, Home speaks 
of having discovered the wretched condition, weakness, and disorder 
of the faculties he must employ in his inquiries, and of the impossi
bility of amending or correcting them.22 Several pages later we 
find him on the brink of drawing the fyrrhonistic inference from this 
discovery* He says:

The intense view of these manifold contradictions and 
imperfections in human reason has so wrought upon me, and 
heated my brain, that I am ready to reject all belief and 
reasoning, and can look upon no opinion even as more 
probable or likely than another.

21 Actually, it would be more correct to say here "basic claim11: 
because the naturalistic claim is not one for which a reasoned sup
port or justification is given* It is just stated as being a kind 
of faot which everyone, presumably, oan verify in his own experience*

22xreati.se I. p. 264.
23lbid** p. 268.
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However, nature intervenes to prevent him from becoming a foil-fledged 
Pyrrhonian. Hie says:

Most fortunately it happens, that since reason is in
capable of dispelling these clouds, nature herself suffioes 
to that purpose, and cores ne of this philosophical melan
choly and delirium, either by relaxing this bent of mind, 
or by some avocation, and lively impression of my senses, 
which obliterate all these chimeras.2̂

Indeed, he says,
I find myself absolutely and necessarily determin'd to live, 
and talk, and act like other people in the common affairs of 
life • • • I may, nay I must yield to the current of nature, 
in submitting to my senses and understanding.̂

It is evident from these passages that we have the two basie claims 
of mitigated scepticism: the negative one it shares with fyrrhonism 
(the "Pyrrhonistic claim"), and the positive, "naturalistic1* one 
which distinguishes it from Pyrrhonism and prevents the fyrrhonlstio 
inference or recommendation. What remains to be exhibited are the 
two principal recommendations of mitigated scepticism, vis., the re
commendation to maintain a degree of doubt, caution, etc., in all our 
philosophic decisions and the recommendation to limit our inquiries 
to common life and experience.

She first of these is fairly obviously suggested in the follow
ing passage:

In all the incidents of life we ought still to preserve 
our scepticism. If we believe, that fire warms, or water 
refreshes, 'tis only because it costs us too much pains to 
think otherwise. Nay if we are philosophers, it ought only

S^Ibid.. p. 269. 25lbld.
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to be upon sceptical principles, and from an inclination, 
which we feel to the employing ourselves after that 
manner* Where reason is lively, and mixes itself with 
some propensity, it ought to be assented to. Where it 
doeŝ oot, it never can have any title to operate upon

The second recommendation is not as clearly drawn, but X think 
that the following ooments will suffice to show that it is present. 
In the next two paragraphs following the one from which the passage 
quoted immediately above was taken, Home expresses his determination 
to continue his researches in the science of man (presumably since 
his reason is lively and mixes itself with a propensity or natural 
inclination to do so) and boldly recommends philosophy (which "con
tents itself with assigning new causes and principles to the phae- 
nomena, which appear in the visible world") over superstition (which 
"opens a world of its own, and presents us with scenes, and beings, 
and objects, which are altogether new")*2? Hie also suggests (by 
implication) that both philosophy and superstition (as described) 
tend to become involved in "speculations without the sphere of com
mon life," and that this is certainly no positive re commendation for 
either of them* But philosophy is not as bas as superstition in this 
respect*

For as superstition arises naturally and easily from the 
popular opinions of mankind, it seises more strongly on the 
mind, and is of ten able to disturb us in the eonduet of our 
lives and actions* Philosophy on the contrary, if just, 
can present us only with mild and moderate sentiments; and 
if false and extravagant, its opinions are merely the

263bid.. p. 270 2?Ibid.. pp. 270-71.
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objects of a oold and general speculation, and seldom go 
so far as to Interrupt the course of our natural pro* 
penalties.2®

Finally, in the next paragraph, Hone expresses the wish that he could
communicate to the founders of philosophic systems a share of the
"gross earthy mixture" which is possessed by many honest Baglish
gentlemen, "who being always employ'd in their domestic affairs, or
amusing themselves in common recreations, have carried their thoughts
very little beyond those objects, which are every day expos'd to their
senses*"2? This mixture "would serve to temper those fiery particles"
of which these system-builders are composed* For

while a warm imagination is allow'd to enter into philos
ophy, and hypotheses embrac'd merely for being specious 
and agreeable, we can never have any steady principles, 
nor any sentiments, which will suit with common practice 
and experience. But were these hypotheses once remov'd, 
we might hope to establish a system or set of opinions, 
which if not true (for that, perhaps, is too much to be 
hop'd for) might at least be satisfactory to the human 
mind, and might stand the test of the most critical ex* 
amination.30

I interpret this as a sort of plea to confine one's philosophizings 
as closely as possible to the sphere of common life and experience.

^Ibid*. pp. 271-72. 2?Ibid.. p. 272.
3°Ibid.: underlines mine. This passage seems to me to be roughly 

parallel to the following one in Enquiry I .in which Hue is describ
ing his mitigated scepticism: "The imagination of nan is naturally
sublime, delighted with whatever is remote and extraordinary, and 
running, without control, into the most distant parts of space and 
time in order to avoid the objects, which custom has rendered too 
familiar to it. k  correct iudgwant observes a contrary method, and 
avoiding all distant and high enquiries, confines itself to common 
life, and to such subjects as fall under daily practice and experi
ence; leaving the more sublime topics to the embellishments of poets 
and orators, or to the arts of priests and politicians" (inquiry I. 
p. 162).
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Is this not the import of the following remark* which he makes in 
this same paragraph?

For 07 part* 07 on27 hope is* that 1 117 contribute a 
little to the advancement of knowledge* by giving in 
some particulars a different turn to the speculations 
of philosophers* and pointing out to thea more dis
tinctly those subjects* where alone they can expect 
assurance and conviction.31

Consideration of a possible objection
fa.

It has been the express purpose of the preceding renarks to give 
evidence of the primary goal or objective of Hone's philosophy of the 
huaan understanding-*-in both EnguiTy I and Treatise X« However* it 
aay be objected that I have not provided any evidence thus far to 
warrant a conclusion regarding Hume'sultimate goals— at least* not 
as far as Treatise I is concerned* That is* it aay be granted that 
I have satisfactorily shown that Hume concludes his inquiry in Treat
ise I with an espousal of a mitigated sceptical position— or* in 
other words* that the main conclusion of this work is fully expressed 
in the principal recommendations (perhaps coupled with the basic 
claims) of this sort of soeptioiaa* let it might very well be ques
tioned whether this conclusion represents the main goal (or end) of 
his Inquiry in that work* For it does not follow from the fact that 
Hume* at the close of his Treatise I. is a mitigated sceptic that he 
intended to be one* i.e.* that hie main arguments in that work were

31 Ibid. . p. 273.
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designed to support and defend this sort of philosophic position, is 
X mentioned in Chapter X, Taylor (for one) seems to think that Hone 
became a self -defeating— pro svmably, meaning a Pyrrhonian— •sceptic 
during the progress of Treatise I. ^

How* X fully agree that inasmuch as X have thus far taken all of 
my evidence for my contention from the concluding Section of fart 17 
of Treatise I. it certainly does not follow that X have shown that 
Hume really intended to adopt such a philosophic position. He could 
well have been driven to adopt ity for all that X have thus far demon
strated* Those who hold a view quite different from mine would point 
at onoe to the prevailingly positive statement of intentions in the 
Introduction to the Treatise— .to passages which X have as yet totally 
ignored. X shall not attempt to meet this objection (which is a sound 
one) by trying to show directly that the prevailingly positive outlook 
in the Introduction is merely an appearance, not a reality. X do feel 
that the Introduction is, to a certain extent* misleading. But it 
must never be forgotten that the paragraphs which comprise it are 
purportedly intended to be an introduction to the whole Treatise, and 
not merely to Treatise It and X have not made any claims whatever 
about the nature of the arguments in Treatise II and TiPMTi+rli”̂
Ify claim is only that Hume intended to reach a mitigated sceptical 
conclusion in Treatise X— .and in his philosophy of the human under
standing generally. 2h order to meet this objection X shall offer 
evidence (later in this chapter) which indicates that the basic or
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over-all structure of the argument of Treatise I is designed to sup
port this sceptical position*̂  However, in order to help confine my 
view that there are no changes or developments in what I take to be 
the goal of Hume*s philosophy of the human understanding from Treat
ise I to Bn<T|iy*yy I shall offer evidence from the Abstract and the 
Appendix to the Treatise which clearly points to the fact that Hume 
was, even there, fixmly and openly espousing this same type of 
sceptical position.

Hune*s Primary Aim as Expressed in the 
Abstract and the Appendix 

to the Treatise

There can scarcely be any doubt about Hume's intentions in Treat
ise I if we can trust his statements about them in the Abstract. Here 
he unhesitatingly proclaims that

the reader will easily perceive that the philosophy con
tained in this book is very skeptical and tends to give 
us a notion of the imperfections and narrow limits of 
human understanding. Almost all reasoning is there re
duced to experience, and the belief which attends experi
ence is explained to be nothing but a peculiar sentiment 
or lively conception produced by habit. Hor is this all; 
when we believe anything of external existence or suppose 
an object to exist a moment after it is no longer per
ceived, this belief is nothing but a sentiment of the same 
kind. Our author insists upon several other skeptical

Âctually, the complete removal of this objection will require 
the exhibition of considerably more evidence than I shall be offer
ing in the present chapter. Further evidence for its removal will be 
provided in the next two ohapters.
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topics; and upon the whole concludes that we assent to 
our faculties and employ our reason only because we cannot 
help it. Philosophy would render us entirely fyrrhonlanf 
were not nature too strong for it. 33

Are not the basic elements of the mitigated sceptical position dearly 
in evidence here?

As far as the Appendix to the Treatise is ooneerned, there are 
two passages to which I should like to make reference. The one is 
from a note which is intended to be appended to a passage in Part II 
(which is ostensibly about our ideas of space and time). What con
cerns me here is not the particular point at issue, but Home's re
marks in generalising upon it. These general remarks are as follows:

As long as we confine our speculations to the appearances 
of objects to our senses, without entering into disquisi
tions concerning their real nature and operations, we are 
safe from all difficulties, and can never be embarrass'd by 
any question ... But if we carry our enquiry beyond the 
appearances of objeots to the senses, I am afraid, that most 
of our conclusions will be full of scepticism and uncertainty 
... The real nature of this position of bodies [Home's 
immediate topic is an invisible and intangible distance be
tween bodies] is unknown. We are only acquainted with its 
effects on the senses, and its power of receiving body.
Hothiztg is more suitable to • • • philosophy, than a modest 
scepticism to a certain degree, and a fair confession of 
ignorance in subjects, that exceed all human capacity.3**

How, what is this last remark but a plea to confine one's philosophi
cal inquiries to the sphere of common life and experience? The other

33jbfltraot, pp. 193-9**-.
^Appendix to the Treatise, pp. 638-39. This first sentence, in 

particular, echoes the remarks which Hume had made in none other than 
the Introduction to the Treatise (see pp. xxi-oodi).
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passage from the Appendix Is taken from the lengthy end rather notori
ous remarks Home makes on his aecouni of personal identity in Part IV 
of Treatise I. These remarks are frequently referred to by *develop- 
mental” theorists as constituting conclusive evidence for their posi
tion* It can also be used by those who hold further that Hume had a 
purely constructive (i.e., non-soeptical) aim in Treatise I. J$jr 
present purpose in utilising this passage is not to try to positively 
refute their claims, but primarily to show that Hone uses this oc
casion to reaffirm his mitigated scepticism. He says*

I had entertain'd some hopes, that however deficient our 
theory of the intellectual world might be, it wou'd be free 
from those contradictions, and absurdities, which seem to 
attend every explication, that human reason can give of the 
material world. But upon a more strict review of the sec
tion concerning personal identity, I find myself involv'd 
in such a labyrinth, that, I must confess £ I neither know 
how to correct ay former opinions, nor how to render them 
consistent. If this be not a good general reason for 
scepticism, 'tls at least a sufficient one £ were not 
already abundantly supplied) for me to entertain a diffi
dence and modesty in all ay d e c i s i o n s .35

It is interesting to observe that as we found one of the two recom
mendations of Hume's mitigated scepticism in the note on Part II 
(quoted above), so we find the other recommendation in these remarks* 
It is also noteworthy that Hume here reminds us that even apart from 
the reasons with which this immediate discussion provide him for

35a>id.. p. 633* Words in parenthesis underlined by me.
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his mitigated scepticism, he is "already abundantly supplied" with 
such reasons.36

An alternative to the pr^d^n* account
9f *m'9 r r i t w r r  fM

The Immediately preceding account of the primary aim of Hume's 
philosophy of the human understanding certainly puts me at nominal 
odds (at least) with those who maintain that the determining factor 
of this philosophy is the attempt to establish a purely naturalistic 
conception of human nature* In Chapter I, I took note of Taylor's 
views on thiB topic and found that the difference between his general 
interpretation and mine is not merely nominal but real* 37 Perhaps a 
few words are in order here concerning the rather well-known views 
of Horman Kemp Smith, to whom Taylor expresses his indebtedness as 
regards this naturalistic interpretation of Hume.

Vbereas Taylor never even speaks of mitigated scepticism in 
connection with Hume, Snith asserts (near the beginning of his book

3̂ Could this be offered as at least a partial explanation of 
Hone's exclusion of the topic of personal identity from Enquiry IT 
At any rate, it does not seem to me to be self-evident (from his re
marks in the Appendix) that Hume's apparent dissatisfaction with his 
treatment of the topic is the only reason for its omission from En
quiry I* Also, it is easy to magnify or exaggerate the extent of 
Hume's dissatisfaction with his treatment of the topic* Neverthe
less, I must admit that if my interpretation of Hume is correct and 
if Hume thought it was an extremely important topic to discuss in 
his philosophy of the human understanding, then it would be rather 
odd for him to omit it from discussion in Etooulry I. I will have 
more to say on this whole issue in Chapter V (see p* 2?6ff.).

3?See p* 86ff
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oa Ho b o) that his mitigated sceptioism is a tool by means of which he 
supports and supplements his positive* naturalistic teaching*36 Later, 
he seems to be expressing this same view* saying that scepticism— the 
qualifier "mitigated11 is not added, though— serves as an ally to 
Nature, but in due subordination, net as an equal.39 This puts Smith 
at explicit verbal odds with me* Whether or not the difference is 
real, or merely nominal, is another matter* Zt depends, of course, 
en what Smith is talking about when he speaks of Bane's naturalism 
and his mitigated scepticism* As I understand frith, Haas's natural* 
ima, negatively speaking, represents a denial of the assumption that 
the assurance with whioh we hold such beliefs as those in the inde
pendent existence of bodies, in causes, in the existence of the self 
and of other selves, ought to rest on direct Insight, or failing di
rect insight, on evidence***0 Positively speaking, it represents the 
the view that such assurance nay legitimately rest on feeling or pas
sion,*** Expounding on the notion of feeling or passion, frith says 
that

'passion* is Hume's most general title for the instincts, 
propensities, feelings, emotions and sentiments, as well 
as for the passions ordinarily so ealled; and belief, he 
teaches, is a passion* Accordingly the maxim which is 
central in his ethics—  'Beeson is and ought to be the 
slave of the passions'— is no less central in his theory 
of knowledge, being there the maxims 'Reason is and ought 
to be ittsordinate to our natural beliefs* '*•*

33frith, o p * olt.. p. vii. 39jQoid.. pp. 131-2* 8,10,
frllbid*, p. 11, **2lbid.l see also, p* kh.
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Unfortunately, although Staith speaks of Hume's mitigated scepticism, 
he really does not make any attempt to analyse the notion and it is 
frequently hard to be certain of the distinction he appears to want 
to make between it and naturalism* For instance, he speaks in one 
plaoe of the naturalistic type of philosophy for which finas argues as 
being "sceptical of reason in its speculative tendencies, and yet 
careful of its rights, insistent indeed on the duty and benefits, as 
well as the pleasures, of reflective thinking."̂ 3 But he then adds 
that this scepticism, which is a mitigated one, "recognises that it 
is in the natural economy of our human nature, not any abstract cri
teria of pure reason, or even of empirical evidence, that the ulti
mate sanctions (as well as the ultimate sources) of belief are alone 
to be found.

Whether or not there is really much of a difference, in Sbiith's 
view, between Hone's mitigated scepticism and his naturalism, it 
should be fairly clear what he thinks his naturalism consists in and 
hence what he thinks is the central concern of his philosophy of the 
human understanding* What is perhaps the main difference between my 
view and Smith's is that whereas Smith claims that Hume thinks that 
our assurance in regard to beliefs of the sort mentioned may legiti
mately rest upon feeling, I do not believe that he thinks this* I 
agree that Hume thought that the ultimate sources of such beliefs

43ibid.. p. 491. **3bid.. p. 492.
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are to bo found in the natural economy of our htnan nature, but I do 
not agree that he thought that the ultimate sanctions of them are to 
be found there* I think that he felt that such beliefs have no sanc
tions at all-— if this implies that they can have some sort of Justi
fication or vindication* I do not believe that Hume ever really 
thought that natural instinct was a satisfactory foundation for any
thing— certainly not if it conflicts with "rational" considerations* 
And, in Hume*s view, each of the basic beliefs which doith mentions 
do have their difficulties with reason* I cannot agree that it was 
Huae *s maxim that reason (in the sense of this teas which is ap
propriate to this context) is and ought to be subordinate to our 
natural beliefs*^

Hie Argmnent-Structure of Section HI of j&mnimr I and
its Halation to the Basic Jrgument-Structure 

of Treatise I as a Whole

I am now ready to move on to the second main task of the present 
chapter, vis*, to a consideration of what X understand to be the 
basic structure of the argument of Treatise I. Inasmuch as it is my 
contention that a careful examination of the way in which Hume argues 
in Section XII of Baauirv I in support of his mitigated sceptical 
position provides a definite clue to the underlying structure of the

**5()n this same point, see my earlier discussion of Taylor's 
interpretation (Chapter I, pp* 90-91)*
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argument of Treatise I as a whole, I shall quite naturally begin this 
task by returning to that Section of Snguiw I and to Home's discus
sion of scepticism contained therein, I am assuming, of course, that 
I hare given sufficient evidence for the viev that the conclusion of 
Bnouiry I represents the goal or end of that work. I feel that if 1 
can show that there is at least a rough parallel between the manner 
in which Hume argues for his mitigated scepticism i n ( I ®  
Section XZZ in particular) and the general structure of the argument 
of Treatise I. then I will have come a long way toward showing that 
the conclusion of Treatise I represents the goal or end of this work 
as well. Having done this, I hope to show in the next two chapters 
(by an examination of the way in which it enters into the main lines 
of argument of Treatise I in particular) that Home's theory of imagi
nation is, in a way, the key to his mitigated scepticism*

What 1 shall be concerned with in this chapter is the more gen
eral aspects of his argtment—— the "categories*' of argument he 
employs. The two generic categories into which he places his argu
ment* in Enquiry I (Section MX) are the followings arguments directed 
against the evidence of sensed and these directed against the evi
dence of reason. From the very descriptions of them— 'which are 
Hume's own— -it is apparent that these arguments are sceptical in 
nature, or are intended to be so. Indeed, Hume purportedly intends

^Enquiry X. p. 151ff. ^ Ibid.. p. 155ff*



these arguments to support the basic claim which fyrrhonism and miti
gated scepticism have in common, viz., the claim that inquiry reveals 
either the absolute fallaciousness of our mental faculties or their 
unfitness to reach any fixed determination in all those curious sub
jects of speculation about which they are commonly employed.̂ ® In

» s.
the context of the actual discussion, what happens is that the fyr- 
rhonistic inference is first drawn from the specific arguments 
presented in support of this basic claim, and then the naturalistic 
olaim is introduced or elicited in order to invalidate the jtyrrho- 
nistic inference and validate the recommendations of mitigated 
scepticism.̂ ? It is worthy of note that Hume's naturalistic claim 
is made within the framework of sceptical argumentation, and not the 
other way around. As 1 see it, this tends to support my view that we 
should treat Hume's naturalism as falling within his scepticism, and 
not the other way around.

In addition to the basic division of arguments into those 
against sense and those against reason, there is a subdivision of 
the latter into arguments against abstract reasoning and those

®̂Jbid.. p. 150.
Ĥowever, for the sake of accuracy, it ought to be mentioned 

that in Section XU of EwgiH w  T the naturalistic claim is not 
elicited specifically in connection with the arguments against the 
evidence, of reason. Nevertheless, my subsequent discussion should 
make it clear that this in no way damages any claim I shall be maicing 
about Hume's position.



against matter-of-fact (or "moral11) reasoning.50 Though there are 
several distinct arguments against sense, these arguments are not 
similarly subdivided or sub-categorized.-** They are all directed to 
questions about the physical world, and thus may be said to be argu
ments against external (as contrasted with Internal) sense. It is my 
contention that almost all of the arguments against sense and reason
in this Section of Enquiry I are ones which Bume had used in Treat-

*

ise I. The arguments against external sense are to be found mainly 
in Sections ii-iv of Part IV of Treatise I: those against abstract 
reasoning are to be found mainly in Part H; and those against matter- 
of-fact reasoning are to be found mainly in Part HI* For the most 
part, the sorts of arguments which are present in Treatise I but 
absent from Ehquiyy I are those which could be described as argmsents 
against internal (as contrasted with external) sense* What I have in 
mind are the arguments concerning the mind (or soul) in general and 
personal identity in particular in Sections v-vil of Part IV of 
Treatise I. In sum, what we have in Section XU of Enquiry I is the

5°The argument presented against the latter type of reasoning 
turns out to be simply a brief recapitulation or summarised version 
of the main claims Bume had made concerning causation in Sections IV. 
and V (of Enquiry I).

51 Actually, though, there is a different sort of subdivision of 
the arguments against sense and those against matter-of-fact reason
ing into trite (or popular) and more profound arguments (of* ibid.. 
pp. 151, 156-59). Since the trite ones are just what the name 
implies, and are quite evidently presented solely for the sake of 
completeness, I shall not even consider them.
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following set of arguments (in the order of exposition) t those against 
the evidence of abstract reasoning, and those against the evidence of 
matter-of-fact reasoning. And what we find in Treatise I as a whole 
is the following set of arguments (again,in the order of exposition) * 
those against the evidence of abstract reasoning, those against the 
evidence of matter-of-fact reasoning, those against the evidence of 
external sense, and those against the evidence of internal sense.
Aside from a reversal in the basic order of exposition, and the addi
tion of the set of arguments against internal sense, the essential 
difference, as I see it, between the two sets consists in the much 
greater elaboration of details in each of the sub-sets of arguments 
which are presented in Treatise I (including several sorts of argu
ments which are not to be found at all in Enquiry I). Thus, extremely 
brief though it is, Hume's delineation in Section XII of Enquiry I of 
arguments supporting the basic claim of mitigated scepticism and lead
ing up to an affirmation of the principal recommendations of the lat
ter, exhibits a basic argument-pattem which is to be found in the 
earlier Treatise I as a whole-— excluding, of course, Part I of the 
latter, which presents "the elements of [Hume's] philosophy.N In 
order to express my view somewhat more clearly and accurately, I shall 
indicate what I take to be the basic structure of the argument of 
Treatise I as follows*

I. Arguments against the evidence of reason (Part XI to 
Part IV, Section i).
A. Arguments against abstract reasoning (Part II to 
Part III, Section i).
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B. Arguments against matter-of-fact reasoning (Bart III, 
Section 11, to Part III, Section xvi).

