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Hume: Second Newton 
of the Moral Sciences 

JANE L. McINTYRE 

The subtitle of A Treatise ofHztman Nature declares that work to be “ A r  
Attempt to introduce the experimental Method of Reasoning into \¶ord 
Subjects.”’ In the light of this expressed intent, and in recognition of the ev- 
ident influence of Newtonianism on Hume’s thought,2 many commentator_r 
have echoed the judgment that Hume’s ambition was to be “the Newton oi 
the moral  science^."^ A problem with this interpretation of the Treatise, how- 
ever, is that there already was at least one prominent exponent of 
Newtonianism who could lay claim to that title-the rationalist Samuel 
Clarke. 

Philosophers writing on Hume often consider Clarke only as an exempla- 
of the ethical rationalism attacked by Hume in the opening section of Book IIT 
of the Treatise, but Clarke’s credentials as a Newtonian were impeccable. 
Although he translated Rohault’s popular textbook on Cartesian physics intc 
Latin, Clarke’s notes on the text introduced readers to Newton’s system. By the 
third edition of 1710 Clarke’s notes were printed at the bottom of the page 
along with the text; they presented criticisms of the Cartesian theory of vor- 
tices based on its inability to account for various observations, and quoted 
from Newton’s P r i n ~ i p i a . ~  This work was “arguably the best and most familiaz 
natural philosophy textbook in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth 
~entur ies .”~  Clarke read, and made corrections to, Cotes’ preface to the second 
edition of the Principia.6 His defense of Newton’s view of space and time 
against Leibniz’s criticisms is, of course, well known. 
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4 Jane L. McIntyre 

The “General Scholium” at the end of the Principia makes it clear that 
sewton and Clarke shared a set of theological and metaphysical assumptions 
ts well. Indeed, Newton expressed a view of the self strikingly like Clarke’~.~ 
Clarke’s philosophical works depict the marriage of Newtonian science to a 
&eologically based ethical rationalism.* Insofar as Hume undertook a sys- 
m a t i c  attempt to show that these elements could be divorced from each 
ceher, his views constituted a challenge to Newtonian orthodoxy. Yet this 
aallenge was not launched entirely from an external vantage point, for Hume 
gplied a methodology derived from Newton, and appealed to principles 
nodeled on Newtonian principles. He wanted to show that, contrary to the 
ixeived view, Newtonianism so applied could provide the explanatory frame- 
w r k  for a secular, sentiment-based ethical theory. In effect, this constitutes 
Fume‘s own conception of what Newtonian science had to offer to “moral 
s b  j e m .  ” 

Although the opposition to Clarke is evident at many places in the 
: - e ~ t i s e , ~  I intend to focus on Hume’s attack on Clarke’s arguments for the 
sznplicity and the immateriality of the self. I hope to shed some light on a 
rarticularly puzzling section of the Treatise: Book I iv 5, “Of the Immateriality 
cf the Soul.” If I am correct, in this section and the section on personal identity 
xinich follows, Hume was joining an ongoing debate about the nature of the 
df in which Clarke (and others) participated, and his account of personal 
12entity is crafted to answer problems posed by the Newtonian Clarke by 
r2pealing to principles modeled on Newtonian ones. 

I will begin with an analysis of Treatise I iv 5 ,  “Of the Immateriality of the 
5x11.’- Through a comparison with Clarke’s arguments in A Demonstration of 
~ ” 2  Being and the Attributes ofGod I will argue that Clarke (though not explicitly 
rentioned in this section) is a target of Hume’s criticism there. Hume’s ac- 
cxnt of personal identity will be considered in the context of this compari- 
s:n, and in the light of Clarke’s debate with Anthony Collins over the nature 
c i  the soul. Finally, I will outline some consequences of my argument for the 
cterpretation of the Treatise. 

Of the Immateriality of the Soul”: An Overview 
“Of the Immateriality of the Soul” is an unsettling section of the Treatise. 