C. Combined argunent against abstract and matter-of-fact 
reasoning (Bart 17, Section i).

II* Arguments against the evidence of sense (Bart 17, Sec
tions ii-vi).
A. Arguments against external sense (Sections ii-iv).
B. Arguments against internal sense (Sections v-v±).

Hjr task, then, is to try to sustain this interpretive claim. 
However, a full defense of it is surely not merely beyond the scope 
of this chapter but also beyond the scope of this work as a whole, 
nevertheless, If I can show how, in a general way, each of the above- 
mentioned segments of Hume's total argument in Treatise I helps him 
to sustain the basic claim of his mitigated scepticism, then I shall 
be satisfied that I have provided a degree of plausibility for it 
sufficient for my purposes. If, in addition to this, I can show that
Hume's theory of imagination is thoroughly woven into the fabric of
his argument for these basic claims, then I shall be satisfied that 
I will have'provided a satisfactory degree of confirmation of this 
general interpretation of his philosophy of the human understanding 
and will have provided a defensible answer to the central problem of 
this study. I will have succeeded in showing that Hume's theory of 
imagination is, in a way, the key to his mitigated scepticism.

Hume's Basic Principles

The third and final main task of the present chapter is that of 
delineating the basic principles that Hume employs in attempting to 
achieve his mitigated sceptical goal. Ihese basic principles are the
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same in both Treatise I and Enquiry I and, in ay opinion, may be 
appropriately labelled as the primary determinants of the outcome of 
Hume's philosophy of the human understanding* They are to be found 
in Part I of Treatise I and Sections U  and III of Enquiry I. Their 
connection with Home's theory of imagination is, as will be evident, 
an extremely intimate one.

The first primary determinant of the outcome of this philosophy 
is the principle that all our ideas are ultimately derived from ante
cedent impressions.52 This first principle of Hue's philosophy is 
clearly intended to establish the fact that the mind in thinking (and 
particularly in reasoning) is severely limited or restricted as re
gards the data which are available to it. We have already seen that, 
in the Abstract, he openly links this reduction of our reasoning to 
experience with the notion of "the imperfections and narrow limits of 
human understanding" and with the sceptical nature of his inquiry.̂  
If, as Hume says in both Treatise I and Enquiry X. ideas are faint 
images or copies of impressions, then it is evident that the scope of 
our cognitive faculties must be rather narrowly restricted and hence 
that one of the principal recommendations of Hume's mitigated scepti
cism is virtually secured at the start of his inquiry.5** We have

T̂reatise I. p. If; Enquiry I. p. 19. Âbstract. p. 9̂3.
5**3nith maintains that "the apparently final, decisive character 

of the doctrine which Hume expounds in these opening sections of the 
Treatise [his reference is to the doctrine or principle presently 
under consideration] is a main reason why the traditional view of
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already seen the connection this principle has with Bane's theory of 
imagination* It is in fact a principle of the Imagination although 
it is certainly not a principle of this facility alone; it is also a 
principle of reason* However, what I take to be the other two primary 
determinants are principles of the imagination alone; and it is 
largely because of this that I think that it is legitimate to say 
that Bone's theory of imagination is the key to his scepticism* 4s 
I see it, the roots of his mitigated scepticism are firmly planted in 
this very first segment of Treatise I— and are re-planted in the 
seoond and third Sections of Snauirv X*

Ihe second primary determinant is none other than what Borne him
self refers to in Treatise I as the second principle of his science 
of human nature, vis*, the principle "of the liberty of the imagination

Hone's teaching has gained such general currency* {Shith, op. oit.. 
p* 218)* According to Bnithi, the traditional view of Borne is the 
view which "takes the opening sections of the Treatise as an adequate 
statement of Bone's central position, and accordingly regards a 
scepticism of an extreme self-destructive type as being their sole 
legitimate outcome" (ibid.. p. 7); it is "the view • • • that Home's 
teaching is sheerly negative, being in effect little more than a re- 
daotio ad absurdum of the principles which Hume's predecessors, and 
Hue himself, have followed in their enquiries" (ibid** p* 3). Bow, 
along with Smith, I reject this "traditional view" of Hwe. But I 
also reject the Smith alternative to this view. For I simply cannot 
agree that Hume was trying to supply a justification (albeit differ
ent from, though parallel to, the Cartesian, Xookean, and Berkeley- 
on types of justification) for our belief in such things as the 
independent existence of bodies, in causes, eta* (see ibid.. p. 9).
To hold this kind of view of Hume is to underestimate the strength 
of the Pyrrhonistic element in his argument*
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to transpose and change its ideas. Home thinks that this principle 
"is an evident consequence of the division of ideas into simple and 
complex."56 Thus, what the principle implies is that the imagination 
is capable of separating all its complex ideas into their simple com
ponents and of reuniting them in any manner which pleases it. Hume's 
Stress throughout his philosophy of the human understanding seems 
clearly to be on the separating, rather than on the reuniting, aspect 
of this free activity of imagination. This is evident from the fact 
that he derives, from this second principle of his philosophy, the 
important principle that whatever is different is distinguishable, 
and whatever is distinguishable is separable by the imagination.-5? 
This principle, coupled with the further principle that nothing we 
can imagine is absolutely impossible, provides Hume with a tool which 
he uses over and again to cast doubt on certain of our knowledge* 
claims (e.g., our claim concerning necessary connexions between ob
jects or events).

The third major determinant of the outcome of this philosophy is 
embodied in the view that the imagination is "guided by some princi
ples, which render it, in some measure, uniform with itself in all 
times and places."58 It will be recalled that 1 considered this to

55Treatise I. p. 10. All words underlined in test. Cf. also 
Enquiry 1. pp. 19> 4-7.

56lbid. 57ibid.« pp. 54-, 233.
5Qjbid.. p. 10} Cf. Ennuiw I. pp. 23-24-.
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be one of the main elements of Home's theory of imagination. It will 
*

also be recalled that I noted that these principles are held by Hone 
to be three in number and are Identical with the so-called natural 
relations, since they are qualities "by which two ideas are connected 
together in the imagination, and the one naturally introduces the 
other.h59 Thus, these principles or relations serve as the founda
tion of Home's naturalism— at least as I understand it. As Home 
puts it in the Abstract.

it will be easy to conceive of what vast consequence these 
principles must be in the science of human nature if we 
consider that so far as regards the mind these are the only 
links that bind the parts of the universe together or con
nect us with any person or object exterior to ourselves. **0

The operations of these principles are thus at the root of the uniting
function which the imagination serves in our cognitive experience, a
uniting function which is a main source of our basic beliefs about the
world. According to Hume, if our minds were lacking in this function
or capability, which was furnished us by nature and which is largely
involuntary and unconscious in its operation, our reason would render
us entirely Tyrrhenian.

It appears that we have here, in Part I of Treatise I (and in an
abbreviated version in Sections II and HI of Enquiry I), all of the
basic ingredients for Hume's mitigated scepticism. It is noteworthy
that one and the same faculty of imagination is involved both in the
development of belief and in its destruction. Could it not be the

T̂reatise I. p. 13. 60Abstract. p. 198.
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ease that in the last analysis the disorderline ss of our cognitive 
faculties (of which Hums speaks) is essentially a kind of conflict or 
tension within the imaginative faculty itself, vis., a conflict be
tween its involuntary (determined), uniting functions and its volun
tary (free), separating functions? I think that a careful examination 
of the nature of Hume's argument— especially in Treatise 1— will 
bear out this contention.

t W h y M i y  Bew /trkfi

I believe that I have now said all that needs to be said regard
ing the generic features of Hume's philosophy of the human understand
ing (in the two major statements of it), as well as of the basic 
argument-strueture of Treatise I in particular. I am now in a posi
tion to move on to the task of exhibiting the role Hume's theory of 
Imagination plays in the development of the argument of Treatise I.
In carrying out this task, I shall make use of what I am now going to 
assume to be the general structure of the argument, beginning with 
Part U. In the next chapter, I shall consider the attacks on the 
evidence of reason, both abstract and matter-of-fact; in the one 
following, the attacks on the evidence of sense, both external and 
internal. As I have already pointed out, this will amount to fol
lowing pretty much Hume's own order of exposition in Treatise I. In 
so doing, I claim to be exhibiting to the fullest extent the role of 
Hume's theory in his philosophy of the human understanding, my as
sumptions being (l) that Treatise I contains all of the "parts" of
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its role in this philosophy, and (2) that there are no differences 
between its role in Treatise I and in Banniw I. save certain omis
sions from the latter* Nevertheless, in regard to the fyrrhonian 
aspects of his argument in particular, I shall be making ample use 
of his abbreviated discussions in Section XII of Enquiry I. just as 
I did in the foregoing exposition and analysis of the fundamental 
characteristics of this aspect of Hume's total philosophy* Ifcr main 
purpose in this, quite obviously, is to provide as high a degree of 
confirmation as I can of my hypothesis regarding the nature of the 
sceptical goal of Treatise I.



CHAPTER IV

HOME’S THEORY OF IMAGINATIONIN THE ARGUMENT OF. HIS 
PHILOSOPHY OF THE HUMAN UNDERSTANDING (I.)*

THE ATTACK ON REASON

la the last chapter, I showed that Hone's arguments against the 
evidence of reason divide into three main groups. There is, first, 
an attack on abstract reasoning; second, an attack on matter-of-fact 
reasoning; and third, a combined attack on both types of reasoning. 
In the present chapter, I shall examine each of these in order and 
shall indicate the manner in which Hume's theory of imagination, as 
I understand it, enters into each of them.

One of the things which should be constantly kept in mind in 
considering these three arguments (indeed, the arguments against 
sense, as well) is the basic claims of Hume's mitigated scepticism 
which they are all presumably intended to help sustain or support, 
i.e., what I have previously referred to as the Pyrrhonistic and the 
naturalistic claims. I say ’’presumably" here because, in regard to 
the attack on abstract reasoning in particular, it is not easy to

183
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discern the presence of the naturalistic claim.* Indeed, according 
to certain prominent Humian commentators, even the fyrrhonistic claim 
is absent, since it is held that Hume is not at all sceptical in this 
part of his argument.2 Iwlll try to show, contrary to this, that a 
careful examination of his argument against abstract reasoning does 
clearly reveal a ]tyrrhonistic component. I will also try to show 
that at the very least the discussion of space, time and geometry in 
Part II of Treatise I does contribute, in its dim way, to the support 
of the recoamerxfa-t-̂yipy of his mitigated scepticism, even if it does 
not, strictly speaking, do so via the usual fyrrhonistic-plus-natural- 
istic claim. Indeed, an examination of what Hume says in Section XII 
of Enquiry I on the subject reveals a definite, explicitly announced 
argument for the fyrrhonistic claim.3 .And since, in reading these

*Two points are in order here: (1) This comment about the pres
ence of the naturalistic claim does not apply to the combined argu
ment against both types of reasoning, for there very definitely jg, a 
naturalistic claim there; (2) there is a kind of naturalistic claim 
made in the attack on abstract reasoning, but it is not dear that it 
is made to destroy the Pyrrhonistic inference from the Pyrrhonistic 
claim.

2&bith maintains that Hume's "main motive in denying space and 
time to be infinitely divisible, and in his consequent heterodox 
treatment of geometry, was his desire to vindicate for reason the 
right to have jurisdiction in every field of possible human knowl
edge, with no limitation save such as is prescribed by the absence 
or insufficiency of the data required for dealing with them • • • 
[Thus,] in Part it, Book I of the Treatise. Hume is not approving 
the depreciation of reason; he is condemning it" (Staith, op. olt.. 
pp. 287-88). And according to Hendel, "the Treatise makes no men
tion of doubts ... until we reach the subject of the external 
world" (Hendel, o p . cit.. p. 409).

_ 3lh this discussion, a way is suggested to circumvent the Pyr
rhonistic inference. However, this way is not by making the natural
istic claim— except perhaps in a very indirect way.
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passages, I find no arguments or principles which are new and differ
ent from those made use of in Part XI of Treatise I, X shall commence 
my discussion of Hume’s argument regarding abstract reasoning by con
sidering what he says in this Section of Ennuiyy I.

The Attack on Abstract Be*aom-ij>g

The Account in Bn̂ ni.wr I

Xt will be well to take note first of what Hume says when he 
introduces his abbreviated discussion of the sceptical arguments 
against reason generally (i.e., including those against both abstract 
and matter-of-fact reasoning). He says that "it may seem a very ex
travagant attempt of the sceptics to destroy reason by argument and 
ratiocination; yet is this the grand scope of all their enquiries 
disputes."*1’ Here we have a clear statement of what Hume takes to be 
the motive of the fyrrhonist. The question of moment, then, is the 
following ones "According to Hume, how (i.e., by what sort of argu
ment and ratiocination) does the Pyrrhonist attempt to destroy ab
stract reasoning?" As Hume conceives it, the Pyrrhonist first 
points out that the ideas of space and time axe "the chief object" 
of abstract reasoning, and then he tries to show that certain princi
ples, which "all geometricians and metaphysicians" (who, presumably, 
are exemplars of abstract reasoning) have derived from scrutinising

**Enouiry X. p. 155
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these ideas— in particular, these principles are those of the infi
nite divisibility of space and of time— , are in direct conflict 
with "the clearest and most natural principles of human reasoning."5 
In fact, the latter turn out to be the basic principles of Hume's 
own science of human nature (as he sometimes refers to the Treatise 
as a whole), excluding the naturalistic principle of association. 
"What renders the matter more extraordinary," Hume says (talking 
about the principle of the Infinite divisibility of space, in par
ticular), is that these principles of the geometrician and meta
physician "are supported by a chain of reasoning, the clearest and 
most natural; nor is it possible for us to allow the premises without 
admitting the consequences."6 For instance, once we receive the 
geometer's

conclusions concerning the properties of circles and 
triangles . . . , how can we deny, that the angle of 
contact between circle and its tangent is infinitely 
less than any rectilineal angle, that as you may in
crease the diameter of the circle infinitum, this 
angle of contact becomes still less, even in infinitum. 
and that the angle of contact between other curves and 
their tangents, may be infinitely less than those be
tween any circle and its tangent, and so on, &  infini
tum??

Furthermore,
the demonstration of these principles seems as unex
ceptionable as that which proves the three angles of 
a triangle to be equal to two right ones, though the 
latter opinion be natural and easy, and the former 
big with contradiction and absurdity.®

5jCbid.« p. 156. ®Ibid. ?Ibid.. pp. 156-57*
8a>id.. p. 157.
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la other words, what the fyrrfconist tries to show us is that even if 
we realise that the “rationalNprinciple of the Infinite divisibility 
of space contradicts, and really eaxmot stand up in the face of, a 
principle which has solid support in experience, this is not the end 
of the matter. Since the procedures involved in deriving this princi
ple are strictly analogous to the ones involved in deriving other 
seemingly unexceptionable principles, we are led to wonder about the 
validity of the latter procedures themselves, is Htme puts it,

reason here seems to be thrown into a kind of amassment and 
suspence, which, without the suggestions of any sceptic, 
gives her a diffidence of herself, and of the ground on 
which she treads. She sees a full light, which illuminates 
certain places; but that light borders upon the most pro
found darkness, ind between these she is so dazzled and 
confounded, that she scarcely can pronounce with certainty 
and assurance concerning any one object.9

Home does think, however, that
it seems ... not impossible to avoid these absurdities 
and contradictions, if it be admitted, that there is no 
such thing as abstract or general ideas, properly speak
ing; but that all general ideas are, in reality, particu
lar ones, attached to a general term, which recalls, upon 
occasion, other particular ones, that resemble, in cer
tain circumstances, the idea, present to the mind • • •
If this be admitted (as seems reasonable) it follows that 
all the ideas of quantity, upon which mathematicians 
reason, are nothing but particular, and such as are sug
gested by the senses and imagination, and consequently, 
cannot be infinitely divisible .*®

Whether or not this suggestion— and that is all that Hume claims it
to be in &iauirv X— does indeed avoid entirely “these absurdities

lOlbid.. p. 130 (note).
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and contradictions, * it is noteworthy how well it coheres with some
thing Home says at the end of Section i of Part III of Treatise I 
(which I consider as part of his attack on abstract reasoning):

'Tis usual with mathematicians, to pretend, that those 
ideas, which are their objects, are of so refin'd and 
spiritual a nature, that they fall not under the concep
tion of the fancy, but must be comprehended by a pure and 
intellectual view, of which the superior faculties of the 
soul are alone capable* The same notion runs thro1 most 
parts of philosophy, and is principally made use of to 
explain our abstract ideas, and to show how we can form 
an idea of a triangle, for instance, which shall neither 
be an isosoeles nor scalenum, nor be confin'd to any par
ticular length and proportion of sides* 'Tis easy to see, 
why philosophers are so fond of this notion of some spirit
ual and refin'd perceptions; since by that means they cover 
many of their absurdities, and may refuse to submit to the 
decisions of clear ideas, by appealing to such as am ob
scure and uncertain. But to destroy this artifice, we need 
but reflect on that principle so oft insisted on, that all 
our ideas are copy'd from our impressions.H

And when we oonsider these remarks in the light of his plea in the 
Appendix to the Treatise to “confine our speculations to the appear
ance of objects to our senses," how can we doubt that he is arguing 
in Enquiry I for one of the recommendations of his mitigated scepti
cism, vis*, the recommendation to confine our speculations to the 
sphere of common life and experience? It seems to me that we find 
here in I. in his discussion of abstract reasoning, both an
argument (albeit an abbreviated one) for the Pyrrhonistie claim and 
some considerations for one, if not both, of the basic recommendations

Treatise I. p. 72
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of his nitlgated scepticism.*2 What needs to be done now is to show 
that this same basic methodological pattern of approach is followed 
in the discussion of abstract reasoning in Fart II of Treatise I. and 
hence to confirm the inference drawn on the basis of the above-quoted 
passage from the latter work. What also needs to be shown-— something 
not very much in evidence in the discussion in Bnauirv I— is the role 
of Hume's theory of Imagination in the argument.

The Account in the Abstract

But before turning to Fart II of Treatise I. it will be worth
while to spend a moment or two on what Hume has to say on this topic 
in the Abstract. This extremely brief discussion clearly brings out 
a facet of Hume's views on abstract reasoning which is not considered 
in Bnnuirv I. And though it is considered in Fart U  of Treatise I.
I think that the discussion in the latter is somewhat more obscure 
than it is in the Abstract. At any rate, the discussion in the Treat
ise is considerably more complicated than in the Abstract.

In his discussion in the Abstract. Hume tells us, in effect, that 
since in Treatise I he had denied the principle of the infinite 
divisibility of extension(space), he felt obliged to refute the

Indeed, we may conceivably look upon his appeal to his doc
trine regarding abstract ideas as at least an indirect expression of 
the naturalistic claim. See Hume's discussion of abstract ideas, 
Treatise I. p. 17ff. (esp. pp. 20-22).
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mathematical arguments which had been adduced in support of the 
p r i n c i p l e .*3 He thinks that he had accomplished this refutation by 
having presented valid arguments supporting the denial of geometry's 
being a science exact enough to admit of conclusions so subtle as 
those regarding the infinite divisibility of extension. Assuming 
that geometry is, in some sense, founded on the notions of equality 
and inequality, and inferring from this that according as we have or 
have not an exact standard of this relation, this science will or 
will not admit of sufficient exactness to warrant these conclusions, 
Hum had tried to show that there is but onp standard which has any 
pretention of exactness; yet this standard, though exact, is not only 
useless but is also founded on the supposition of the finite divisi
bility of extension and, consequently, could never provide support 
for any conclusions contrary to that supposition itself.^ Contin
uing, he says that

the greatest part of philosophers, when asked what they 
mean by "equality,11 say that the word admits of no defini
tion, and that it is sufficient to place before us two

3̂Hs adds that these are the only arguments of any weight for 
the principle. The inference from this, of course, is that these are 
the only arguments he is obliged to refute. In Treatise I. however, 
he presents two arguments in addition to those which he labels as 
"objections drawn from the against the indivisibility of
the parts of extension" (Treatise I. p. 42).

î This exact, though useless, standard is expressed in Treat
ise 1 in the following way* "lines or surfaces are equal, when the 
numbers of points in each are equal; and ... as the proportion of 
the numbers varies, the proportion of the lines and surfaces is also 
vary'd" (Treatise X. p. 45).
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equal bodies, such as two diameters of a circle, to make 
us understand the term. Now this is taking the general 
appearance of the objects for the standard of that pro
portion, and renders our imagination and senses the ulti
mate judges of it. But such a standard admits of no 
exactness, and can never afford any conclusion contrary 
to the imagination and senses. *5

Thus, just as in Enquiry 1. we find ourselves confined to the appear
ance of objects to our senses and imagination. These faculties, such 
as they are, are the ultimate standards in geometry. This shared

15jbstract. p. 195* In Treatise I. Hume, talking about the 
notion of equality and of this same problem of an exact standard of 
it in geometry, had pointed out that since "the very idea of equality 
is that of such a particular appearance corrected by juxta-position 
or a common measure, the notion of any correction beyond that we have 
instruments and art to make, is a mere fiction of the mind, and use
less as well as incomprehensible11 (Treatise I. p. 48). Nevertheless, 
"as sound reason convinces us that there are bodies vastly more mi
nute than those, which appear to the senses; and as a false reason 
wou'd perswade us, that there are bodies *ore ninute; we
clearly perceive, that we are not possess'd of any instrument or art 
of measuring, which can secure us from all error and uncertainty. We 
are sensible, that the addition or removal of one of these minute 
parts, is not discernible either in the appearance or measuring; and 
as we imagine, that two figures, which were equal before, cannot be 
equal after this removal or addition, we therefore suppose some imagi
nary standard of equality, by which the appearances and measuring are 
exactly corrected, and the figures reduc'd entirely to that propor
tion. This standard is plainly imaginary" (ibid.). In Chapter I 
(p. 58), I took note of the fact that Furlong maintains that these 
remarks of Hume's constitute his way of solving the paradoxes relating 
to the infinite divisibility of space, inasmuch as they make reference 
to a tendency of the imagination to go beyond experience. 1 also ob
jected to this claim about Hume as being, at the very least, rather 
misleading (cf. p. 74). l$r remarks in the present discussion should 
tend to confirm my objections to Furlong's views. In the discussion 
of the Treatise. Hume was attempting to refute certain mathematical 
arguments for the principle of the infinite divisibility of space; he 
was not really trying to solve any paradoxes relating to infinite di
visibility. As he was to say later in Treatise I. what he was trying 
to do was merely to give "the reason, why, after considering several
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role of imagination must be accepted as part of Home's theory of 
imagination, though I do not consider it to be an especially import
ant feature of the latter.

I think that, among other things, the consideration of the two 
brief discussions in I and the .Abstract helps to provide a
sort of outline of the main topic of Part II of Treatise I. I realise 
that this commits me to saying that the really central issues of this 
Part of Treatise I have reference to what might be called the founda
tions of mathematics (and of geometry in particular),̂  and not to 
the idea6 of space (or time) per so. It follows from this, of course, 
that the title of this Part is, in a sense, rather misleading. How
ever, I do not regard this as an especially dangerous admission or 
commitment. I am quite sure that a case could be made out for the 
claim that any number of titles, particularly of Sections of the four 
Parts of Treatise I. are to an extent misleading. Furthermore, it 
does not follow from my commitment that I must say that Hume's account 
of the nature of our ideas of space and time (as distinct from his 
discussion of the doctrine of infinite divisibility of extension (or

loose standards of equality, and correcting them by each other, we 
proceed to imagine so correct and exact a standard of that relation, 
as is not liable to the least error or variation" (ibid.. p. 198).

l̂ Hume himself (at one point in Treatise I) characterises his 
discussion in this way, i.e., as an examination of "the foundation 
of mathematics" (Treatise I. p. 198).
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space) and its relation to the science of geometry) is not essential 
to the achievement of his alms In this Part of Treatise X, On the 
contrary, I believe that it is; but I also think that it is of derived 
or secondary, rather than of central or primary, Importance to him***? 
if ter all, Home himself speaks of these two topics as "parts of his 
system,* and as parts "which are intimately connected together*
In addition to this, two specific roles or functions of imagination 
emerge from his discussion of the ideas of space and time per se.

The Account in Treatise I

In the very first paragraph of Section i of Part II of Treat
ise I. Hume says some things which seem to me to provide evidence 
that he had essentially the same objective in mind, regarding ab
stract reasoning, as he had in Bnnuirv I and the Abstract* He says:

Whatever has the air of a paradox, and is contrary to 
the first and most unprajudic'd notions of mankind is 
often greedily embrac'd by philosophers, as shewing the

l̂ Hendel maintains that "unless we suppose • • • that imagina
tion accounts for our actual perception of a world in space and time, 
through its disposition to unite and connect particular things in 
certain ways ultimately peculiar to human nature, we can hardly under
stand why this Second Part of the Treatise should have its important 
position in the book* (Handel, op. olt*, p. i52). This seams defi
nitely to imply that Hume's discussion of the ideas of space and time 
per se is what is central or primary in Pert II, not the discussion 
of the doctrine of infinite divisibility. Contrary to Handel, I main
tain that we can understand the important position of this Part of 
Treatise I without making the supposition he makes about imagination, 
nevertheless, I do maintain that Hume's theory of imagination plays a 
significant role in what really is central in Part U. It seems to 
me that Hendel fails to observe that this Part of Treatise I is an 
attack on abstract reasoning.

18Treatise I. p. 136.
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superiority of their science, which cou*d discover opin
ions so remote from vulgar conception* On the other hand, 
any thing propos'd to us, which causes surprise and admi
ration, gives such a satisfaction to the mind, that it 
indulges itself in those agreeable emotions, and will 
never be perswaded that its pleasure is entirely without 
foundation. From these dispositions in philosophers and 
their disciples arises that mutual complaisance betwixt 
them; while the former furnish such plenty of strange and 
unaccountable opinions, and the latter so readily believe 
them. Of this mutual complaisance I cannot give a more 
evident instance than in the doctrine of infinite divisi
bility, with the examination of which I shall begin this 
subject of the ideas of space and time.*-9

Moreover, I think that my contention is confirmed when we look care
fully at some of his remarks near the close of his discussion (Section 
iv) of this doctrine of infinite divisibility— of extension, in par
ticular. There he tells us that

the ideas which are most essential to geometry, viz. those 
of equality and inequality, of a right line and a plain 
surface, are far from being exact and determinate, accord
ing to our common method of conceiving them. Mot only we 
are incapable of telling, if the case be in any degree 
doubtful, when such particular figures are equal; when 
such a line is a right one, and such a surface a plain one; 
but we can form no idea of that proportion, or of these 
figures,'which is firm and invariable ... is the ulti
mate standard of these figures is deriv'd from nothing but 
the senses and imagination 'tis absurd to talk of any per
fection beyond what these faculties can judge of; since 
the true perfection of any thing consists in its conformity 
to its standard.
Mow since these ideas are so loose and uncertain, X wou'd 

fain ask any mathematician what infallible assurance he has, 
not only of the more intricate and obscure propositions of 
his science, but of the most vulgar and obvious principles?
How can he prove to me, for instance, that two right lines 
cannot have one common segments Or that 'tis impossible to 
draw more than one right line betwixt any two points "ft®

19lbid.. p. 26, ZOjbld.. pp. 50-51.
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Hume's general conclusion from these considerations clearly appears
to be that the foregoing reflections

may open our eyes a little, and let us see, that no geo
metrical demonstration for the infinite divisibility of 
extension can have so much force as what we naturally 
attribute to every argument, which is supported by such 
magnificent pretensions. At the same time we may learn 
the reason why geometry fails of evidence in this single 
point, while all its other reasonings command our fullest 
assent and approbation. And indeed it seems more requi
site to give the mason of this exception, than to shew, 
that we really must make such an exception, and regard 
all the mathematical arguments for infinite divisibility 
as utterly sophistical. For 'tis evident, that as no 
idea of quantity is infinitely divisible, there cannot 
be imagin'd a more glaring absurdity, than to endeavor 
to prove, that quantity itself admits of such a division; 
and to prove this by means of ideas, which are directly 
opposite in that particular. And as this absurdity is 
very glaring in itself, so there is no argmaent founded
on it, which is not attended with a new absurdity, and
involves not an evident contradiction.̂ *

Inasmuch as I have already appealed to a passage from Section i of
Part HI of Treatise I to confirm Hume's view of the connection be
tween the absurdities of mathematicians and metaphysicians and their 
appeal to abstract ideas (i.e., to the "notion of some spiritual and 
refin'd perceptions"), I believe that I have provided sufficient 
evidence that Hume is arguing for his mitigated sceptical position 
in regard to abstract reasoning not only in Enqu-î  but likewise 
in Treatise I: and that the same elements of the abbreviated argument 
given in the former are to be found in the latter. What remains to 
be done— a most Important task— is to exhibit the role that Hume's 
theory of imagination plays in supporting this argument.

2 Ibid.. p. 52.
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As far as his formal argument Is concerned, I think that it is 
fair to say that his central contention is that space (extension) and 
time (duration) consist of a finite, not of an infinite, number of 
parts, and consequently that these parts become at least simple and 
indivisible*22 In other words, space and time themselves consist of 
a finite number of simple, indivisible parts* his argument consists 
in showing, first, that no idea of space or of time consists of an 
infinite number of parts (or "inferior" Ideas), but of a finite num
ber of them--and ultimately of parts which are simple and indivis
ible; second, that it follows from this that it is possible for space 
and time themselves to exist conformable to these ideas we have of 
them; and third, that because the infinite divisibility of space and 
time is an utter absurdity (i.e., there are genuine demonstrations 
against their infinite divisibility), the possible conformity of 
space and time themselves to our ideas of them entails their actual 
conformity thereto.̂ 3
— — — W — M l —  — I ■ ■  ■ — — — »  I I I !  M l  I I . . — — — i l l  I I  ■ ■ ■  I  — — — — — — — — — — — I

22This contention is what Hume refers to as the first part of his 
"system concerning space and time" (ibid.. p. 39)* I am not overlook
ing or ignoring "the other part" of his system* It will be considered 
shortly. I merely wish to reiterate my view that the argument regard
ing infinite divisibility is primary, and the other secondary* Hose 
considers "the other part" of his system because it "is a consequence 
of" the first, and because this consequence itself requires a kind of 
defense— since it not only clashes with the philosopher's views but 
also with the view of the vulgar* But more of this later*

23lEreati8s I. p. 39. I am simply paraphrasing Hume's argument
here*



197

It is clear that Hume's theory of imagination, as I conceive it, 
is involved in both the first and the second steps of this argument* 
For what supports the first step, according to Hume, is the fact that 
"the imagination reaches a and may raise up to itself an
idea, of which it cannot conceive any sub-division, and which cannot 
be diminished without total annihilation;2̂  in other words, that 
"nothing can be more minute, than same ideas, which we foxm in the 
fancy; ... since there are ideas • • • perfectly simple and indi
visible*"̂  There are limits to the ability of the imagination to 
subdivide our ideas of space and time; the imagination is not capable 
of dividing such ideas in infinitum.2** What supports the second step 
of the argument is the principle "that whatever the mind clearly con
ceives includes the idea of possible existence, or in other words,
that nothing we imagine is absolutely impossible.*2? I have mentioned

*already that Hume over and over again in Treatise I makes this sort of 
appeal to our ability or inability to freely form certain ideas in 
order to refute certain pretensions of philosophers (including mathe
maticians, in this case). It is precisely these appeals which most 
Humian commentators fail to mention, or at any rate, to fully appreci
ate. These appeals to the free imagination (as I have referred to it)
- —  --------- —     - -----  ; --------- - ' ------- _ _ _ _ i ------- __------------- . .. .

2i»lbid.. p. 27. 25jbid*. p. 28. 26^,., p. 32.
2?lbid. All words, excepting "in other words," are italicised in 

the text.
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are absolutely integral to his scepticism— just as integral as his 
appeals to the determined, imagination (i.e., the imagination as in
fluenced by the principles of the association of ideas).

Logically connected with Home's view that space and time them
selves, as well as our ideas of them, are finitely divisible is his 
view that M'tis impossible to conceive either a vacuum and extension 
without matter, or a time, when there was no succession or change in 
any real existence.*^ According to Hume, Nas 'tis from the dispo
sition of visible and tangible objects we receive the idea of space, 
so from the succession of ideas and impressions we form the idea of 
time."29 His argument for the denial of the conceivability of an 
empty space and an empty time (as I shall refer to them) is as fol
lows t

If a point be not consider'd as colour'd or tangible, 
it can convey to us no idea; and consequently the idea 
of extension, which is compos'd of the ideas of these 
points, can never possibly exist. But if the idea of 
extension really can exist, as we are conscious it does, 

k its parts must also exist; and in order to that, must be 
consider'd as colour'd or tangible. We have therefore 
no idea of space or extension, but when we regard it as 
an object either of our sight or feeling.
The same reasoning will prove, that the indivisible 

moments of time must be fill'd with some real object or 
existence, whose succession forms the duration, and 
makes it be conceivable by the mind.

Perhaps it would be helpful to re-express his argument in slightly
different terms, in order to better see the connection between the
doctrine of finite divisibility and of the inconceivability of empty

28jbid.. p. 40. 29lbid.. p. 35. 3°Ibid.. p. 39*
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space and empty time. Hume's claim is that it follows from the fact 
that our ideas of space and time consist of a finite, not an infinite, 
number of parts that these parts become at last simple and indivis
ible; and since these simple, indivisible parts, being nothing in 
themselves, are inconceivable when not filled with something real and 
existent, it follows that the ideas of space and time are no separate 
or distinct ideas but merely those of the manner or order in which 
objects exist; but to say the latter is just another way of saying 
that it is impossible to conceive an empty space or an empty time.

A few pages back, I mentioned that it would be important to my 
purposes to consider this part of Hume's "system concerning space and 
time." For it is here that his first real discussion of fictions of 
the imagination occurs,3* and hence it marks the first full-fledged 
and explicitly drawn distinction between the conceiving and supposing 
activities of imagination. Hume was well aware of the fact that his 
denial of the very conceivability of an empty space and time was a 
very radical view, one which conflicted with "the common opinion of 
philosophers as well as of the vulgar."3̂  I think that it was mainly

31Actually, I have already mentioned one such discussion in this 
Part of Treatise 1. X am referring, of course, to my abbreviated con
sideration of Hume's so-called "galley theory" (see p. 191 [note]).

32Treatise I. p. 37* This passage mentions only space, not time. 
However, a passage later in Treatise I supports my contention about 
the latter (see ibid.. p. 201).
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for this reason that Hum felt the need to account) in some fashion, 
for the prevalence of this mistaken common opinion. Bius, he felt 
the need to determine "the causes why me falsly imagine me can form 
such an idea" as that of an empty space or of an empty time.33 I 

see no necessity in following his accounts of both of these false 
imaginings; it will suffioe to consider his account of the former.
And even here, Hume's account is not only complex but also obscure; 
therefore, I shall only give the barest outlines of his discussion.
In most general terms, it is the phenomena of motion and/or darkness 
that cause us, according to Hume, to falsely imagine that we can form 
an idea of an empty space or vacuum. Again, for the sake of sim
plicity and convenience, 1 shall consider only his discussion of the 
phenomenon of darkness. It is the phenomenon of darkness, either 
alone or attended with visible objects, which causes us to falsely 
imagine that me can form this idea. After having proved, to his own 
satisfaction, that the phenomenon of darkness, either alone or when 
attended with visible objects, really cannot give rise to the idea 
of an empty space (or vacuum), Hume identifies the latter with an 
invisible distance between visible objeots and attempts to show how 
this invisible distance, though incapable of even furnishing us with 
the idea of extension, is capable of making us suppose or imagine 
that we can form the idea of an extension without matter— for this

33lbid.. p. 58; see also pp. 37* 60, 65.
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is what a vacuum is supposed to be. It is capable of doing this be
cause it bears a rather close resemblance (in certain pertinent re
spects) to the only kind of distance which can give rise to an idea 
of extensions a visible distance between visible objects, i.e., a 
distance which is filled with visible objects. This resemblance (the 
nature of which need not be elucidated) between the two can cause us 
to confound them, thus giving rise to the false supposition in ques
tion.

One of the salient features of this matter is Home's appeal to 
the influence of the natural relation of resemblance in giving rise 
to this false supposition or imagination. Hume thinks that this spe
cific situation is really just an instance of a more general phenome
non. Consequently, he claims that

we may establish it as a general maxim in this science of 
human nature, that wherever there is a close relation be
twixt two ideas, the mind is very apt to mistake them, and 
in all its discourses and reasonings to use the one for 
the other.

It is obvious that this sort of influence of the natural relations is 
different from the influence they have in the formation of oertain 
ideas.^ This activity of supposing or imagining we have an idea of

3̂ Ibid.« p. 60
33f©r instanoe, see rennulw I. p. zk, where Hume speaks of the 

thought or idea of a wound giving rise to the thought or Idea of the 
pain attendant with it. The natural relation (or principle of as
sociation) operative here, though, is the causal relation, not the 
relation of resemblance.
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something when we do not and cannot have one is manifestly a sort of 
mental activity in which it is not appropriate to say that an accom
panying and corresponding idea (i.e., image) is present before the 
mind. For to falsely imagine or suppose we have an idea of X is not 
to have an idea that we have an idea of X or to have an idea of an 
idea of X. It is not to have an idea at all.

The Attack on Matter-Of-Fact Seasoning

In discussing Hume's attack on matter-of-fact reasoning, there 
will be no need to spend much time on the account Hume gives in En
quiry I. For, in my opinion, the only differences between the two 
accounts (at least insofar as they involve Hume's theory of imagina
tion) are the omissions from the latter of material discussed in 
Treatise 1.3̂  All that is requisite is the exhibition of evidence 
sufficient to confirm my thesis in regard to its primary aim.

The Account in Enquiry 11 Its Primary Aim

There are several passages in Enquiry I which give direct evi
dence that Hume intends his argument concerning matter-of-fact 
reasoning to support his mitigated scepticism. It will suffice to

36see my Chapter I, p. 64ff., where I deal with and attempt to 
counteract both Smith's and Furlong's views on one phase of Hume's 
account, vis., his view of the involvement of imagination in the 
attainment of factual belief.
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consider his renarks on the subject in Section XU. In this Section, 
Hume provides us with a brief stannary of the main points of his dis
cussion of matter-of-fact reasoning in the body of Efacmiry X— -spe
cifically, his discussions in Sections IV, V, and VII. fie tells us 
that when the Pyrrhonist sees fit to display those of his objections 
which arise from profound researches,

he seems to have ample matter of triumph; while he justly 
Insists, that all our evidence for any matter of fact, which 
lies beyond the testimony of sense or memory, is derived 
entirely from the relation of cause and effect; that we have 
no other idea of this relation than that of two objects, 
which have been frequently conjoined together; that we have 
no argument to convince us, that objects, which have, in our 
experience, been frequently conjoined, will likewise, in 
other instances, be conjoined in the same manner; and that 
nothing leads us to this inference but custom or a certain 
instinct of our nature; which it is indeed difficult to re
sist, but which, like other instincts, may be fallacious and 
deceitful. While the sceptic insists upon these topics, he 
shows his force, or rather, indeed, his own and our weak
ness; and seems, for the time at least, to destroy all assurance and conviction.37

Furthermore, were such Pyrrhoni&n reasonings to have a constant in
fluence on the minds of men, were they universally and steadily to 
prevail,

all discourse, all action would immediately cease; and men 
remain in a total lethargy, till the necessities of nature, 
unsatisfied, put an end to their miserable existence. It 
is true; so fatal an event is very little to be dreaded.
Nature is always too strong for principle. And though a 
Pyrrhonian may throw himself or others into a momentary 
amazement and confusion by his profound reasonings; the 
first and most trival [sic] event in life will put to flight

p. 159; see also p. 76.
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all his doubts and scruples, and leave him the sane, in 
every point of action and speculation, with the philos
ophers of every other sect, or with those who never con
cerned themselves in any philosophical researches. When 
he awakes from his dream, he will be the first to join 
in the laugh against himself, and to confess, that all 
his objections are mere amusement, and can have no other 
tendency than to show the whimsical condition of mankind, 
who must act and reason and believe; though they are not 
able, by their most diligent enquiry, to satisfy them
selves concerning the foundation of these operations, or 
to remove the objections, which may be raised against them.3s

It scarcely needs mentioning that we have here both the Pyrrhonist 
argument and the naturalistic counter-claim, thus legitimising the 
recommendations of mitigated scepticism— and, of course, vitiating 
the recommendation of the Pyrrhonist.39

The Account in Treatise I

In the concluding Section of Part IV of Treatise I. we find sub
stantially the same points being made by Hume, though in a somewhat 
more dramatic manner. First, we have an indication both of the para- 
mouncy of the natural relation of causation in our beliefs about the 
world and of its basic irrationality:

Experience is a principle, which instructs me in the 
several conjunctions of objects for the past. Habit is 
another principle, which determines me to expect the 
same for the future; and both of them conspiring to op
erate upon the imagination, make me form certain ideas

ffilbld.. p. 160.
39see ibid.. pp. 41 -42, where Hume asserts the naturalistic 

counter-claim against Pyrrhonism.
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In a more intense and lively manner, than others, which 
are not attended with the same advantages* Without this 
quality, by which the mind enlivens some ideas beyond 
others (which seemingly is so trivial, and so little 
founded on reason) we cou'd never assent to any argument, 
nor carry our view beyond those few objects, which are 
present to our senses.™

Second, we have the agonizing truth about that central element of the
notion of a cause, viz., necessary connexion*

When we trace up the human understanding to its first 
principles, we find it to lead us into such sentiments, 
as seem to turn into ridicule all our past pains and 
industry, and to discourage us from future enquiries*
Nothing is more curiously enquir'd after by the mind of 
man, than the causes of every phaenomenon; nor are we 
content with knowing the immediate causes, but push on 
our enquiries, till we arrive at the original and ulti
mate principle. We wou'd not willingly stop before we 
are acquainted with that energy in the cause, by which 
it operates on its effect; that tie, which connects 
them together; and that efficacious quality, on which 
the tie depends. This is our aim in all our studies 
and reflections* And how must we be disappointed, when 
we learn, that this connexion, tie, or energy lies merely 
in ourselves, and is nothing but that determination of 
the mind, which is acquir'd by custom, and causes us to 
make a transition from an object to its usual attendant, 
and from the impression of one to the lively idea of the 
other? Such a discovery not only cuts off all hope of 
ever attaining satisfaction, but even prevents our very 
wishes; since it appears, that when we say we desire to 
know the ultimate and operating principle, as something, 
which resides in the external object, we either contra
dict ourselves, or talk without a meaning.™

Finally, we have the flirtation with the fyrrhonistic inference and a
recognition of its ultimate defeat by Nature*

The intense view of these manifold contradictions and 
imperfections in human reason has so wrought upon me, and 
heated my brain, that I am ready to reject all belief and

T̂reatise I* p. 265. ^Ibld.. pp. 266-67*
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reasoning, and can look upon no opinion even as more prob
able or likely than another. Where an I, or what? From 
what causes do I derive my existence, and to what condition 
shall X return? Whose favour shall I court, and whose 
anger must X dread? What beings surround me? and on whom 
have X any influence, or who have any influence on me? I 
am confounded with all these questions, and begin to fancy 
myself in the most deplorable oondition imaginable, in- 
viron'd with the deepest darkness, and utterly depriv'd of 
the use of every member and faculty.
Most fortunately it happens, that since reason is in

capable of dispelling these clouds, nature herself suffices 
to that purpose, and cures me of this philosophical melan
choly and delirium, either by relaxing this bent of mind, 
or by some avocation, and lively impressions of my senses, 
which obliterate all these chimeras. X dine, X play a 
game of back-gammon, X converse, and am merry with my 
friends; and when after three or four hours' amusement, X 
wou'd return to these speculations, they appear so cold, 
and strain'd, and ridiculous, that X cannot find in my 
heart to enter into them any farther.
Hare then X find myself absolutely and necessarily de

termin'd to live, and talk, and act like other people in 
the common affairs of life ... X may, nay X must yield 
to the current of nature, in submitting to my senses and 
understanding; and in this blind submission X shewmOst 
perfectly my sceptical disposition and principles.̂

X feel that this direct appeal to Hume's own words in Treatise X. as 
well as in Ennui rv establishes the fact that the intent of his 
argument concerning matter-of-fact reasoning in both of these works 
is the same and is, in fact, the establishment of the position of 
mitigated scepticism within this specific topio-area.

In discussing Hume's sceptical attack on matter-of-fact reason
ing, X shall not make any attempt to present a systematic exposition

^Xbid.. pp. 268-69.
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of his rather complex argument.  ̂ 3 This task would seem to me to not 
be requisite to the accomplishment of my purposes. Moreover, this 
task is one which is carried out in practically every book on Hume's 
theory of knowledge. Accordingly, I shall adopt the alternative pro
cedure of considering the manner in which Hume's theory of imagination 
enters into the following five problom-areas* (l) the question of the
necessity of a cause for the beginning of every existence; (2) the 
question of the nature of the inference from cause to effect (and 
vice-versa); (3) the question of the status of the so-called princi
ple of the uniformity of nature (or principle of induction); (4) the 
question of the nature of the belief involved when causal inferences 
take place; and (5) the question of the nature of necessary connexion 
and of the fiction of necessary connexion between objects (or events).

The necessity of a cause

Regarding the first question, Hume tries to show that the princi
ple that whatever has a beginning also has a cause of its existence—  
which "is commonly taken for granted in all reasonings, without any 
proof given or demanded," and which is "suppos'd to be founded on in
tuition"̂ —  is actually founded on neither intuition nor demonstra
tion and therefore has no basis in knowledge or scientific reasoning.

3̂l shall also have very little to say about his view on reason
ing from conjecture, i.e., the "species" of matter-of-fact reasoning 
other than causal reasoning.

T̂reatise I. pp. 78-79*
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The main positive argument employed by Hume in support of this claim 
is the following one: (1) the proposition that whatever begins to
exist has also a cause of its existence is based on intuition or 
demonstration if and only if the proposition that it is impossible 
that anything can begin to exist without some productive principle is 
capable of demonstrative proof$ (2) but the proposition that it is 
impossible that anything can begin to exist without some productive 
principle is utterly incapable of demonstrative proof; hence, (3) the 
proposition that whatever begins to exist has also a cause of its 
existence is based neither on intuition nor demonstration.

Although the first premise of this argument would appear to be 
self-evident (since it is analytic), the second premise is certainly 
not so. It requires support and Hume is of course aware of this. 
What is especially significant for our purposes is the manner in 
which he attempts to support this premise; for it clearly reveals a 
role for the imagination. I can do no better than to reproduce 
Hume's own words on this matter!

As distinct ideas are separable from each other, and 
as the ideas of cause and effect are evidently distinct,
'twill be easy for us to conceive any object to be non
existent this moment, and existent the next, without 
conjoining to it the distinct idea of a cause or pro
ductive principle. The separation, therefore, of the 
idea of a cause from that of a beginning of existence, 
is plainly possible for the imagination; and consequent
ly the actual separation of these objects is so far pos
sible, that it implies no contradiction nor absurdity; 
and is therefore incapable of being refuted by any
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reasoning from mere ideas; without which.'tis impossible 
to demonstrate the necessity of a cause.̂ 5

Since, as we have observed, the separation of ideas is part of Hume's
general conception of imagination, we can see that what Hume is doing
hem, in effect, is appealing to our ability to engage in a certain
mental activity (properly referred to as imaginative in character) in
order to refute a claim about the necessity of a cause. However, this
is not all that he is doing. F or in saying that the possibility of
the actual separation of an object beginning to exist from a cause of
its existence follows from our ability to separate in thought the
ideas of these things, he is also making use of that part of his
theory of imagination which asserts that whatever we can imagine is
possible. Basically, we have the same sort of appeal to the theory
here as we had in the case of Hume's attack on abstract reasoning, in
his attempted refutation of the doctrine of the infinite divisibility
of space and time.

The nature of causal inference

Since our belief in the causal principle (as we may conveniently 
refer to it) is not derived "from knowledge or any scientific reason- 
ing," it must, in Hume's view, be derived from experience. It is 
in the process of answering the question of its derivation from ex
perience that Hume considers our second question, viz., the question

^Ibid.. pp. 79-80. ^Ibld.. p. 82.
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of the nature of causal Inference. His initial move is to analyse 
the notion of causal inference into three basic components or ele
ments x (1) an Impression of the senses (or idea of the memory))
(2) an idea of that existent which produces or causes the object of 
the impression (or idea)* or is produced or caused by it, and (3) a 
transition from (1) to (2).**7 This is really apreliminary analysis, 
inasmuch as it makes reference only to the moment, as it were, of the 
transition (or inference) itself. As it turns out, a reference to 
the past experience of the agent is essential to a complete analysis 
of the inference .̂ 3 Accordingly, shortly after making this prelimi
nary analysis, Hume says "that the transition from an impression 
present to the memory or senses to the idea of an object, which we 
call cause or effect, is founded on past experience, and on our re
membrance of their constant conjunction. *̂ 9 The main questions for 
the present discussion are theses What is the role of imagination in
this process? Does Hume think that causal Inference is exclusively a♦
process of imagination, or exclusively one of reasoning? or neither 
of these? or what?

At the beginning of his discussion, Hume speaks of this phenome
non of causal inference as a kind of reasoning.̂  Moreover, not long

tyfabid.. p. 84.
**®It is also crucial to an understanding of the very notions of

cause and effect (see ibid.. p. 169).
T̂reatise I. p. 88. 50See ibid.. pp. 82, 8̂ .
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before this discussion, he had appeared to define probable reasoning 
in such a way as to conform pretty much to the present analysis; since 
he seemed to hold it to be nothing but a comparison of objects and a 
discovery of those relations which two (or more) of them bear to each 
other, where one of these objects compared is present to the senses 
and the other(s) not.However, during the progress of this discus
sion (and afterwards), he seems to suggest that causal inference is 
primarily, if not exclusively, a process of Imagining.5̂  Indeed, in 
regard to the past experience upon which causal inference is allegedly 
founded, Hume's main question seems to be Nwhether experience produces 
the idea by means of the understanding or of the imagination; whether 
we are determin'd by reason to make the transition, or by a certain 
association and relation of perceptions."53 His answer is that

reason can never shew us the connexion of one object with 
another, tho' aided by experience, and the observation of 
their constant conjunction in all past instances. When 
the mind, therefore, passes from the idea or impression of 
one object to the idea or belief of another, it is not de
termin'd by reason, but by certain principles, which as
sociate together the ideas of these objects, and unite 
them in the imagination. Had ideas no more union in the 
fancy than objects seem to have to the understanding, we 
cou'd never draw any inference from causes to effects, nor 
repose belief in any matter of fact. The inference, there
fore, depends solely on the union of ideas.5 *

51see ibid.. p. 73*
^See ibid.. pp. 92-93* 97» 103* At one point he even says that 

"all probable reasoning is nothing but a species of sensation" (ibid.. 
p. 103).

53lbid.. pp. 88-89. 5»lbid.. p. 92.
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I have already had the occasion to consider the fact that Hume re
marks, in both Treatise I and Enquiry I. that reason— -he obviously 
means probable reasoning— is nothing but a species of instinct, and 
that he gives a description of the process which is virtually identi
cal with his description (above) of the operation he attributes to
the imagination. 55

Clearly, there appears to be a degree of confusion in Hume's 
mind on this matter. We are naturally led to wonder whether there 
really is, in his view, such a thing as causal reasoning, i.e., an 
operation of the mind distinct from imagining (in causal inference). 
Does he maintain that causal inference is exclusively a process of 
imagining, i.e., a process in which the mind, under the influence of 
certain associating principles, unites certain ideas? Is there not 
also a process of comparing (hence reasoning) involved? But perhaps 
the question has been unfairly put. Maybe the question should be 
this onet Does Hume maintain that all causal inferences are exclu
sively processes of imagination, and hence do not involve any reason
ing whatever? I find it incredible that he should maintain this view 
and yet admit (as he does) that there is an opposition, in certain 
situations, between imagination and judgment regarding causes and 
effects, and even go on to explicitly formulate those "general rules,

55See my Chapter I, p. 90. It is undoubtedly remarks such as 
this which lead Smith to maintain that Hume holds that "reason . . • 
is nothing distinct from our natural beliefs" (Smith, "Hume's Natural
ism (I.)," op. cit.. p. 156; cf. also his Philosophy of Brae. pp. 100,
4*1).
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by which we ought to regulate our judgment concerning causes and 
effects"— -rules which "are form'd on the nature of our understand
ing* and on our experience of its operations in the judgoents we form 
concerning objects."56 Moreover* it seems to me that Hume* in En
quiry I. tries to distinguish between two sorts of causal inferences! 
those which can and those which "cannot be established without some 
process of thought* and some reflection on what we have observed* in 
order to distinguish its circumstances* and trace its consequences*"57 
What 1 think he has in mind is the difference between such common 
sense causal inferences as those concerning heat and fire* cold and 
snow* etc** and the extremely complex inferences of* say* a Newtoni
an physicist, later in Bnmriyy I he appears to be supplementing his 
account of this distinction* when he says that

the vulgar* who take things according to their first 
appearance* attribute the uncertainty of events to such 
an uncertainty in the causes as makes the latter often 
fail of their usual influence* though they meet with no 
Impediment in their operation. But philosophers, ob
serving that almost in every part of nature there is 
contained a vast variety of springs and principles

5treatise I. p* 149. Ihe rules themselves are formulated in 
Section xv of Part III of Treatise I. It is worth remarking that 
this opposition between imagination and judgaent oould scarcely be 
anything other than an opposition between imagination and reason* 
since surely the latter would qualify as the faculty of applying 
general rules. The word 'applying' appears to be an important one* 
for 1 take it that the imagination can be influenced by rules of some 
generality* though it cannot apply those rules*

gu&22Li» P» ^  (note).
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which are hid by reason of their minuteness or remote* 
ness, find that it is at least possible the contrariety 
of events may not proceed from any contingency in the 
cause but from the secret operation of contrary causes.58

The correct inference from these passages would seem to be that Home 
wants at times, at least, to distinguish between those causal infer
ences which are pure processes of imagination, inasmuch as they arise 
from the first appearance of things (and thus do not involve any 
process of reasoning), and those which, though they may include seme 
process of imagination, may legitimately be called processes of 
reasonlng.59

The principle of the uniformity of nature

The third question, which has to do with the connection between 
his theory of imagination and the status of the principle of the uni
formity of nature, can be dealt with rather quickly, as Hume's way of 
handling it is analogous to his way of handling our first question, 
i.e., the one regarding the necessity of a cause. I shall lead into

# 1bid.. pp. 86-87* This same passage is to be found in Treat
ise I» P. 132*

59j£ my hypothesis about Hume's general conception of imagination 
is correct (imagination being the faculty of forming, uniting and 
separating ideas), then it would seem to follow that all causal infer
ences must include some process of imagination. The reason, obviously, 
is that even if there were some causal inferences which do not involve 
any uniting of ideas, there would seem to be none which do not involve 
the formirY of them. However, see my remarks in Chapter U  about the 
formation of ideas as part of the general conception of imagination 
(pp. 123-24).
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It by establishing the context within which the principle of uni
formity comes up for discussion.

if ter having briefly examined the nature of causal inference and 
having found that it involves "the transition from an Impression pres
ent to the memory or senses to the idea of an object, which we call 
cause or effect,N and that it Nis founded on past experience, and on 
our remembrance of their constant conjunction," Hone raises the fol
lowing question: Does experience produce this idea (of an object we 
call cause or effect) by means of the understanding (i.e., are we 
determined by reason to make the transition) or by means of the imagi
nation (i.e., are we determined by a certain association and relation 
of perceptions)?̂ 0 His claim is that "if reason determin'd us, it 
wou'd proceed upon that principle, that instances, of which we have 
had no experience, must resemble those, of which we have had experi
ence, and that the course of nature continues always uniformly the 
same."6l We know that, in his view, reason does not so determine us.
What we must take note of is the way in which he proceeds to show us
that it does not; for it seems to me that if we observe this, then we
will see that what he is primarily worried about is the basis (or
foundation) of causal inferences and not the nature of such processes,

“ twatlse X. pp. 88-89.
6*Ibid., p. 69, Beginning with the first 'that', ell nerds ere 

underlined in the text.
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i.e., whether they are properly to be called "rational" or not. ̂
The question he tries to answer is whether or not there are any de
monstrative or probable arguments to prove (or justify) the principle 
of the uniformity of nature* Actually, Hume holds that we do in fact 
proceed on a belief in this principle* His claim, however, is

that the supposition, that the future resembles the past. 
is not founded on arguments of any kind, but is deriv'd 
entirely from habit, by which we are determin'd to expect
for the future the same train of objects, to which we have
been accustom'd. Otis habit or determination to Jtransfer 
the past to the future is full and perfect • • *®3

Since Hume's theory of imagination comes in only in his attempt to 
show that there are no demonstrative arguments to prove this princi
ple of uniformity, I shall forego any further mention of his attempt 
to show that no probable arguments can prove it. His proof that 
there are no demonstrative arguments is quite simple* He says *

We can at least conceive a change in the course of 
nature; which sufficiently proves, that such a change 
is not absolutely impossible* To form a clear idea of 
any thing, is an undeniable argument for its possibili
ty, and is alone a refutation of any pretended demon
stration against it.

Since, under Hume's general conception of imagination, to conceive or
form an idea is to imagine, it is dear that he is appealing to our

&See Snnuirv I. p. 34, where Hume asserts that he will allow 
that the proposition, X foresee that objects which are similar in 
appearance to object X will be attended with effects similar to X, 
m̂ay justly be inf erred from* the proposition, I have found that 
X-like objects have always been attended with X-like effects*

^Treatise 1. p. 13lt. 6^Jbld*. p. 89.
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ability to imagine an alternative to an orderly nniverse, to a belief 
in which our belief in the principle of uniformity gives expression* 
Shis very definitely is a process of imagination, if for no other 
reason than the fact that our ability to conceive a change in the 
course of nature involves or presupposes our ability to separate cer
tain ideas which have been united in our minds* -And, of course, we 
should not neglect to mention that we have (in the above argument) an 
appeal to that element of Hume's theory of Imagination which asserts 
that whatever we can imagine is possible*

belief and causal inference

Our fourth question concerning Hume's attack on matter-of-fact 
Masoning has to do with the nature and origin of the belief which is 
involved in causal inference* Specifically, the question is* How 
does Hume's theory of imagination relate to his view of the nature 
and origin of the belief which is involved therein? At the beginning 
of this discussion it is well to remind the reader that I have already 
addressed myself to the problem of whether Hume's views on this sort 
of belief undergo a change in the course of his philosophy of the 
human understanding;&5 as a consequence of this, it will not be neces
sary to go into the problem again* My view, as will be recalled, is 
that there is no material change.

65See my Chapter I, p. 4?ff.
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It is worth mentioning that Hume distinguishes between belief 
(l) as it relates to the deliverances of our senses and memory, (2) as 
it relates to matters of fact, and (3) as it relates to matters of 
intuition and demonstration. Hume has something to say about each of 
these, although it is (2) which is his primary concern in his philos
ophy of the human understanding. There are similarities between all 
three of these NspeciesN of belief, but the strongest ones are to be 
found between (l) and (2). In fact, Hume's "official" view is that 
belief in any thing presupposes or involves a conception of that 
thing, nevertheless, he does not think that the mere conception of 
a thing can ever constitute the belief in that thing, belief always 
being something super-added to the conception of a thing. With re
gard to (3), that which is super-added is an awareness that it is 
Impossible to conceive the contrary. Hone tells us that

the person, who assents, not only conceives the ideas ac
cording to the proposition, but is necessarily determin'd 
to conceive them in that particular maimer, either immedi
ately or by the interposition of other ideas. Whatever 
is absurd is unintelligible; nor is it possible for the 
Imagination to conceive any thing contrary to a demonstra
tion.6®

With regard to (1), that which is super-added is merely the vivacity.
of the perceptions involved. As Hume says,

the belief or assent, which always attends the memory and 
sense, is nothing but the vivacity of those perceptions 
they present ... To believe is in this case to feel an 
Immediate Impressions of the senses, or a repetition of 
that Impression in the memory.6?

66Treatise I. p. 95; cf. Abstract, p. 18<?. T̂reatise I. p. 86.



Furthermore, Hume held that "the belief, which attends our memory, is 
of the same nature with that, which is deriv'd from our Judgments 
concerning causes and effects"̂ -— the most important "species" of 
Judgment concerning matters of fact* Thus, with regard to (2), that 
which is super-added is the vivacity of the perceptions involved* 
Actually, Hume does not clearly distinguish between the nature of 
such belief and its origin or source. For he asserts that "belief 
may be most accurately defin'd, a lively idea related to or associ
ated with a present impression."3? Belief is the lively idea itself; 
the fact that it is related, in a certain way, to a present impres
sion is what gives rise to belief. That this is the case is manifest 
in the following statement (made shortly after he gives the preceding 
definition of belief)* "a present impression with a relation of 
causation may enliven any idea, and consequently produce belief or 
assent, according to the precedent definition of it."70

There are any number of passages in Hume's philosophy of the 
human understanding which serve to reveal, fairly well, the relation
ships between causal inference, belief, and his theory of imagina
tion. 71 The following one appears to me to be as good as any:

All kinds of reasoning from causes or effects are founded 
on two particulars, vis, the constant conjunction of any 
two objects in all past experience, and the resemblance of 
a present object to any one of them. The effect of these

SSjbja., P* 154. 9̂Ibid.. p. 96. 70jbid.. p. 103,
71|bi£., pp. 92, 93. 97, 140, 144, 149.
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two particulars is, that the present object invigorates 
and enlivens the imagination; and the resemblance, along 
with the constant union, conveys this force and vivacity 
to the related idea; which we are therefore said to be
lieve, or assent to*?2

First of all, we have here the source of this sort of belief (vis., 
the constant conjunction and the resemblance); second, though it is 
put in a rather figurative way, we have the operation of imagination 
involved (viz., the formation of a lively idea); and third, we have 
an allusion to the nature of this sort of belief (vis*, the lively 
idea itself)* It is clear, then, that the source of the belief and 
the source of the operation of imagination are the sane; indeed, it 
is dear that the product of the operation of imagination and the be
lief itself are identical* Thus, it is correct to say that to im
agine (under these circumstances) is to b e l i e v e . ^

TSlbid.* p. 142*
?3lhere is evidence indicating that the mere forming of ideas is 

not the only operation of imagination involved in these circumstances. 
It is also suggested, in places, that the uniting of ideas is in
volved* Perhaps the best evidence for this is to be found in Hume's 
discussion of conjectural reasoning* Since what he says has the ad
ditional virtue of linking up quite well with his view of the rela
tion between imagination and belief, I shall quote it here, fie says: 
“•Tis obvious in this species of reasoning, that if the transference 
of the past to the future were founded merely on a conclusion of the 
understanding, it eou'd never occasion any belief or assurance* When 
we transfer contrary experiments to the future, we can only repeat 
these contrary experiments with their particular proportions; which 
oou'd not produce assurance in any single event, upon which we reason, 
unless the fancy melted together all those images that concur, and 
extracted from them one single idea or image, which is Intense and 
lively in proportion to the number of experiments from which it is 
deriv'd, and their superiority above their antagonists. Our past
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Necessary connexion

The fifth and final question, concerning Hone's discussion of 
causation and matter-of-fact reasoning generally, can be made fairly 
quickly and easily. Having discussed Hone's view of the nature of 
causal inference and its relation to his theory of imagination, we 
have at our disposal virtually all of the materials needed for an 
answer to the question. Actually, the question is divided into two 
parts, both of which concern Hone's views on necessary connexion. The 
first has to do with the relation between Hone's theory of imagina
tion and the nature of necessary connexion, and especially the deri
vation of our idea of the latter. The question of the derivation of 
the idea of necessary connexion is important to Hume because it forms 
an essential part of his question concerning the derivation of the 
idea of a cause. The notion of necessary connexion is, in Hume's 
view, an essential part of the complex notion of a cause— at least 
the ordinary man's notion of the latter.?** Since here, as elsewhere,

experience presents no determinate object; and as our belief, however 
faint, fixes itself on a determinate object, 'tis evident that the 
belief arises not merely from the transference of past to future, but 
from some operation of the fancy conjoin'd with it. This may lead us 
to conceive the manner, in which that faculty enters into all our 
reasonings" (Treatise I. pp. 139-̂ 0)• It is evident that this melt
ing together of ideas (or images) is either just another name for the 
uniting of them, or, at any rate, could not take place unless there 
were a prior uniting of them.

?**See Treatise I. p. 77. However, as a result of Hume's own 
analysis of the notion of a cause, it becomes clear that this notion 
of necessary connexion plays no legitimate part or role in the
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Hoad applies his fundamental dictum that all ideas are derived from 
precedent impressions, his central problem regarding the derivation 
of the idea of necessary connexion is to track down the impression of 
that relation. He finds that after having observed the frequent rep
etition of like objects existing in like relations of contiguity and 
succession,

upon the appearance of one of the objects, the mind is 
determin'd by custom to consider its usual attendant, 
and to consider it in a stronger light upon account of 
its relation to the first object. 'Tis this impression, 
then, or <fot-flwiHnatAow. which, affords me the idea of 
necessity. 13

Thus, the impression of necessary connexion just this determina
tion of the mind involved in causal inference, i.e., the "determina
tion of the mjriri to pass from one object to its usual attendant, and 
to conceive it in a stronger light upon account of that relation. "7̂  
"Necessity, then, ... is nothing but an internal impression of the 
mind, or a determination to cany our thoughts from one object to 
another."77 The word 'internal' is significant, inasmuch as it re
flects Hume's view that the impression of necessity (or necessary

"enlightened" philosopher's view of causation. This difference be
tween the philosophical and the ordinary man's notion of causation is 
implied in Hume's distinction between cause as a philosophical re
lation and cause as a natural relation, and consequently in the ex
hibition of two distinct, though related, definitions of a cause 
(cf. ibid.. pp. 169-70, 172).

75ibid.. p. 156. 76ibid.. p. 165.
77jbid.: of. Enquiry 1. p. 75
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connexion) is not an impression of sensation* This, presumably, would 
be an external impression; but, according to Hume, "there Is no im
pression convey'd by our senses, which can give rise to that idea."78 
Indeed, as Hume sees it,

there is no internal Impression, which has My relation to 
the present business, but that propensity, which custom 
produces, to pass from an object to the idea of its usual 
attendant* This therefore is the essence of necessity*

There is some justification for Hume's referring to this determina
tion or propensity of the mind as an impression of reflexion, since 
the latter in general are held by him to be derived from impressions 
of sensation via the occurrence of certain ideas. And most certainly 
ideas are involved, in various ways, in causal inference.

As a consequence of these considerations, it is clear that the 
role of imagination in the origin of the idea of necessary connexion 
— indeed, in the origin of the impression of necessary connexion—  
is precisely that of its role in causal inference itself* Hume says)

The necessary connexion betwixt causes and effects is 
the foundation of our inference from one to the other*
The foundation of our inference is the transition arising 
from the accustom'd union* These are, therefore, the 
same*®®
An important Implication of this view of the nature of necessary 

connexion leads to the second part of this fifth question* This Im
plication is the extremely paradoxical one (in Hume's view) that

T̂reatise I. p. 165. 79lb&.
^Ibid.



"necessity is something* that exists in the mind* not in objects*}®* 
it is a quality of perceptions, not of objects.®̂  Xt is precisely 
this implication which Hume has in mind in the concluding Section of 
Part IV of Treatise I. when he declares that "when we say we desire 
to know the ultimate and operating principle* as something* which re
sides in the external object* we either contradict ourselves* or talk 
without a meaning* *®3 Since an acquaintance with the connecting tie 
between causes and effects is our .aim in all our studies and reflec
tions, the realization of this as the true state of affairs is bound 
to be an extreme disappointment to us* Indeed* the very fact that 
such has been our aim is likely to make the present doctrine strike 
upon us with a degree of astonishment that will create a bias or 
prejudice against it* It is in view of the likelihood of this that 
Hume elects to try to account for the occurrence in us of the sup
position that there is a necessary connexion between objects (which 
are causally related)* And in so doing* he appeals to his theory of 
imagination, for he thinks that this supposition is a product* a 
fiction, of the imagination* The general principle to which he ap
peals in his explanation is the principle that *the mind has a great 
propensity to spread itself on external objects* and to con join with 
them any internal impressions* which they occasion* and which always 
make their appearance at the same time that these objects discover

81 Ibid. 82lbld** p. 166. 83lbid.. p* 267.
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themselves to the senses.This is the reason why it is natural 
for men,

in their common and careless way of thinking, to imagine 
they perceive a connexion betwixt such objects as they 
have constantly found united together; ... because cus
tom has render'd it difficult to separate ideas, they are 
apt to fancy such a separation to be in itself impossible and absurd.

Home endeavors to make this account more plausible by referring to 
another manifestation of this "great propensity," vis., to the sup
position of a conjunction in place between the sounds and smells 
which are always found to attend certain visible objects and these 
objects themselves. According to Hume, we must realise on reflec
tion that the qualities of sound and smell are of such a nature that
they cannot admit of a conjunction in place and really exist no
w h e r e .  The reason for this is that their "parts are not so situ
ated with respect to each other, as to form any figure or quantity;
nor the whole with respect to other bodies so as to answer to our 
notions of contiguity or distance."8? let we ordinarily suppose them 
to admit of such a conjunction. How can this be explained except by 
an appeal to the "great propensity" (mentioned above)? What is note
worthy is the use of 'imagination* involved here. 26 imagine, in 
these cases, is to suppose; and this sort of supposing is not

^Ibid.. p. 167; see also p. 223. 85lbid.. p. 223.
86Ibid.. p. 235ff. 87jbld.. pp. 235-36.
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identical with conceiving (in Hume's sense of this term), since we 
can have no idea (again, in Hume's sense) of that which is supposed.

We suppose necessity and power to lie in the objects 
we oonsider, not in our mind, that considers them; not
withstanding it is not possible for us to form the most 
distant idea of that quality, when it is not taken for 
the determination of the mind, to pass frog the idea of 
an object to that of its usual attendant.®®

The distinction appears to be strictly analogous to the one Hume 
makes with regard to external existence : "we may well suppose in 
general, but 'tis impossible for us distinctly to conceive, objects 
to be in their nature any thing but exactly the same with percep
t i o n s . " ^  X q  conclusion, perhaps i t  should be mentioned that this 
explanation of the supposition of a necessary connexion between ob
jects is not repeated in Staculry I.

The Combined Attack on Both Types of Seasoning

We have now examined Hume's separate attacks on abstract reason
ing and matter-of-fact reasoning and their connection with his theory 
of imagination* In Section i of Part IV of Treatise 1. entitled "Of 
scepticism with regard to reason," his attack against reason, in a 
sense, reaches its climax in a combined attack on both types of 
reasoning. To this brief but, in Hume's view, devastating attack we 
must now turn, inasmuch as it also involves his theory.90

ffilbid.. p. 16?. 89lbid.. p. 218.
90This combined attack is not repeated in Saouirv I.
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Perhaps the best place to begin is with Hone's brief stagnation
of this attack in the concluding Section of Part IV of Treatise I.
This will serve the useful purpose of exhibiting rather succinctly,
yet clearly, its relation to his theory of imagination. In this Sec*
tion, we find Hume saying at one point that

the understanding, when it acts alone, and according to 
its most general principles, entirely subverts itself, 
and leaves not the lowest degree of evidence Ihy 'evi- • 
dence *, he seems here to mean 'belief13 in any proposi
tion, either in philosophy or common life. We save 
ourselves from this total scepticism only by means of 
that singular and seemingly trivial property of the 
fancy, by which we enter with difficulty into remote 
views of things, and axe not able to accompany them with 
so sensible an impression, as we do those, which are 
more easy and natural. 91

In a word, our reason would make total sceptics of all of us if it 
were not for our imagination. That is to say, if we were purely 
rational beings and steadily exercised our reason, we would be (or 
would become) total sceptics. This attack on reason is, then, an 
attack or criticism to which reason is allegedly subject when it is 
considered as a possible foundation of belief.

Ms must, first of all, take note of how Hume thinks that reason 
(acting in the manner described above) would entirely subvert itself 
and leave us in a state of total suspense of judgment, and then take 
a closer look at the nature of this property of the fancy (or imagi
nation) by means of which alone we are able to avert this sceptical

T̂reatise I. pp. 267-68
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state— in an effort to discern its relation to his general concep
tion of that faculty.

Mime's Pyrrhonistic attack on reason takes place in two dis
tinguishable stages* (l) an attempt to show that a consistent pursuit 
of the dictates of reason results in the degeneration of knowledge 
(which carries absolute certainty with it) into probability (wherein 
a degree of uncertainty is to be found); and (2) an attempt to show 
that a consistent pursuit of the dictates of reason results in the 
degeneration of probability, by "a continual diminution," into a state 
of total suspense of Judgment (i.e., "a total extinction of belief and
evidence").92

Hume states the first stage of the argument as follows*
In all demonstrative sciences the rules are certain and 

Infallible; but when we apply them, our fallible and un
certain faculties are very apt to depart from them, and 
fall into error. We must, therefore, in every reasoning 
form a new judgment, as a check or controul on our first 
judgment or belief; and must enlarge our view to compre
hend a kind of history of all the instances, wherein our 
understanding has deceiv'd us, compar'd with those, wherein 
its testimony was just and true. Our reason must be con
sider'd as a kind of cause, of which truth is the natural 
effect; but such-a-one as by the irruption of other causes, 
and by the inconstancy of our mental powers, may frequently 
be prevented. By this means all knowledge degenerates into 
probability; and this probability is greater or less, ac
cording to our experience of the veracity or deceitfulness 
of our understanding, and according to the simplicity or 
intricacy of the question.93

What Hume is claiming here is that in every judgnent we can form con
cerning knowledge (i.e., concerning matters of intuition and

92ibid.. pp. 182-83 93lbid.. p. 180.
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demonstration) we are obliged by our reason Ho correct the first 
judgment, deriv'd from the nature of the object, by another judgment, 
deriv'd from the nature of the understanding [i.e., from, the nature 
of our cognitive faculties]."9̂  3» other words, if our reason alone 
were in command in matters of intuition and demonstration, we could 
find ourselves comparing the one judgment with the other and dis
covering the true relation— it would be merely a probable one—  
between them. 95 Hume thinks that exactly similar considerations are 
involved in the case of probability.

As demonstration is subject to the controul of proba
bility, so is probability liable to a new correction by 
a reflex act of the mind, wherein the nature of our 
understanding, and our reasoning from the first proba
bility become our objects.9®

Again, 1 can do no better than to quote Hume's own words in his
presentation of the second stage of the argument. In his view, we
find that

in every probability, beside the original uncertainty in
herent in the subject, a new uncertainty deriv'd from the 
weakness of that faculty, which judges, and having adjusted 
these two together, we age oblig'd by our reason to add a 
new doubt deriv'd from the possibility of error in the 
estimation we make of the truth and fidelity of our facul
ties. This is a doubt which immediately occurs to ns, and

9^Jbid.. p. 182.
95lhe two words X have underlined here were so underlined to 

bring to the reader's attention the accordance of Hume's use of 
'reason' in these passages with his general conception of that 
faculty.

9̂ Treatise I. p. 182.
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of which, i£. Eg. wou'd closely pursue our reason* we cannot 
avoid giving a decision. But this decision, tho* it shou'd 
be favourable to our proceeding judgment, being founded 
only on probability, must weaken still further our first 
evidence, and must itself be weaken'd by a fourth doubt of 
the same kind, and so on in infinitum: till at last there 
remains nothing of the original probability, however great 
we may suppose it to have been, and however small the dimi
nution by every new uncertainty. Bo finite object can 
subsist under a decrease repeated &  and even
the vastest quantity, which can enter into human imagination, 
must in this manner be reduc'd to nothing. Let our first 
belief be never so strong, it must infallibly perish by 
passing thro' so many new examinations, of which each di
minishes somewhat of its force and vigour. When I reflect 
on the natural fallibility of my judgment, I have less 
confidence in my opinions, than when I only consider the 
objects concerning which I reason; and when 1 proceed still 
farther, to turn the scrutiny against every successive esti
mation 1 make of my faculties, all the rules of logic re
quire a continual diminution, and at last a total extinction 
of belief and evidence.97

Hume thinks that these two arguments are entirely cogent. Indeed, he
tells us explicitly that "experience will sufficiently convince any
one, who thinks it worth while to try, that ... he can find no error
in the foregoing arguments.*9® This being the case, it follows that
once we become acquainted with them our reason obliges us to adopt
total scepticism, i.e., to adopt the re commendation of fyrrhonism.
Xet even when we do become acquainted with them, we do not adopt this

97lbid.. pp. 182-83. Aside from the two occurrences of the ex
pression "in infinitum." all underlined words in this passage were 
underlined by me.

9fllbid.. p. 184
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position— -or if we do, we cannot sustain ourselves in it for any 
length of tine.

Shou'd it here be ask'd me, whether 1 sincerely assent 
to this argument, which I seem to take such pains to in
culcate, and whether I be really one of those sceptics, 
who hold that all is uncertain, and that our judgnent is 
not in any thing possest of any measure of truth and 
falshood; I shou'd reply, that this question is entirely 
superfluous, and that neither I nor any other person was 
ever sincerely and constantly of that opinion.??

The explanation of this is already familiar to us. It is that
nature, by an absolute and uncontroulable necessity has 
determin'd us to judge as well as to breathe and feel; 
nor can we any more forbear viewing certain objects in a 
stronger and fuller light, upon account of their custom
ary connexion with a present impression, than we can hinder 
ourselves from thinking as long as we are awake, or seeing 
the surrounding bodies, when we turn our eyes toward them 
in broad sunshine.100

whoever has taken the pains to refute the cavils of this 
total scepticism, has really disputed without an antagonist, 
and endeavour'd by arguments to establish a faculty, which 
nature has antecedently implanted in the mind, and render'd 
unavoidable.*0*

It is worthy of note that in telling us (above) that we cannot forbear 
viewing certain objects in a stronger and fuller light, upon account 
of their customary connexion with a present impression, he is pre
senting in a nutshell his theory of the nature and origin of belief. 
This is certainly a main factor in his attempt to show the utter 
pointlessness of trying to refute these arguments of the Pyrrhonist. 
For instance, Mif belief ... were a simple act of thought, without

9?Ibid.. p. 183. IQOlbld. 1Qllbld.
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any peculiar manner or conception, or the addition of a force and vi
vacity,"!̂  not only would it be possible for us to reach a total 
scepticism in the face of these Pyrrhonistic arguments; we would in 
fact reach such a state. For if this were what belief amounted to,
"it must infallibly destroy itself, and in every case terminate in a 
total suspense of judgment. "103 let the very fact that we still con
tinue to believe, even upon a confrontation with these arguments and 
a full awareness of their cogency, is about the best evidence possible 
for the view that "belief is some sensation or peculiar manner of 
conception, which 'tis impossible for mere ideas and reflections to 
destroy."10̂  Now although our continuing to believe (under these 
circumstances) is to an extent explained by this theory of belief, it 
is obvious that more than a bare statement of it is required to pro
vide a sufficient or fully satisfactory explanation of it. Granting 
that we cannot forbear viewing certain objects in a stronger and 
fuller light (i.e., believing in their existence) on account of their 
customary connection with a present impression, it does not follow 
from this that we will be able to retain any degree of our original 
belief in a subject when we correct our first Judgment (derived from

102lbid.. p. I8h. *03lbtd.
*Q̂ Ibid. We must be careful here not to confuse the evidence 

for a theory with the theory itself, or to claim that the theory is 
the foundation of the evidence existing for it. Hume's theory of be
lief does not prove that we will continue to believe in certain of 
our Judgments despite our confrontation with the Pyrrhonistic argu
ments, or Justify this continuance in belief in any way. Rather, it 
is the fact that we continue to believe under these circumstances
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the nature of the object itself) by another (derived from the nature 
of our faculties)) and again by another (derived from the possibility 
of an error in the estimation of the fidelity of our faculties), and 
so on. Home fully realizes that it is still possible to ask, How 
does it happen, even on this theory of belief, that the Pyrrhonian 
argument or procedure does not produce a total suspense of judgment? 
Under these conditions, how is the mind able to retain a degree of 
belief which is sufficient for the purposes of philosophy and common 
life? The substance of Hume's answer is as follows *

After the first and second decision [i.e., after our 
judgment derived from the nature of the object and our 
first corrective judgment derived from the nature of our 
faculties]; as the action of the mind becomes forc'd and 
unnatural, and the ideas faint and obscure; tho' the 
principles of judgment, and the ballancing of opposite 
causes be the same as at the very beginning; yet their 
influence on the imagination, and vigour they add to, 
or diminish from the thought, is by no means equal. Where 
the mind reaches not its objects with easiness and facil
ity, the same principles have not the same effect as in 
a more natural conception of the ideas; nor does the 
imagination feel a sensation, which holds any proportion 
with that which arises from its common judgments and 
opinions. The attention is on the stretch; the posture

that proves (i.e., gives evidence for) Hume's theory. It seems to me 
that Hume's central point here is to convince us that there is no 
proof, no justification, for our continuing to believe under these 
circumstances, though there is of course an explanation for it. What 
is more, as far as justification is concerned, there is ample justi
fication for our discontinuing to believe under these circumstances. 
Thus, it is an explanation of our continuing to believe, and this 
alone, that Hume is trying to provide. I mention this because, as we 
have already seen, N. K. Smith (among others) seems at times to be 
holding that Hume in presenting and applying his theory of belief is 
trying to offer some kind of justification for certain "natural" be
liefs we cling to.
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of the mind is uneasy; and the spirits being diverted 
from their natural course, are not govern'd in their 
movements by the same laws, at least not to the same 
degree, as when they flow in their usual channel. 105

Perhaps a better statement than the above of the general claim which
forms the basis of his specific contention against the Pyrrhenist
argument, is contained in the following remarks made by Hume earlier
in Treatise It

Any reasoning is always the more convincing, the more 
single and united it is to the eye, and the less exercise 
it gives to the imagination to collect all its parts, and 
from them to the correlative idea, which forms the con
clusion. The labour of the thought disturbs the regular 
progress of the sentiments[on which belief depends]. • •
The idea strikes not on us with such vivacity; and conse
quent l^has no such influence on the passion and imagina-

And if we ask the foundation of this general claim, we find that 
Hume's answer would seem to be the following one:

'Tis certain, that when an inference is drown immediately 
from an object, without any intermediate cause or effect, 
the conviction is much stronger, and the persuasion more 
lively, than when the imagination is carry'd thro' a long 
chain of connected arguments, however infallible the con
nexion of each link may be esteem'd. 'Tis from the origi
nal impression, that the vivacity of all the ideas is 
deriv'd, by means of the customary transition of the imagi
nation; and 'tis evident this vivacity must gradually decay 
in proportion to the distance, and must lose somewhat in 
each transition ... One must have a very strong and firm 
imagination to preserve the evidence to the end, where it 
passes thro' so many stages.107

1Q5lbid., p. 185.
IQ̂ Ibid., p. 153* A justification for my insert will be found 

on page 185 of Treatise I.
l°?Ibid. s p. 144.
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£ confess to a certain uneasiness about the adequacy of these several 
statements as comprising an answer to the question which Hume is here 
posing to himself. Is what Hume is saying in these statements merely 
an expansion upon or an elucidation of his recapitulating comment (in 
Section vii of Part IV of Treatise I) about a singular and seemingly 
trivial property of the fancy? Just what does it mean, in Humian 
language, to be able to "enter with difficulty into the remote views 
of things" and to be unable to "accompany them with so sensible an 
impression, as we do those, which are easy end natural"? I suspect 
that what Hume manages to point out in these statements is simply 
that we cannot successfully cany through the Pyrrhonist argument or 
procedure because we cannot, on account of its subtlety and length, 
preserve a belief in it to the end. If this is so, then we have the 
paradoxical situation of requiring a preservation of belief in order 
to destroy it; for this is exactly what the carrying through of the

4 AOPyrrhonist argument or procedure is supposed to do.

*®®Oddly enough, Hume addresses himself (in this very context) 
to a paradox which bears a resemblance to the present one. t He says 
that he "cannot approve of that expeditious way, which some take with 
the sceptics, to reject at once all their arguments without enquiry 
or examination" (ibid.. p. 186). The actual paradox which the dogma
tists hold up to the sceptics may be expressed in the following argu* 
ment-fozm (which is virtually identical with the manner in which Hume 
expresses it) J if the sceptical arguments against reason are strong, 
then they prove that reason may have some force and authority; if 
they are weak, then they can never be sufficient to invalidate all 
the conclusions of reason; but the sceptical arguments against reason 
must be either strong or weak; hence, either these arguments prove 
that reason may have some force and authority or they cannot be suf
ficient to invalidate all the conclusions of reason. If this is the 
case, then it follows that these arguments may be rejected without
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Let us recall that Hume's question is: How does It happen that 
the Pyrrhonistic argument does not produce a total suspense of judg
ment, i.e., how does it happen that, even after all* we retain a 
degree of belief which is sufficient for the purposes of philosophy 
and common life? Is Hume's answer to this question something like 
this: in order to reach a state of total suspense of judgment it 
would be requisite for us to be able to retain a belief in the Pyr
rhonistic argument through to its conclusion, and yet this is exactly 
what we are incapable of doing? Hume explicitly says, at one point 
in his discussion of this question, that it is no wonder that

the conviction, which arises from a subtile reasoning, 
diminishes in proportion to the efforts, which the 
imagination makes to enter into the reasoning, and to 
conceive it in all its parts. Belief, being a lively 
conception, can never be entire, where it is not 
founded on something natural and easy.

Since 'conviction' is obviously just another word for 'belief* in the
above sentence, and since the Pyrrhonistic arguments are definitely
held by Hume to be instances of "subtile reasoning," it would appear
that I am correct in my suspicion as to his answer. At any rate, his

enquiry and examination. Hume begins his reply to this by saying: 
"this argument is not just; because the sceptical reasonings, were it 
possible for them to exist, and were they not destroy'd by their 
subtility, wou'd be successively both strong and weak, according to 
the successive dispositions of the mind" (ibid.). His final position 
on the question seems to be that it is nature, not reason, which 
breaks the force of these Pyrrhonistic arguments (see ibid.. p. 187). 
Obviously, there is a connection between their destruction by nature 
and their destruction by their "subtility."

109Treatise I. p. 186.
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answart sueh as it Is, does rather clearly exhibit the manner in
which the force of the fyrrhonian argument is broken. It is broken
primarily, if not exclusively, by the rather severe limitations that
nature has imposed upon our ability to form and unite ideas. Thus
the only thing ‘♦wrong- with the sceptical argument is that it imposes
too great a strain on our imagination.

In the light of this, is it any wonder that we should find Hume
saying (in the final Section of Part IV of Treatise I) that "I must
be a fool, as all those who reason or believe in any thing certainly
are-?**® But fools we must be, since this is our nature. Zet we are
beings capable of reasoning; this, too, is part of our nature.
Should we strive to become reasonable fools, then? It seems to me
that, in a way, this is exactly what it is to be a mitigated sceptic.
Shortly after he has told us what fools we are, he says that

in all the incidents of life we ought still to preserve 
our scepticism. If we believe, that fire warms, or water 
refreshes, 'tis only because it costs us too much pains 
to think otherwise. Bay if we are philosophers, it ought 
only to be upon sceptical principles, and from an incli
nation, which we feel to the employing ourselves after 
that manner. Where reason is lively, and mixes itself 
with some propensity, it ought to be assented to. Where 
it does not, it never can have any title to operate upon 
us.***

**0lbid.. p. 270 llllbid.



CHAPTER V

HUME'S THEQRX OF IMAGINATION IN THE ARGUMENT OF HIS 
PHILQSOPHX OF THE HUMAN UNDERSTANDING (II.)*

THE ATTACK ON SENSE

The Attack on Efrrternal Sense

A comparison of Home's argument concerning reasoning generally 
(which I dealt with in the immediately preceding chapter) with his 
argument concerning the evidence of external sense reveals a rather 
striking parallel) which many Humian commentators seem to have failed 
to observe* For just as Hume thinks that it is a singular and seem
ingly trivial property of the imagination which prevents us from be
coming Pyrrhonian sceptics with regard to reason, so he thinks that 
it is yet another trivial property (or natural propensity) of that 
faculty which prevents us from becoming Pyrrhonian sceptics with re
gard to our external senses.̂ - Let us see how Hume comes to draw this 
parallel conclusion and in particular what he takes the nature of 
this further trivial property to be* I shall begin by exhibiting the 
brief but clear argument which we find in Section XII of Enquiry I.

ICf. Treatise I* pp. 210, 214, 217*
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and then show how this argument stands related to the lengthier and 
also considerably more complex and more obscure argument on the same 
subject in Part IV of Treatise I. ify objective in doing this will be 
to show that apart from certain differences in detail and even In the 
over-all structure and order of the argument in the two cases, the 
central aim of both accounts is the same, vis*, to establish the 
position of mitigated scepticism with regard to the evidence of ex
ternal sense*

The Account in Enquiry I

Since Hume's argument regarding the evidence of external sense 
resolves itself into a critical discussion of what has come to be 
known as the problem of the external world, a word about the connec
tion between the external senses and the external world is perhaps in 
order here. By "the external senses1*— Hume usually vises the expres
sion "the senses'*— I mean of course the senses of sight, smell, 
taste, touch, and hearing; by Hthe external world**— Hume actually 
employs this expression at least once in Treatise I2— I mean the 
collection or totality of material objects (i.e., objects which, if 
they exist, have a continued and distinct existence?). The connection

2See Ibid.. p. 218.
?See ibid.. p. 189. The notion of continued existence seems to 

be self-explanatory. As far as the notion of distinct existence is 
concerned, Hume says that "under this ... head I comprehend their 
situation as well as relations, their external position as well as 
the independence of their existence and operation* (ibid.. p. 188).
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between the external senses and the external world is that the former 
are ordinarily taken to be the basis of our belief in the existence 
of the latter.** Thus, we find Bums suggesting in Enquiry X that it 
is because we "repose faith" in our external senses that "we always 
suppose an external universe, which depends not on our perception, 
but would exist, though we and every sensible creature were absent or 
annihilated. "5 With this connection firmly in mind let us examine 
the Pyrrhonistic aspect t.1 Hume's argument in Enquiry I regarding the 
evidence of external sense.

I take the following ten-step proof to be a kind of outline or 
schema of this Pyrrhonistic part of his argumentŝ  (1) we ought to 
withhold our assent from any supposition which does not rest upon an 
adequate foundation; (2) we all suppose the continued and distinct 
existence of objects, and our supposition of such an existence rests

**1 say "ordinarily" because, in Hume's view, "the opinion of a 
continu'd and of a distinct existence never arises from the senses" 
(ibid.. p. 192), but rather is "entirely owing to the imagination" 
(ibid.. p. 193)* Though these are Hume's words, his actual position 
is not that our sense-experience plays no role whatsoever in the 
origin of our belief in the existence of an external world; rather, 
it is that our sense-experience (or certain features of it) and our 
imagination concur in the generation of this belief (see ibid.. 
p. 194). Nonetheless, my comment about "ordinarily" still holds, 
for it is surely not ordinarily supposed that something more than 
our senses are involved.

Êhauiry I. p. 151*
have remained quite close to Hume's own language in Enquiry I. 

by additions to his own explicit assertions are primarily expressions 
of what I take to be the unexpressed premises of his argument.
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either upon natural instinct or upon reason; (3) given any supposi
tion, if natural instinct is an adequate foundation for our assent to 
that supposition, then there is no conflict between it and reason as 
a foundation for that supposition; (Mr) but there is a conflict be
tween these two as foundations for the supposition of such an exis
tence, since (a) if this supposition rests upon natural instinct, 
then it involves the further supposition that the Impressions pre
sented by our external senses are identical with the material objects 
themselves,7 and (b) if it rests upon reason, then it involves the 
further supposition that the impressions presented by our external 
senses are different and distinct from material objects;® (5) natural 
instinct is not an adequate foundation for our assent to the supposi
tion of such an existence [follows from premises 3 and 4]; (6) given 
any supposition, if reason is an adequate foundation for our assent 
to that supposition, then that supposition must carry some rational 
evidence with it which would convince an impartial inquirer, and it 
must not be in any sense contrary to reason itself; (7) but the sup
position of the continued and distinct existence of objects (in the 
iorm which it takes when based upon reason) carries no rational evi
dence with it which would convince an impartial inquirer, and it is

7jn Treatise I this is referred to as the vulgar view or system 
(see, e.g.. treatise I. p. 213)*

®In Treatise I this is referred to as the philosophical view or 
system (see, e.g., Treatise I. p. 213).
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even in a sense contrary to reason itself;9 (8) reason is not an ade
quate foundation for our assent to the supposition of such an exist
ence [follows from premises 6 and ?]> (9) our supposition of the 
continued and distinct existence of objects does not rest upon an 
adequate foundation [follows from premises 2, 5 8]; and therefore
(10) we ought to withhold our assent from the supposition of the con
tinued and distinct existence of objects [follows from premises 1 and 
93.

Now, Hume does not take the time in I to "mitigate11 this
Pyrrhonistic argument— at any rate, not in a direct way* As a con
sequence of this, no explicit appeal is made to a particular trivial 
property of the imagination to explain why the fyrrhonistic argument 
is ineffectual* The mitigation procedure, though doubtlessly intended 
to cover not only the Pyrrhonistic attacks on the evidence of abstract 
reasoning and of matter-of-fact reasoning, but also the attack'on the 
evidence of sense, is focussed more or less on the attack on the evi
dence of matter-of-fact reasoning* Since we have already reviewed 
the latter, the only thing that will be required here is to indicate 
how the general mitigation procedure would be adapted to this par
ticular fyrchonistic argument*

9fhis is of course the crucial Pyrrhonistic premise and Hume - 
offers several distinct arguments in support of the first of its two 
claims. The second claim rests on the premise that the principle 
that all sensible qualities are in the mind and not in the object 
itself is true and is a principle of reason* (See Enquiry 1. pp.
152-55)* Practically all of these arguments and claims had been 
given or made in Treatise I*
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I surmise that had he taken the time. Home would have claimed 
that even though the preceding argument is entirely cogent, it cannot 
possibly have the effect on the mind which it is presumably intended 
to have* The reason for this is the simple fact that we cannot, for 
any length of time (at any rate), withhold our assent from the sup
position of the continued and distinct existence of objects.

So much for the adaptation of Hume's general mitigation pro
cedure in Enquiry i to his fyrrhonistic argument directed specifi
cally against the evidence of external sense. It will be noted that 
this adaptation does not reveal, except by implication, anything 
about the specific form taken by this supposition of continued and 
distinct existence— whether it is the form it takes when based on 
natural instinct or on reason, Nor was any mention made of the role 
played by Hume's theory of imagination in the mitigation. These two 
omissions— and Smith's view to the contrary notwithstanding, they 
are merely omissions on Hume's part*-®— are actually connected with 
one another and with the compressed nature of most of Hume's dis
cussions in Erypiiyy I (as compared with their counterparts in

l°See Smith, op. cit.. p. 535» where it is asserted that in En
quiry X Hume is "no longer attempting to account by an associative 
mechanism for belief in an independently existing world. That belief 
he now treats as being, like the moral sentiments, in itself an 
ultimate— a natural belief which as little allows of being evaded 
in thought as in action." This is obviously connected with Smith's 
view about a material change in Hume's theory of belief from Treat
ise I to Enquiry I. 1 have already given my grounds for rejecting 
this view (see my Chapter I, p. 7̂ff.).
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Treatise I). For in Treatise I Hume makes it perfectly clear that it 
is the form the supposition takes when based on natural instinct from 
which we cannot withhold our assent for any considerable length of 
time,*! and that to say that this supposition is based on natural 
instinct is tantamount to saying that it is the result of a natural 
propensity of the imagination.̂

The Account in Treatise 1

These remarks should suffice to introduce the question of the 
exact nature of Hume's discussion of the evidence of external sense 
in Treatise I. as well as the question of its relation to the dis
cussion in Enquiry I. During the progress of my exposition of the 
account in Treatise I. I shall indicate what Hume takes the nature 
of this propensity of our imagination to be.

To begin, there seems to me to be no doubt whatsoever that the 
three Sections (ii, iii and iv) of Part 17 of Treatise 1 which com
prise his discussion of the evidence of external sense (and hence of 
the problem of the external world) exhibit a definite Pyrrhonistic 
element. This fact is clearly discernible in a statement he makes 
at the very beginning of Section v. Here he claims that he has 
found "contradictions and difficulties in every system concerning 
external objects, and in the idea of matter."̂-3 If we assume that

ilCf. Treatise I. pp. 206, 214, 216. l̂ See ibid.. p. 211 
3̂lbid., p. 232.
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these contradictions and difficulties are irremovable* then an ob
vious inference from this claim would seem to be that we should 
permanently suspend judgment on all questions regarding the nature 
and existence of an external world. This* however* is not an infer
ence which Hume draws from it. On the contrary* he begins his dis
cussion by claiming that the Pyrrhonistic sceptic* like everyone 
else*

must assent to the principle concerning the existence of 
body* tho' he cannot pretend by any arguments of philos
ophy to maintain its veracity. Nature has not left this 
to his choice* and has doubtless esteem'd it an affair of 
too great Importance to be trusted to our uncertain 
reasonings and speculations. We may well ask, What 
causes induce us to believe in the existence of body? 
but 'tis in vain to ask, Whether there be body qg not?
That is a point.,which we must take for granted in all 
our reasonings.*̂

Now it must be observed that Hume does not appear to think that it
follows from the fact that the existence of body (i.e., the continued
and distinct existence of objects) is a point which we must take for
granted in all our reasonings* that it is utterly Impossible for us
ever* at any time (however brief it may be in duration), to doubt
such an existence. For if he did so think* it would be extremely
hard to understand why he should make the following remarks near the

l̂ Ibid.. p. 187
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close of. the first (wad, X think, the most important) segment of his 
discussions~5

Having thus given an account of all the systems both 
popular and philosophical, with regard to external exist
ences, X cannot forbear giving vent to a certain senti
ment, which arises upon reviewing those systems* X begun 
this subject with premising, that we ought to have an 
implicit faith in our senses, and that this wou*d be the 
conclusion, X shou'd draw from the whole of my reasoning*
Hut to be ingenuous, X feel myself fit present of a quite 
contrary sentiment, and am more inclined to repose no 
faith at all. in my senses, or rather imagination, than 
to place in it such an implicit confidence *1°

Pyrrhonian doubt with regard to the external senses is, then, attain
able, even if it can be maintained only for a brief period of time*
As Hume himself says (in this same context), "the sceptical doubt 
arises naturally from a profound and intense reflection" on the sub
ject of the evidence of external sense, and "always encreases, the 
farther we carry our reflections."I?

Carelessness and in-attention alone can afford us any 
remedy. For this reason X rely entirely upon them; and 
take it for granted, whatever may be the reader's opin
ion at this present moment, that an hour hence he will 
be persuaded there is • • • an external . • « world.

It seems to me that in speaking of carelessness and inattention as
the sole remedies for the Pyrrhonian doubt, Hume is not really

*5l am referring to his discussion in Section ii.
*6lbid.. p. 217* X think that this passage gives as good a de

scription as there is in Hume of what he means by the mental state 
resulting from a confrontation with Pyrrhonistic argumentation* Xs 
not this what Hume has in mind when he speaks, in Ehgulrr X. of "that 
momentary amazement and irresolution and confusion, which is the re
sult of scepticism" (Hnouirv X. p. 155 [note])?

T̂reatise X. p* 218. ffilbld.
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conveying anything wore to us than he Is when he tells us "that nature 
breaks the force of all sceptical arguments in time, and keeps them 
from having any considerable influence on the understanding."^9 After 
all, what It is that we have to be Indifferent and inattentive to are 
the difficulties and contradictions the Pyrrhonist has made us acutely 
conscious of, and we most certainly do not have to work at this sort 
of carelessness and inattention. Indeed, this very carelessness and 
inattention is a sign of the operation of nature, as it were. Better 
yet, to even speak of carelessness and inattention in this context is 
hardly anything else than to say that "our natural and obvious princi
ples here prevail above our study'd reflections. "20

What I believe I have shown thus far about Hume's discussion of 
the evidence of external sense in Treatise I is that it has the same 
goal as does its counterpart in Enquiry I. viz., the establishment of 
the position of mitigated scepticism with regard to external sense.
As far as the basic or primary means of achieving this goal are con
cerned, I have not said, nor have I needed to say, very much beyond a 
bare mentioning of the fact that involved therein (in both discus
sions) is a consideration of two systems regarding the external 
worlds that of the vulgar (the one based on natural instinct) and 
that of the philosophers (the one based on reason). As I see it, the 
primary difference between the two discussions, insofar as they are 
directly related to the achievement of this main goal, lies in the

*9ibid.. p. 187 Q̂jbid.. pp. 214-15
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greater degree of detail into which Hume goes in Treatise I in eluci
dating the nature of and relations between these two systems. For my 
purposes, this difference is an extremely important one, inasmuch as 
in the elaboration of these details in Treatise I a very interesting 
and significant facet of Hume's theory of imagination emerges. To 
this facet of his theory I now turn.

According to Hume, the belief in the existence of body, which 
most of us espouse every moment of our adult lives and which we can 
reject only during brief moments of intense reflection, is actually 
the product or result of the concurrence of certain qualities which 
are peculiar to certain of our impressions with certain qualities of 
the imagination.̂  As far as the qualities of impressions are con
cerned, Hume thinks that there are but two of them: constancy and

2*See ibid.. p. 194. Hume thinks that this belief is demonstra
bly false because it involves the false assumption that our impres
sions themselves (or certain of them) have a continued and distinct 
existence. He thinks that "when we compare experiments, and r eason a 
little upon them, we quickly perceive, that the doctrine of the inde
pendent existence of our sensible perceptions is contrary to the 
plainest experience" (ibid.. p. 210). And given his definition of 
continued and distinct existence, it follows from this that our 
sensible perceptions (i.e., our impressions of sensation) do not have 
such an existence. This is the basis of Hone's claim that "the vul
gar confound perceptions and objects, and attribute a distinct con
tinu'd existence to the very things they feel or see" (ibid. .p . 193)« 
(Presumably, it is part of the very definition of an 'object' that it 
has continued and distinct existence.) It is likewise the basis of 
his claim that the so-called philosophical system— a system which 
distinguishes between perceptions and objects, and attributes an in
ternal, interrupted, perishing existence to the former and a con
tinued and distinct existence to the latter— is based on reason.
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coherence. It would be hard to improve very much on hie cum descrip
tions of these qualities.

All those objects, to which we attribute a continu'd 
existence, have a peculiar constancy, which distinguishes 
them from the impressions, whose existence depends upon 
our perception. Those mountains, and houses, and trees, 
which, lie at present under my eye, have always appear'd 
to me in the same order; and when I lose sight of them 
by shutting my eyes Or turning my head, I soon after 
find them return upon me without the least alteration*
M y bed and table, my books and papers, present them
selves in the same uniform manner, and change not upon 
account of any interruption in my seeing or perceiving 
them. This is the case with all the impressions, whose 
objects are supposed to have an external existence; and 
is the case with no other impressions, whether gentle or 
violent, voluntary or involuntary.22

But since constancy is not invariable, so coherence is also required*
Bodies often change their position and qualities, and

after a little absence or interruption may become hardly
knowable. But here *tis observable, that even in these
changes they preserve a coherence, and have a regular 
dependence on each other; which is the foundation of a 
kind of reasoning from causation, and produces the opin
ion of their continu'd existence. When I return to my 
dumber after an hour's absence, I find not my fire in 
the same situation, in which I left its But then I am 
accustom'd in other instances to see a like alteration 
produc'd in a like time, whether I am present or absent, 
near or remote. This coherence, therefore, in their 
changes is one of the characteristics of external ob
jects, as well as their constancy.̂ 3

- Perhaps it is worthy of note that since Hume holds— despite what he 
clearly appears to be saying in his description of constancy (above) 
— that "all our perceptions are dependent on our organs, and the 
disposition of our nerves and animal spirits"2*- and, hence, that none

^Ibid.. pp. 19*-95. 23lbid.. p. 195. P* 211
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of them continue to exist unperceived, these descriptions of con
stancy and coherence seem to imply that the former is merely a limit
ing case of the latter, and not a different kind of quality* Be this 
as it may, the important question is the nature of those qualities of 
imagination which concur with these two qualities in giving rise to 
our belief in the existence of body.25

Since Hume thinks that the concurring qualities of imagination 
are somewhat different in the two cases, X will consider them sepa
rately. As far as coherence is concerned, it will be observed (from 
the above descriptive passage) that this quality is held by Hume to 
be "the foundation of a kind of reasoning from causation.N Hie use 
of this rather guarded language is deliberate; for Hume thinks that 
even though the inference (concerning continued existence) which we 
draw

from the coherence of appearances may seem to be of the 
same nature with our reasonings concerning causes and 
effects; as being deriv'd from custom, and regulated by 
past experience; we shall find upon examination, that 
they are at the bottom considerably different from each 
other, and that this inference arises from the under
standing, and from custom in an indirect and oblique 
manner.^

25&ane thinks that the quality of coherence is of itself in
capable of generating belief in the continued and distinct existence 
of all of those impressions to which we ascribe it (see ibid.. pp. 
198-99). Apparently he feels the same way about the quality of con
stancy.

2̂ Treatise I. p. 197.
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What Home has In mind here is that whereas “custom can only be the 
effect of repeated perceptions,“ the inference from the coherence of 
certain perceptions to their continued existence is actually an ex
tension of custom beyond these perceptions.27 That is, in inferring 
the continued existence of our sense-impressions from their coher
ence, we bestow a degree of regularity greater than what they can 
ever be observed to have* If we make such a bestowal and yet also 
suppose that its sole foundation is a custom or habit, then we are 
supposing that the latter can be acquired by what never can be pres
ent to the mind. However, to suppose this is to suppose a contra
diction, since no custom, by its very nature, can be acquired 
otherwise than from the regular succession of our observed percep
tions.̂ ® Therefore, though custom may be one of the "principles" 
involved in our inference from coherence, it is certainly not the 
only one. This inference "must arise from the co-operation of some 
other principles."2? A principle to which Ewe turns is the follow
ing one:

The -lwiagiwnt.-ion. «hen set into any train of thinking, 
is apt to continue, even when its object fails it, and 
like a galley put in motion by the oars, carries on its 
course without any new impulse .30

It is this principle which
makes us easily entertain this opinion of the continu'd 
existence of body. Objects have a certain coherence even

27jaid.« p. 198. 28Ibid.. p. 197.
3Qlbid.: underline mine.

29lbid.
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as they appear to our senses; but this coherence is much 
greater and more uniform, if we suppose the objects to 
have a continu'd existence; and as the mind is once in 
the train of observing an uniformity among objects, it 
naturally continues, till it renders the uniformity as 
coapleat as possible. The simple supposition of their 
continu'd existence suffices for this purpose, and gives 
us a notion of a much greater regularity among objects,, 
than what they have when we look no farther than our 
senses.3̂
Whether, in speaking of various "principles" being at work, Hume 

thinks he is providing a scientific (or quasi-seientifie) explanation 
of what allegedly happens when we come to suppose the continued exist
ence of body, X am not sure. X am convinced, however, that the very 
most that he is providing is an accurate description of what happens, 
plus a kind of generalization on one aspect thereof. Indeed, X do 
not think that his description is particularly accurate. At any 
rate, it does not seem to me to be complete. We are not told ex
plicitly what is involved in the supposition itself— what the imagi
nation does when it makes this supposition, or that results in this 
supposition. X take it, the answer to this question will reveal to 
us the nature of the concurring quality of the imagination and will 
amount to spelling out what is meant by saying that the imagination, 
once in the train of observing a uniformity among objects, naturally 
continues until it renders the uniformity as complete as possible.
Let us look to one of Hume's own examples for help on this matters

I receive a letter, which upon opening it X perceive 
by the hand-writing and subscription to have come from

3* Ibid.
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a friend, who says he is two hundred leagues distant.
'Tis evident 1 oan never account for this phaenorasnon, 
conformable to ny experience in other instances, with
out spreading out in ny mind the whole sea and conti
nent between us, and supposing the effects and continu'd 
existence of posts and ferries, according to ny memory 
and observation.3̂

how, it seens to me that this talk of spreading our "objects" in the 
mind is just a kind of suggestive metaphor for the forming and uniting 
of ideas in a certain manner, vis., in a manner conformable to one's 
(past) experience in other instances, thus, to speak of that concur
ring quality of imagination is nothing more than to speak of the 
formation and union of ideas in a certain manner and under certain 
circumstances. This is the literal claim behind his suggestive meta
phor of our connecting the past and present appearances of objects 
and giving them a union with each other which we have found by experi
ence to be suitable to their particular natures and circumstances.33 

According to Hume,
whatever force we may ascribe to this principle [co
herence], I am afraid 'tis too weak to support alone 
so vast an edifice, as is that of the oontinu'd

32Ibid.. p. 196. This appeal to memory does not entail a role 
for this faculty in the actual supposition (of continued existence) 
itself, even though without the operation of this faculty we should 
surely never entertain the latter. As Hume says, "my memory, indeed, 
inf omas me of the existence of many objects; but then this informa
tion extends not beyond their past existence, nor do either my senses 
or memory give any testimony to the continuance of their belng"(ibid., 
p. 196). I think that it is safe to say that, in Hume's view, even 
the Imagination, which alone is responsible for this supposition(i.e., 
for its being— though not its coming into being), does not give any 
testimony (in the sense of 'evidence') for its truth.

33see Treatise I. p. 197*
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existence of all external bodies; and that we must join 
the f»owHtjnrry of their appearance to the coherence* in 
order to give a satisfactory account of that opinion.3*

Hume's discussion of how the quality of constancy concurs with a 
quality of the imagination to give rise to this opinion is consider
ably more lengthy and complex than is the discussion of coherence. 
When we observe constancy in our sense-impressions— for instance, 
when we find that the impressions, which we call the sun or the ocean, 
return upon us after an absence or annihilation with like parts and 
in a like order as at their first appearance— , we tend to ascribe 
a perfect (or numerical) identity to them. That is, we tend to re
gard them as not only invariable in their existence (which is all 
our observation entitles us to say) but also as uninterrupted in it 
(which, in Hume's view, is not merely without justification, but is 
demonstrably false).33 Xhe reason that we do this is that we tend to

3*^., p. 199.
35iccording to Hume, perfect (or numerical) identity “is nothing 

but the invariableness and uninterruptedness of any object, thro' a 
suppos'd variation of time, by which the mind can trace it in the 
different periods of its existence, without any break of the view, 
and without being oblig'd to form the idea of multiplicity or number" 
(ibid.. p. 201). The occurrence of the word 'supposed* In this defi
nition is significant, Inasmuch as Hume (in conformity with his view 
of time in Part II of Treatise I) maintains that "time, in a strict 
sense, Implies succession, and . • • when we apply its Idea to any 
unchangeable object, 'tis only by a fiction of the Imagination, by 
which the unchangeable object is suppos'd to participate of the 
changes of the co-existent objects and in particular of that of our 
perceptions" (ibid.. pp. 200-01). Clearly, it follows from this that, 
strictly speaking, perfect (or numerical) identity is or involves a 
fiction of the imagination.
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confound the perfect or numerical Identity of objects with what Hume 
calls, elsewhere in Treatise I. their specific identity*̂  In other 
words, we tend to mistake an object which remains the same with It
self through a period-of time with a succession of resembling (even 
qualitatively Identical), yet different, objects. In Hume's view,

there are two relations, and both of them resemblances, 
which contribute to our mistaking the succession of our 
interrupted perceptions for an identical object. The 
first is, the resemblance of the perceptionsI The second 
is the resemblance, which the act of the mind in survey
ing a succession of resembling objects bears to that in 
surveying an identical object. Mow these resemblances 
we are apt to confound with each other « • .37

We can understand how the imagination is supposed to enter the pic
ture by taking note of one of Hume's examples. ^

I survey the furniture of ay chamber; I shut ay eyes, 
and afterwards open them; and find the new perceptions 
to resemble perfectly those, which formerly struck ay 
senses. This resemblance is observ'd in a thousand in
stances, and naturally connects together our Ideas of 
these interrupted perceptions by the strongest relation, 
and conveys the mind with an easy transition from one to 
another* in easy transition or passage of the imagina
tion, along the ideas of these different and interrupted 
perceptions, is almost the same disposition of mind with 
that in which we consider one constant and uninterrupted 
perception. 'Tis therefore very natural for us to mis
take the one for the other. 3°

It should be apparent from this that Hume is here trying to make use
of his doctrine of the association of ideas, i.e., his view of the

36see Treatise I. p. 257. 37xbid«. p. 205 (note).
ffilbld.. p. 204’.
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influence of natural relations on the inagination. 3? Moreover* it is 
easy to see how it is that this mistake on the part of the imagination 
(i.e. * this propensity it has to bestow an identity on our ressabling 
perceptions) produces the fiction of a continued existence. If we 
bestow a mnerloal identity upon our resembling but interrupted sense- 
impressions, this has the effect of remedying the interruption. And 
to remedy the interruption is nothing other than to bestow continued 
existence.

However, there is more to Hume’s story than this. What has been 
disclosed thus far is how we come to feign the continued existence of 
objects when confronted with the constancy of certain of our sense- 
impressions. There is, though, a difference between feigning and 
believing, and it is the latter which is the prime object of Hume**' 
endeavor. He is trying to answer the question, What causes us to be
lieve in the existence of body? The manner in which he proceeds in 
moving from feigning to believing is to re-examine what is involved 
in this very propensity to feign such existence. What he finds is 
that "this propensity arises from some lively impressions of the mem
ory* and consequently "bestows a vivacity on that flotion* which re
sults from it.**® Since (matter-of-fact) "belief in general consists 
in nothing, but the vivacity of an idea; and ... an idea may

3?If it is not apparent, then see ibid.. p. 203* 
T̂reatise 1. p. 209.
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acquire this vivacity by its relation to some present impression,"̂  
"this propension causes belief by means of the present impressions of 
the memory."**3 In other words, it is the imagination itself, with 
the help of certain lively impressions——really, ideas— of the mem- 
ory, which gives rise to our belief in the continued existence of 
objects.

Along with this observation concerning the involvement of the 
imagination, we should observe as well that Home's doctrine of the 
association of ideas is present, albeit slightly below the surface.
It will be recalled that Hume holds that all belief in matters of 
fact arises from the natural relation of cause and effect; That this 
relation is operative in the present affair is dear from the general 
remarks Hume makes when he begins his answer to the question of the 
origin of our belief in continued existence. He says:

It has been prov'd already, that belief in general con
sists in nothing, but the vivacity of an idea; and that 
an idea may acquire this vivacity by its relation to some 
present impression. Impressions are naturally the most 
vivid perceptions of the mind; and this quality is in 
part convey'd by the relation to every oonnected [i.e., 
causally related] idea. The relation causes a smooth 
passage from the Impression to the idea, and even gives 
a propensity to that passage. The mind falls so easily 
from the one perception to the other, that it scarce per
ceives the change, but retains in the second a consider
able share of the vivacity of the first. It is excited 
by the lively impression; and this vivacity is convey'd 
to the related idea, without any great diminution in the 
passage, by reason of the smooth transition and the pro
pensity of the imaginetion.̂ 3

^Ibld.. p. 208. ^Ibld.. p. 209, ^Ibld.. p. 208.
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Hume’s problem in this case is to discover the particular sorts of 
lively impressions which convey a significant degree of their liveli
ness to their related ideas. As we have seen, he finds them in cer
tain impressions of the memory— or, better, in "the remembrance of 
former sensations.”̂  Moreover, it would seem to be his view that 
this transfer or conveyance of liveliness is possible only because of 
the ability of our imagination to make a smooth transition from the 
one to the other. Actually, it seems to me that speaking of such a 
transition is simply a way of saying that under certain circumstances 
or conditions the imagination (or mind) is able to form and unite 
ideas of a certain degree of liveliness. If so, then we can easily 
understand the connection between the activity of the imagination 
under consideration and Hume's general conception of that faculty. 
Furthermore, although Hone appears to want to distinguish between the 
quality of the Imagination which concurs with the quality of con
stancy and the one which concurs with coherence, I am not convinced 
that there is any distinction of importance to be made. The differ
ence does not seem to me to lie primarily in the qualities of imagi
nation themselves but rather in the circumstances which bring about 
their exhibition. The essential point in both cases is that the 
imagination, governed as it is (most of the time) by oertain natural 
relations or principles of association, serves a kind of gap-filling

^Ibid.. pp. 209-10.



259

function by forming and uniting certain lively ideas. For by its 
very definition, a continued and distinct existent is unexperience- 
able, not just unexperienced. Therefore, since our only possible 
acquaintance with impressions is the acquaintance with Which actual 
experience provides us, it is in principle impossible to have an im
pression of a continued and distinct existent. And as all ideas are 
derived from impressions, it follows that it is impossible in princi
ple to have an idea of such an existent. To say the same thing in 
another way, we could have an idea of a continued and distinct exist
ent if and only if we could experience an unexperienceable impres
sion. But to experience an unexperienceable impression is a 
contradiction in terms. Hence, we cannot have an idea of a continued 
and distinct existent. The gap-filling ideas we do have are simply 
ideas of previously experienced existents (i.e., impressions). How, 
of course it is logically possible that certain impressions we ex
perience have a continued and distinct existence. If they did, then 
it would be true to say that the ideas we had of them would, in a 
sense, be representative of continued and distinct existents. Never
theless, the ideas we had of them would not, strictly speaking, be 
representative of them qua continued and distinct existents, i.e., 
of their existence qua continued and distinct. The fact of their con
tinued and distinct existence could never provide us with any corre
sponding and resembling ideas. What these reflections suggest are 
distinctions, as well as close relations, between entertaining
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certain gap-filling ideas (given rise to by the qualities of coher
ence and constancy), conceiving (i.e.,1 having an idea of) the con
tinued and distinct existence of sense-impressions, and merely 
supposing such an existence (where no corresponding idea is present). 
When we believe in the continued and distinct existence of certain of 
our sense-impre ssions, we have certain gap-filling ideas. However, 
the entertaining of these gap-filling ideas does not amount to con
ceiving, nor to supposing, such an existence. It cannot amount to 
conceiving such an existence, because, strictly speaking, such an 
existence is inconceivable. And though such gap-filling ideas are 
the cause (or occasion) of our supposing such an existence, they can
not amount to supposing such an existence, because the mere enter
tainment of ideas, whatever they may be like, can never be identical 
with the supposition of an existence the idea of which is impossible. 
I think that we can infer from this that our belief in the existence 
of body involves the imagination in two ways— or, better, the two 
senses of •imagination* (previously distinguished) find application 
in the development of this belief. We have 'imagination* in its 
idea-forming and idea-uniting sense (i.e., Hume's general conception 
of imagination), and we also have it in its mere supposal sense.
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§SBft.re**?*",.gnflAft.ftqiLfrc
Thua far, my analysis and interpretation of Hume's views in 

Treatise I on the evidence of external sense has centered on his 
discussion in Section ii of Part 17 of that work* is 1 see it, Hume 
feels that he has attained his primary conclusion concerning external 
sense— -the establishment of the mitigated sceptical position— in 
this Section* This contention calls for a comment on the nature and 
significance of Sections iil and iv, which are also concerned with 
the evidence of external sense— at least in the sense that they are 
concerned with the question of the nature of the external world* Ify 
claim is that these two Sections of Treatise I* though highly signi
ficant in relation to Hume's theory of imagination, are essentially 
supplemental in character* I have already presented evidence to 
indicate that Hume thinks he has reached this mitigated sceptical 
position in Section ii*^ What needs to be shown now is that Home 
himself actually gives some indication that he looks upon the dis
cussions in these two later Sections as essentially supplementary*
I hold that such an indication or suggestion is indeed to be found at 
the close of Section ii, immediately following his proclamation of

5̂fiume actually says, near the end of this Section, that he has 
"given an account of all the systems both popular and philosophical, 
with regard to external existences" (ibid.. p. 217; underline mine)*
I infer from this that he- thinks that the philosophical systems which 
are presented and criticised in Sections iii and iv are versions of, 
or in some sense presuppose the philosophical system presented in 
Section ii.



262

the mitigated sceptical position regarding the external world* For 
Hume contends that “whatever may be the reader's opinion at this 
present moment" (after he has followed and appreciated the signifi
cance of the discussion in Section ii),

an hour hence he will be persuaded there is both an ex
ternal and internal world; and going upon that supposi
tion, I intend to examine some general systems both 
ancient and modem, which have been propos'd of both, 
before I proceed to a more particular enquiry concern
ing our impressions [i.e., our Impressions of reflexion, 
discussed in Treatise III. This will not, perhaps, in 
the end be found foreign to our present purpose.™

A careful scrutiny of what Hume says in Sections iii and iv seems to 
me to reveal— at least as far as the external senses are concerned 
— that this "present purpose" involves an attempt to further advance 
the cause of mitigated scepticism. This attempt Involves an effort 
to show the dependency on the Imagination of the views about the ex
ternal world of both the ancients and the modernŝ  and an underscoring 
of the utter Inadequacy of this faculty to serve as a satisfactory

T̂reatise I. p. 218. I should like to make three brief com
ments on this passage. (i) It should be observed that Hume does not 
specify what form the supposition regarding the external world is to 
take, even though earlier in his discussion (i.e., in Section ii) he 
announced— after having presented the evidence against the vulgar 
identification of perceptions and objects— that in the futuro he was 
going to distinguish between perceptions and objects (see ibid.. 
p. 211). (2) 2h his reference to the general systems, both with re
gard to the external and internal worlds, Hume may Wdl le suggesting 
that his discussion of the latter is also essentially supplementary 
in nature. (3) It should be observed that Haas is here dearly an
nouncing that, in his ensuing discussions of these general systems, 
he is going to suppose or assume (albeit entirely without rational 
warrant) that there is both an external and an internal world.
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foundation for those views* The procedure which Hume employs In at
tempting to bring out this inadequacy is quite different in the two 
cases* however. In the case of the views of the ancients* Hume 
starts by presenting (without argument) what he takes to be the true 
idea of a body and then proceeds to indicate how easily and naturally 
the fictions of the imagination of the ancients regarding this idea 
arose— the fictions of substance* substantial form* etc* That it is 
fictions of the imagination which arose in their minds is assumed by 
Hone to be transparent from the mere eliciting of them* or virtually 
so* In the case of the views of the modems* Hume tries to show that 
although the modems claim to be rid of the fictions of the imagina
tion made use of by the ancients (since they rest on principles of 
the imagination which "are changeable* weak* and irregular11) and to 
have rested their systems on the "solid* principles of that faculty 
(i.e.* principles which are "permanent* irresistable* and univer
sal" ) ,̂ 7 the presence of certain facts render two of these permanent, 
irresistable* and universal principles incompatible with each other* 

Since both of these discussions serve to bring out conflicts 
within the imaginative faculty itself * it will be necessary to con
sider them in somewhat more detail than this* Begarding the section 
on "the antient philosophy," Hume begins by asserting that the "true* 
idea of a body is the (complex) idea of several distinct* successive

**7lbid*. p. 225*



qualities which are united together by certain close relations* Be 
maintains that we commonly tend to attribute simplicity and identity 
to such a compound of qualities* inasmuch as we regard it as one 
thing which continues the same even under very considerable altera
tions. Since these attributions are false ones* Hume tries* first* 
to account for their occurrence (which he thinks is quite cousaon) 
and* second* to show how the ancient philosophers have endeavored to 
retain them— by invoking certain fictions of the imagination* It 
will suffice to consider here his discussion of simplicity* Hume 
seems to think that there are three factors leading us to conceive a 
material object as something simple, despite its evident composite
ness: the fact that the co-existent parts of the compound (which is 
the material object) are connected together by strong relations; the 
fact that the action of the mind in considering such a compound is 
similar to its action in considering a perfectly simple and indi
visible object; and the principle that* given any two objects* A and 
B, if the action of the wind in considering A is (or would be) almost 
the same as its action in considering B, then there is a tendency for 
the considering mind to confuse A and B* Bow* it seems clear that 
this principle amounts to a way of referring to the influence of one 
of the principles of association Hume recognises* vis** resemblance* 
Consequently, it involves a reference to the imaginative activity of 
uniting ideas— even to the point of confusing them* Undoubtedly, 
the ancient philosophers also felt the influence of this natural
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relation and accordingly were guilty of the same false ascription.
However* being philosophers* their minds did not rest here; they were
able to abstract from the influence of this relation. In so doing*
they viewed material objects in a different light and were led to the
discovery that all the qualities which comprise them are different*
hence distinguishable and separable from each other, (iiote that this
process of discovery would surely seem to involve the exercise of the
free imagination* specifically the ability of the mind to separate
ideas.) This view of them* being destructive of their "primary and
more natural notions*" obliged them

to feign an unknown something* or original substance and 
matter* as a principle of union or cohesion among these 
qualities* and as what may give the compound object a title 
to be call'd one thing* notwithstanding its diversity and 
composition.*"

This feigning of an unknown something or substance is held by Hume to 
be an operation of the imagination. It is* indeed* an instance of 
his usage of 'imagination* in the sheer supposal sense* since it is 
impossible for us to have an idea (i.e., a mental image) of such a 
tiling. It seems to me that we have here a clear-cut case of the de
termined £s. the free imagination* leading to a further* but differ
ent* act of imagining on the part of the mind.^

Ĵbid.. p. 221*
**9fiume also discusses the origins of the notions of substantial 

form* accident* and occult quality in the vocabulary of the ancient 
philosophers. His treatment is roughly analogous to his treatment 
of the notion of substance.
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Begarding the section on "the modem philosophy," I already men- 
tioned that Home tries to show that two of the so-called permanent, 
irresistible and consistent principles of the imagination are in con
flict with each other* These two "principles" are actually products 
of the determined Imaginations belief in causality and belief in the 
existence of an external world* As Hume puts it,

there is a direct and total opposition * . • betwixt those 
conclusions we form from cause and effect, and those that 
persuade us of the continu'd and independent existence of 
body. When we reason from cause and effect, we conclude, 
that neither colour, sound, taste, nor smell have a con
tinu'd and independent existence* When we exclude these 
sensible qualities there remains nothing in the universe, which has such an existence.50

Without going into the details of his argument, what Hume does in 
order to support the claim made in this last sentence is to present 
evidence to support the contention that the remainder of the intel
ligible qualities of a material object-— the so-called primary quall- 
ties— depend in a manner upon these sensible qualities .5* It should 
be noted, in passing, that Hume makes a point of reminding his readers 
of this alleged conflict between two products of the imagination in 
the concluding Section of Treatise 1.5̂  His intent, it seems to me, 
is to make it dear that he does not think that it is legitimate to 
rest one's philosophy on even the permanent, irresistible, and con
sistent (?) principles of the imagination.

50-Treatise X. p. 231*
51Hume seems to believe that the kind of dependence he estab

lishes here is of a causal sort— a highly debatable point, X think.
52See Treatise X. pp. 265-66.



267

The Attack on Internal Sense

I turn now to the last of the topic-areas which Hume discusses 
in Treatise I. vis*, his discussion of the evidence of internal 
s e n s e . As is quite well-known to Humian readers, this topic-area 
is entirely omitted from discussion in Enquiry 1. To ay knowledge, 
aside from his account in Sections v and vi of Part IV of Treatise I. 
the topic is addressed (in the sense of at least some kind of dis
cussion, however brief) in four other places in Hume's philosophical 
writings; the Appendix to the Treatise, the Abstract, a letter to 
Henry Home, and the essay "Of the Immortality of the Soul.*5** The ' 
fact of its entire omission from coupled with the fact of
Hone's expression of apparent dissatisfaction in the Appendix with 
his treatment of the topic of personal identity in Treatise I. has 
formed at least a part of the basis of various developmental theories 
regarding the main objectives of Hume's philosophy of the human under
standing. inasmuch as I have declared my opposition to any such 
theory, I must somehow show that these two facts do not have the 
implications the developmental theorists claim they do. This I 
intend to do in the course of my exposition and analysis— along with

53i am using the expression "internal sense" in the Lockian 
sense of the power of reflexion*

5**The essay is to be found in Bssays Moral. Political* and Ut- 
erarv by David Hume, ed. by T. H. Green and T. H. Grose (London, 18̂ 8), 
Vol. U, p. 399ff. A s far as the question of the nature of the self 
or mind is concerned, it offers nothing beyond what Bate had claimed 
in the Treatise.
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indicating the role of Hume's theory of imagination in his discussion* 
I shall begin by offering evidence that Hume's discussion in treat
ise I is intended to support his general mitigated sceptical position*

The Account in treatise 1

At the very beginning of his discussion* Hume says that
having found such contradictions and difficulties in every 
system concerning external objects* and in the idea of 
matter* which we fancy so clear and determinate* we shall 
naturally expect still greater difficulties and contra
dictions in every hypothesis concerning our internal per
ceptions* and the nature of the mind* which we are apt to 
imagine so much more obscure* and uncertain. But in this 
we shon'd deceive ourselves* The intellectual world* tho* 
involved in infinite obscurities, is not perplex'd with 
any such contradictions* as those we have discover'd in 
the natural* What is known concerning it* agrees with it
self; and what is unknown* we must be contented to leave 
so.
'Us true, wou'd we hearken to certain philosophers, they 

promise to diminish our ignorance; but I am afraid 'tie at 
the hazard of running us into contradictions* from which 
the subject is of itself exempted* These philosophers are 
the curious reasoners concerning the material or immaterial 
substances, in which they suppose our perceptions to inhere.

A careful examination of what Hume says in Sections v and vi* and es
pecially the sort of criticisms he offers in Section v of these 
"curious reasoners" concerning the soul* make it rather obvious that

^Treatise I* p, 232. Substantially these same views are re
iterated in a passage in Treatise II. where Hume says that "the es
sence and composition of external bodies are so obscure* that we must 
necessarily* in our reasonings* or rather conjectures concerning 
them* involve ourselves in contradictions and absurdities* But as 
the perceptions of the mind are perfectly known* and I have us'd all 
imaginable caution in forming conclusions concerning them, I have 
always hop'd to keep dear of those contradictions* which have at
tended every other system" (Treatise U. p. 366)*
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he feels that he has shown that we must confine ourselves in this 
matter to the realm of oommon life and experience* This is to con
fine ourselves to our perceptions* The curious reasoners concerning 
material and immaterial substances are persons who attempt to tran
scend the domain of our perceptions; consequently, they are led into 
contradictions and absurdities* Let us recall that at the very be
ginning of his inquiry it had seemed evident to Hume that

the essence of the wind being equally unknown to us with 
that of external bodies, it must be equally impossible to 
form any notion of its powers and qualities otherwise than 
from careful and exact experiments, and the observation of 
those particular effects, which result from its different 
circumstances and situation* And the' we must endeavour 
to render all our principles as universal as possible, by 
tracing up our experiments to the utmost, and explaining 
all effects from the simplest and fewest causes, 'tis 
still certain we cannot go beyond experience . • *5o

Just as this statement very early in the Treatise seems to me to give
expression to Home's mitigated sceptical position, so the statements
currently under consideration seem to me to give expression to it*

It will not be necessary to consider all of the various arguments
Hume offers to show that these curious reasoners gg, in fact run into
contradictions and absurdities. 5? It will suffice to consider his

56SssaS4sa» p * »d*
57This will mean that I will be eliminating from consideration a 

discussion of Hume's which directly involves his theory of imagina
tion. I am referring to his attempt to account for our tendency to 
bestow a place (or location) upon such things as tastes and smells, 
even though they are in fact utterly incapable of having it (see 
Treatise I. pp. 237-39)* Inasmuch as I think that his account is al
most strictly analogous to his account of the fiction of the con
tinued and distinct existence of objects, I do not see any harm in 
omitting it from consideration* Actually, I considered it very 
briefly in Chapter IV (see p, 225)*
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attempt in Section v to undermine a basic presupposition of all the 
disputes among such reasoners, viz., the assumption that the soul or 
mind is a substance in which our perceptions inhere .5®

Irihat Hume tries to show is that "the question concerning the 
substance of the soul is absolutely unintelligible."59 That is, he 
endeavors to convince us that there is no possibility of answering 
the question, whether perceptions inhere in a material or in an im
material substance, because "we do not so much as understand the 
meaning of the question"̂ — and this, because we cannot render in
telligible two of its central terms: substance and inhesion. Since 
the bulk of Hume's argument focusses on the former of these two 
terms, I shall confine my attention exclusively to it*

The major claim of his argument is that "neither by considering 
the first origin of ideas, nor by means of a definition are we able 
to arrive at any satisfactory notion of substance•"& Regarding the 
former possibility, Hume naturally invokes the first principle of his 
science of human nature in attempting to show that we cannot arrive 
at a satisfactory notion of substance by means of an idea of it—  
because we can have no idea of a substance. Kune's theory of imagi
nation enters here in the sense that what he is implying is that 
since there can be no impression of a substance, the mind can form no

®̂It is plain that Kune thinks that all these reasoners share in 
common the so-called "substance" theory of mind.

T̂reatise I. p. 250. 60Ibid., p. 23̂ . 6lIbld.
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idea of the latter and* in accordance with his general conception of 
imagination, cannot Imagine such. We can only imagine (i.e., form an 
idea of) the experienceable; but substance is unaxperienceable. Re
garding the latter possibility, Hume takes a very common definition 
of a substance, as something which may exist by itself,^ and tries 
to show us that “this definition agrees to everything, that can pos
sibly be conceived; and never will serve to distinguish substance 
from accident, or the soul from its perceptions.The essential 
claim is that perceptions themselves— which are held by the curious 
reasoners to be quite different in nature from substances— qualify 
as substances on this definition. On the one hand, use is made of 
the different-distinguishable-separable principle— the principle of 
the liberty of the imagination— to prove that we can imagine per
ceptions as existing by themselves. On the other hand, use is made 
of the principle that whatever we can imagine (i.e., form an idea of) 
is possible. The argument, then, is simply that since we can imagine 
or conceive different perceptions as existing by themselves, they may 
actually exist by themselves; and if they may exist by themselves, 
then they qualify as substances.

We should not underestimate the importance of this argument to 
ihne*s objectives in this topic-area. It is as important as, if not

■ 1 - i - , - - -  —  - ................. -  - ■  — ---------------------

seems to assume that it is quite sufficient for him to con
sider only this one definition.

^Treatise I. p. 233.
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more Important than, his attempt to reveal contradictions and ab
surdities in the views of the curious reasoners. In fact, it seems 
to show their ultimate absurdity. At any rate, both must be con
sidered as essential parts of the Pyrrhonistic element of Hume's 
discussion of the evidence of internal sense. And after all, the 
appeal to his theory of imagination in showing the unintelligibility 
of the notion of a substance bears a striking resemblance to the 
appeal thereto in regard to his Pyrrhonistic attacks on abstract 
and matter-of-fact reasoning.

What seems to me to be an additional part of the Pyrrhonistic 
component is to be found in Hume's attempt (in Section iv) to show 
not only (l) that the (allegedly) common supposition that the mind 
has a perfect simplicity and identity is a mistaken one, but also 
(2) that the "imperfect" identity it does have is not really what 
perhaps it should have to rightfully merit the label. Concerning
(l), Hume's claim appears to rest on an introspective report. He 
admits that there may be some metaphysicians who perceive something 
simple and continued in them which they call themselves, but he is 
certain that no such "principle" is discoverable in himself. "But 
setting aside some metaphysicians of this kind," he says,

X may venture to affirm of the rest of mankind, that 
they are, nothing but a bundle or collection of differ
ent perceptions, which succeed each other with an in
conceivable rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux and 
movement ... The mind is a kind of theatre, where 
several perceptions successively make their appear
ance; pass, re-pass, glide away, and mingle in an
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infinite variety of postures and situations. There is 
properly no simplicity in it at one tine, nor identity 
in different; whatever natural propensity we may have 
to imagine that simplicity and identity."*

A sizeable portion of Home's subsequent discussion is devoted to ex>
' plaining (particularly in regard to identity) what it is that gives 
us "so great a propension" to ascribe simplicity and identity to the 
mind.(Notice that Hume, in the above passage, speaks of this as 
an imagined simplicity and identity.) All that needs to be mentioned 
about this phase of his discussion is that it bears a rather striking 
resemblance to his earlier discussion of the genesis of the fictions 
of the ancient philosophers in regard to the material world.

Concerning (2), some words of explanation would seem to be req
uisite, since Hume himself does not employ the expression "imperfect 
identity." Even though Hume does not employ such terminology, I be
lieve that he wants to recognize a sort of identity in regard to the 
mind that is not, as it were, perfect.^ What I mean by perfect 
identity is defined by Hume as follows *

We have a distinct idea of an object, that remains in
variable and uninterrupted thro1 a suppos'd variation of . 
time; and this idea we call that of identity or sameness."*

In his discussion of the problem of the material world, Hume had

PP« 252-53. 65Sse ibid.. pp. 253ff*» 263.
^There is no corresponding notion of an "imperfect" simplicity 

in Hume; it is hard to see how there could be.
T̂reatise I. p. 253*
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referred to this sense of identity as perfect, when he stated that 
“what we call a mind, is nothing but a heap or collection of differ
ent perceptions, united together by certain relations, and suppos'd, 
tho' falsely, to be endow'd with a perfect simplicity and identity."®® 
Interestingly enough, this same passage seems to me to allude to a 
type of identity which is not perfect and which appears to be rec
ognized by Hume as a legitimate kind of identity in his discussion 
of personal identity. For Hume here remarks that even though we must 
admit

that every distinct perception, which enters into the 
composition of the mind, is a distinct existence, and 
is different, and distinguishable, and separable from 
every other perception, either contemporary or suc
cessive, ... we [still] suppose the whole train of 
perceptions to be united by identity;®?

and the question which "naturally arises concerning this relation of 
identity [is] whether it be something that really binds our several 
perceptions together, or only associates their ideas in the imagina
tion. "70 X infer that this relation of identity is not the same 
thing as the perfect identity Hume also talks about. IT such a re
lation exists, it is constituted by those close relations which unit© 
together the heap or collection of different perceptions which com
pose the mind. In other words, it is those close relations to which 
Hume was alluding in his earlier statement (presented above) of the

®®a>id. , p. 207; underline of 'perfect' was mine. 
folbid.. p. 259. 7°Ibtd.: underline mine.
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nature of the human mind* Again, if such a relation exists, it is 
something which really binds our several perceptions together and 
makes them form a whole* What Home tries to show is that we have no 
evidence that such a binding relation exists* In other words, he 
answers the question he raises concerning this relation by claiming 
that as far as we can discern, it is only something which associates 
the ideas of these perceptions in our imagination. Be says:

This question [i.e., the question “whether in pronouncing 
concerning the identity of a person, we observe some real 
bond among his perceptions, or only feel one among the 
ideas we fora of themtt7l] we might easily decide, if we 
wou'd recollect what has been already prov'd at large, that 
the understanding never observes any real connexion among 
objects, and that even the union of cause and effect, when 
strictly examin'd, resolves itself into a customary associ
ation of ideas* for from thence it evidently follows, that 
identity is nothing really belonging to these different 
perceptions, and uniting them together; but is merely a 
quality, which we attribute to than, because of the union 
of their ideas in the imagination, when we reflect uponthem. 72

Thus, even this type of identity is a product of the imagination. 
Since, in Hume's view, the only qualities which can give rise to a 
union of ideas in the imagination are the natural relations of re
semblance, contiguity and causation, it is these which cause us to 
ascribe (imperfect) identity to the mind of man*

The preceding considerations seem to me to serve not only to 
indicate the extent of the Pyrrhonistic component of Hume's argument 
but also to provide all of the ingredients necessary to exhibit the

n a y . 72Ibid. ■ p. 260.
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naturalistic component. Although Hume does not stress the point in 
this context, I take it that his invocation of the principles of as
sociation (or natural relations) signalises the presence of the 
naturalistic claim. Does not Hume explicitly tell us that “notwith
standing this distinction and separability [which characterizes the 
perceptions which constitute the mind], we suppose the whole train of 
perceptions to be united by identity* ??3 I believe that this is suf
ficient evidence to warrant the conclusion that he maintains that it 
is really not possible for us to doubt that our minds have some type 
of identity— not for any length of time, that is. This is a belief 
which is generated by the influence of the principles of association; 
hence, it involves the operation of the determined Imagination in an 
essential way and is, thereby, unavoidable.

Hume's fismarks in the Appendix to the Treatise

This is pretty much the way things stand in the Treatise— or. 
rather, in the body of the Treatise. The presence of the theory of 
imagination in both the fyrrhonistic and naturalistic elements of his 
argument is manifest. Furthermore, this whole discussion of the evi
dence of internal sense (as I have chosen to refer to it) bears 
various resemblances to the earlier discussions of the Treatise. 
both with respect to the Pyrrhonistic-naturalistic components and to

73lbid.. p. 259.
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the involvement of the theory of imagination as well. The conclusions 
drawn by Home in this discussion appear to be in line with the sorts 
of conclusions drawn by him in the other topic-areas (i.e., abstract 
reasoning, matter-of-fact reasoning, and external sense). Neverthe
less, in the Appendix to the Treatise Hume expresses— or appears to 
express— genuine dissatisfaction with the Treatise-account of per
sonal identity. He says:

I had entertain'd sane hopes, that however deficient our 
theory of the intellectual world might be, it wou'd be free 
from those contradictions, and absurdities, which seem to 
attend every explication, that human reason can give of the 
material world. But upon a more strict review of the sec
tion concerning personal identity. I find myself involv'd 
in such a labyrinth, that, I must confess, I neither know 
how to correct my former opinions, nor how to render them 
consistent.

What Hume immediately proceeds to do is to give a brief but lucid re
view of the very aspects of his account in the Treatise which 1 have 
seen fit to stress. There is the argument against the intelligibility 
of mental substance;75 and there is the affirmation of the bundle-of- 
perceptions theory as the only defensible alternative theory of 
mind. 76 What Hume appears reluctant to grant as satisfactory in the 
account of the Treatise is the explanation given there of "the princi
ple of connexion, which binds [the bundle of perceptions] together, 
and makes us attribute to them a real ... identity."77 He maintains
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that "if perceptions are distinct existences [and his bundle theory 
compels him to hold that they are], they form a whole only by being 
connected together.117® What this seems to mean is that perceptions, 
which are distinct existences, can legitimately be said to have an 
identity— presumably he is talking about "imperfect" identity— * 
only by being connected together* And here is where the trouble be
gins* On his own showing in the Treatise.

no connexions among distinct existences are ever discover
able by human understanding* We only feel a connexion or 
determination of the thought, to pass from one object toanother. 79

Ibis latter claim, of course, is simply a short-hand way of refer
ring to the influence of the principles of association on the imagi
nation* Apparently, what it is that bothers Hume is the fact that in 
maintaining that all the distinct perceptions which comprise the mind 
are distinct existents and that we never perceive any real connexions 
between distinct existents, he believes that it is impossible for him 
to make any sense out of what he now feels he ought to be able to 
make sense out of, vis*, the fact that these distinct perceptions do 
form a whole (i.e., do have some sort of identity). An appeal to the 
principles of association is obviously insufficient. It gives us a 
surrogate, not the real thing.

TSjbld. Wlbld.
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Some comments on Hume's remarks

It is clear that the view of this situation which is most con
genial to ray general interpretation of Home's philosophy of the human 
understanding is that his expression of dissatisfaction with the 
Ireatise-account of personal identity is not genuine* but feigned.
If this view were correct* then it would appear that his "revised" 
comments in the Appendix represent the culmination of his scepticism* 
in the sense that they bring out* perhaps more forcefully and ex
plicitly than any of his other discussions* a vital nerve of his 
position. Vihat I mean is that these remarks illustrate in a rather 
dramatic way the underlying tension or conflict that exists between 
the imagination as separator of ideas and the imagination as 
of them. Can there be any doubt that the reason that Hume claims he 
cannot renounce the belief that our perceptions do form a whole is 
that it comes from the determined imagination (i.e.* the imagination 
as governed by the natural relations)? After all* Home asserts in 
his Ireatise-account that the latter

are the uniting principles in the ideal world* and with
out them every distinct object is separable by the mind* 
and may be separately consider 'd* and appears not to have 
any more connexion with any other object* than if-dis
join'd by the greatest difference and remoteness.00

And since the different-distinguishable-separable principle here al
luded to is likewise a principle of the imagination (vis.* the free

0°Treatise I. p. 260.
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ophy of the human understanding than to clearly reveal the main 
underlying source of our eplstemological dilemma? It is not too much 
of an exaggeration or distortion of Hume's thought to assert that 
this tension or conflict between the free and the determined imagi
nation is at least implicit in each of the four topic-areas which 
Hose discusses in Treatise I. I believe that it lies at the very 
heart of his mitigated sceptical position. The unitings of ideas by 
the determined Imagination give rise to certain basic beliefs—  
concerning space, time, causation, the external world, and the self. 
But these beliefs (all of them) can be shown to be quite baseless, 
even absurd or unintelligible, by appealing to the free imagination 
— -coupled, of course, with an appeal to sense-experience and reason. 
However, aside from being able to recognise their baselessness, we 
are quite unable to cease giving our assent to them— for any length 
of time, that is. They are beliefs which are, as it were, part of 
our very nature.

If it could be decisively shown that Hume is merely feigning 
dissatisfaction (perhaps in order to dramatize his sceptical posi
tion), then the above picture of the basic intent of his philosophy 
of the human understanding would be unequivocally vindicated.
However, is he merely feigning dissatisfaction, or is he genuinely
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dissatisfied? At the close of his discussion in the Appendix, he 
says the following:

For ay part, I aust plead the privilege of a sceptic, 
and confess, that this difficulty [with regard to per
sonal identity] is too hard for ay understanding* I 
pretend not, however, to pronounce it absolutely in
superable. Others, perhaps, or myself, upon more mature 
reflexions, nay discover some hypothesis, that will rec
oncile those contradictions„®*

This certainly appears to bespeak a genuine dissatisfaction with his
account* Moreover, in a letter to Henry Home (July 24, 1746), Hume,
speaking of Hone's work on the problem of personal identity, says:

I likt exceedingly your Method of explaining personal 
Identity as more satisfactory than any thing that had 
ever oocur'd to me*82

Inasmuch as Hone was a rather close friend of his, it seems unlikely
that Hume was merely trying to flatter him and thus was not really
meaning what he was saying. It is much more likely that this is a
candid expression on Hume's part of his attitude toward his own
account*

let us suppose then that I admit that Hume was genuinely dis
satisfied with his account of personal identity* What follows froa 
this admission? Does it follow that ny interpretation of the basic 
intent of Hume's philosophy of the human understanding is entirely 
vitiated? I think not* It does not follow necessarily that Hume

Âppendix, p. 636*
K̂libansky and Mossner, op* cit*. p* 20.
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did not have mitigated sceptical goals in the topic-areas other than 
that of the self. In fact, it does not even imply that there is no 
Pyrrhonistic element present in his discussion of personal identity 
itself. After all, Hume shows no inclination to repudiate his attack 
on the intelligibility of the notion of mental substance, and hence 
no tendency to adopt the substance theory of mind. He does not even 
show any inclination to adopt a single-impression theory (as we might 
call it) of the mind;®3 and thus he shows no tendency to adopt a 
theory which maintains that the human mind has a perfect identity and 
simplicity. As far as 1 can determine, what he appears to want to be 
able to defend is a real-connexion theory, i.e., a theory which main
tains that the distinct perceptions which compose the mind form a 
whole (i.e., have some sort of identity) by being really connected 
with each other. Put slightly differently, he wants to be able to 
say that we do perceive real connexions between at least some dis
tinct existents, vis., those which compose the mind. What torments 
him is that he is certain that we never perceive real connexions be
tween any distinct existents.

single-impression theory would be one which maintains that 
the human mind may correctly be said to have a perfect simplicity and 
identity, since there is, within the bundle which constitutes it, a 
single simple, invariable and uninterrupted impression. This is a 
theory which would allegedly do the job of substance, in the sub
stance theory, but without invoking the latter. There are hints at 
the beginning of Hume's Treatise-account that he entertains this as 
a possible theory— though he rejects it almost out-of-hand as em
pirically false. See Treatise I. p. 251*
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In conclusion, let me make a further remark on this issue* Even 
if mgr attempt to play down the significance of Hume's dissatisfaction 
with his account of personal identity is ultimately untenable, it is 
still possible for me to maintain that what I have taken to be the 
general structure and main lines of argument of his philosophy of the 
human understanding is substantially correct. The organization of 
Hume's argument is one thing; the attitude he ultimately adopts to
ward one segment of this argument is another. We must remember that 
Hume never lets us know what his "more mature reflexions" were— if, 
indeed, there were any— on the particular issue at hand. Further
more, we must admit that I gives us no evidence of the sort
of change of principles which would seem to be required to resolve 
satisfactorily the problem of personal identity. Indeed, as we have 
seen, we find him most clearly and unequivocally adopting the miti
gated sceptical position in this work.



CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

I be Hove that I have provided In the foregoing pages (particu
larly, from Chapter II onward) a detailed, comprehensive and satis
factory solution to the central problem I raised at the outset of 
this work, vis., the problem of determining how Hume's theory of 
imagination is related to, or involved in, the generic features and 
main lines of argument of his philosophy of the human understanding*
I also believe that I have furnished (not only in Chapter I, but 
elsewhere) sufficient evidence for the contention that such a solu
tion has not hitherto been provided.

It was obvious that a satisfactory solution to the above- 
mentioned problem rested upon a satisfactory solution to two other 
problems closely related thereto— problems suggested by the very 
statement of that problems (l) What is Hume's theory of imagination?
(2) What are the generic features and main lines of argument of his 
philosophy of the human understanding

1-Even though these two problems are logically distinct— in part, 
at least— from each other, the peculiarly intimate relation between 
certain aspects of them made it unfeasible to consider these aspects 
separately*

28k
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A presupposition of the first of these two preliminary problems 
is that Hume, indeed, has what may be properly described as a theory 
of imagination; and one may legitimately say that one of my main ef
forts was devoted to sustaining the claim that this presupposition is 
a valid or true one* I have maintained that Hume's theory may be con
veniently divided into seven distinct, though (in same cases) ex
tremely closely related, elements. Clearly, the central or "core" 
elements of the theory turned out to be the ones which reveal (a) what 
Hume means by 'imagination', (b) what principles govern at least some 
of its operations, (c) what "ontological" connections it has, and 
(d) what specific cognitive functions or roles it performs* Hume 
seems to have two distinct meanings or usages of 'imagination'; one 
which is encompassed by what I have referred to as his general con
ception of imagination; the other which is not* His general concep
tion of imagination is that it is a faculty or power of forming, 
uniting, and separating ideas; in his other usage, imaginative acti
vity is the activity of supposing things, where the things supposed 
are such that no idea of them (in Hume's sense of that term) is pos
sible. Hume believes that certain unions of ideas by the imagination 
are influenced or determined by certain principles, which he refers 
to either as the principles of association or as natural relations. 
These principles, he thinks, are just three in number: resemblance, 
contiguity, and causation. Hume's view of the "ontological" connec
tions of imagination is expressed by the principle that whatever we
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can imagine (i.e., form an idea of) is possible* In general, his 
claims concerning the cognitive functions of the imagination reduce 
to claims about the particular contexts in which the activities named 
in his general conception take place— in particular, those of form
ing and uniting ideas. Thus, his claims about imagination being re
sponsible for certain fictitious beliefs about space, time, necessary 
connexion, material objects, and the self, turn out to be claims 
about particular contexts in which imagination— it would be equally 
correct to say "the mind11— forms and unites ideas. The other three 
elements of the theory— those which reveal (e) the data of imagina
tion, (f) the ultimate source of its data, and (g) the criteria we 
have (in immediate experience) to recognise or identify imaginative 
activity, as distinguished from the other cognitive activities— were 
presented primarily in order to pave the way for a proper understand
ing of element (a), i.e., of his general conception or definition of 
imagination.

In dealing with the second preliminary problem, I considered 
Treatise I and Enquiry I as the two main expressions of Hume's 
philosophy of the human understanding and made a concerted effort to 
defend the view that despite evident differences in the arrangement 
of their subject-matters (as well as some differences in the latter 
themselves), these two works share the same basic conclusion/goal 
and employ the same basic principles in attempting to achieve it.
In my terminology, they share the same generic features. What is
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more, I contended that Section XIX of Enquiry I furnishes us with 
Home's dearest) most systematic and adequate statement of this basic 
conclusion/goal; and I also maintained that the rather brief review 
of arguments there offered in support of the latter reveals an 
argument-structure which Hume had employed in the earlier Treat
ise 1— indeed* it reveals the over-all structure of the argument of 
that work as a whole. As far as the conclusion/goal is concerned) X 
took it to be the establishment of that species of "consequent" scep
ticism which he refers to as mitigated (or moderate).2 It is a 
species of scepticism which makes two principal recommendations 8 
(l) that we maintain a degree of modesty) caution) doubt) etc.) in 
all of our intellectual pursuits, and (2) that we eschew all in
quiries which go beyond the sphere of common life and experience.
As far as the basic principles are concerned, they are three in 
number and consist in the claims (A) that all our ideas are ulti
mately derived from experience, (B) that the imagination is free to 
transpose and change any of its (complex) ideas, and (C) that despite 
its freedom, this faculty is strongly influenced in its unions of 
ideas by certain principles of association (or natural relation*) .3

2A "consequent" scepticism is one which is consequent to inquiry, 
rather than antecedent to it. Descartes' so-called methodological 
doubt is an instance of an "antecedent" scepticism.

3lt hardly needs mentioning that this statement exhibits the 
extremely intimate relation between certain of the generic features 
of Hume*8 philosophy of the human understanding and his theory of 
imagination.
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The application of these three principles (plus certain others) is 
supposed to support two primary claims s (i) that our cognitive facul
ties are in irremediably bad condition (i.e., they are not only weak, 
but are in some instances in conflict with each other— and even with 
themselves), and (ii) that, even so, it is impossible for us to with
hold our assent for any length of time to certain basic beliefs about 
the world which result from their operation* I have referred to (i) 
and (ii) as the Pyrrhonistic and the naturalistic components, respec
tively, of his philosophy of the human understanding* Incidentally, 
basic principles (A) and (B) were found to be invariably connected 
with the fyrrhonistic component, whereas principle (C) was always in
volved in the naturalistic one.**

Since I was convinced not only that there were no elements of 
Kate's theory of imagination in Bnnuiyy I which were absent from 
Treatise I. but also that the striking resemblance between the argu
ment- structure of Section XII of the former work and that of the 
latter work in general was not an accident., I devoted my primary

T̂here is a sense in which principle (C) is also connected with 
the Pyrrhonistic component* It is so connected insofar as the exhi
bition of the activities of the determined imagination [principle (C)] 
arm shown to lead to results which are in conflict with the activi
ties of the free imagination [principle (B)]. The reason for this is 
that one of the aims of the Pyrrhonistic component is to show con
flicts between (and within) cognitive faculties* To this end, Hume 
tries to show that there is a conflict even within the determined 
imagination itself (see my discussion of his claim about a conflict 
between our belief in causation and our belief in the existence of 
material objects, p* 266).
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attention to Treatise I and organized my discussion of the role of 
the theory in the main lines of argument of that work along the lines 
dictated by the presumed truth of my "resemblance" theory (as one 
might call it). What this amounted to doing was dividing Hume's 
argument into two major segments: an attack on reason and an attack 
on sense. Each of these two segments was subdivided into two further 
segments: attacks on abstract and matter-of-fact reasoning, and at
tacks on external and internal sense, respectively.̂  I tried to fol
low each of these segments very closely and to exhibit in them both 
the Pyrrhonistic and the naturalistic components, as well as the 
elements of the theory of imagination which are crucially involved 
therein. Unfortunately, the task was rendered somewhat difficult, 
inasmuch as none of these discussions was exactly parallel to any of

%

the others. For instance, in the case of the discussion of abstract 
reasoning, it was not particularly easy to discern a bona fide 
naturalistic claim— even though, in regard to the fictions of an 
empty space and time, the determined imagination is obviously at 
work. -Again, in what I took to be the main portion of the attack on 
external sense, there seemed to be no appeal to the free imagination 
nor to the principle that whatever we can imagine is possible; yet 
both of these elements of Hume's theory of imagination appear in

F̂or the sake of accuracy, I should mention the combined attack 
on abstract and matter-of-fact reasoning— since it is distinct from 
the separate attacks on these two types of reasoning.
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practically every other segnent of his argument.̂  However, in each 
of these segments of Home's argument, at least some elements of his 
theory were to be found; and they were in each case found to play a 
significant role*

Whether or not, lying at the heart of Hume's mitigated sceptic 
cism, there is a kind of unre solvable conflict or tension— or sup
posed one— between the free and the determined imagination (as I 
suggested near the close of the last chapter), there can be no doubt 
that there are these two sorts of Imagination in Hume and that they 
both play vital roles in the main lines of argument of his philosophy 
of the human understanding.

say practically every other one, because neither of these two 
elements are in evidence in the combined attack on abstract and 
matter-of-fact reasoning*
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