Tie section begins with two short arguments that we can have no idea of the 
ribstance of our minds, nor can the traditional definition of substance give an 
Aequate account of it (T 233). Hume then states that this “seems to me a 
efficient reason for abandoning utterly that dispute concerning the materi- 
Gty and immateriality of the soul, and makes me absolutely condemn even 
e;ie question itself” (T 234). But Hume does not abandon the question he has 
nndemned. The discussion that follows criticizes materialists and immateri- 
Gists, Spinoza’s argument that the world is a single substance, and 
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“theologians’” arguments that the soul is a simple substance. Indeed, Hume 
shows that essentially the same argument can be used against all these posi- 
tions. Neither materialists nor immaterialists, according to Hume, can ad- 
equately explain the relations between our perceptions, for our perceptions 
are not all of one type. Those of touch and sight are extended, but others ”mar- 
exist, and yet be no where” (T 235). Thoughts and passions cannot be unitei 
with extension because they have no place. But, similarly, there can be nc 
union of perceptions of sight and touch, which are extended, with immaterid 
substance. Critics of Spinoza recognize this fact when they argue that one 
substance cannot support the diverse objects of the world, but fail to see thar 
the same argument can be pressed against the defenders of the view that the 
mind is immaterial. Hume’s tone is satirical throughout, and he ends with the 
disclaimer that his arguments take nothing from the arguments for religion (T 
251). 

Since Hume begins this section with the conclusion that the question ci 
the substance of the soul is not meaningful, it might be suspected that the 
section is merely a vehicle for presenting Hume’s critical (and lampooning 
remarks about the debate between the materialists and the immaterialists. Bcr 
Hume’s arguments are actually quite focused, and as we will see belo%%-, es- 
tablish the framework for his own account of the self. Further, unusual as the 
conjunction of topics and arguments in this section of the Treatise appears t: 
be, they do occur together in another work. In A Demonstration ofthe Being a%- 
the Attributes of God Clarke argues against materialism and Spinoza’s view tha: 
the world is one substance, and for immaterialism and the simplicity of the 
soul. Especially in view of Hume’s criticisms of Clarke elsewhere in the 
Treatise, these arguments provide a valuable context for the analysis of Hume’s 
argument in “Of the Immateriality of the Soul.” 

Clarke’s Arguments: An Overview 
A Demonstration of the Being and the Attributes of God covers considerable 

philosophical territory. Clarke’s refutation of materialism and Spinozism fol- 
lows from his argument for the existence of God, the essential steps of \\-hick 
are as follows: 

1) Something must have existed from all eternity. (11: 524) 
2) This something must be an unchangeable and independent being. 

(11: 526-7) 
3) This eternal, unchangeable and independent being must be self- 

existent (necessarily existing). (11: 527) 
4) Whatever necessarily exists cannot be material. (11: 531-2) 
5) Therefore, the self-existent being must be simple, without parts or 

any of the attributes of matter. (11: 540) 
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Clarke’s argument for (1) is straightforwardly that it is contradictory for 
something to be produced out of “Nothing.” His argument for (2) is that 
~ t h o u t  an unchangeable and independent being it is impossible to explain 
d y  there is something rather than nothing. (3) is supported by an argument 
&at refers to Newton. We cannot imagine any part of space removed from 
&elf without contradiction. Immense, eternal, empty space still requires a 
abstantial support-it is not “Nothing.” In support of (4), that what nec- 
ssarily exists cannot be material, Clarke argues that it is contradictory to 
appose that the structure of the world and the arrangement of its parts could 
zot be other than they are: but the necessary existence of the material world 
xould entail this. And, finally, (5) the simplicity of the independent being 
%at necessarily exists follows from its immateriality-that which cannot have 
- ?arts must be simple. 

Clarke argued that, since Spinoza takes “the whole and every Part of the 
Material World” to be a necessarily existing being, arguments (1)-(4) disprove 
Spinoza’s theory. Further, and more importantly for the present purpose, (5) 
elow-s: 

the I’anity, Folly, and Weakness of Spinoza: who, because the Self- 
existent Being must necessarily be but One, concludes from thence, 
that the whole world and everything contained therein, is one 
L-niform Substance ... Whereas just on the contrary he ought to have 
cancluded that ... because all things in the World are very different 
one from another, and have all manner of Variety, ... and Arbitrariness 
and Changeableness.. .being plainly fitted with very different Powers, 
to very different Ends; [they are] distinguished one from another by 
a diversity, not only of Modes, but also of Essential Attributes, and 
cansequently of their Substances themselves also. (11: 542) 

Clarke then immediately turns to a proof that the self-existent being must 
r e  intelligent, and it is in this context that he presents his argument for the 
=materiality of the self (11: 543). Clarke held that “In Men there is undeniably 
5 a t  Power, which we call Thought, Intelligence, Consciousness, Perception, 
I T  Knowledge” (11: 544). According to Clarke, one of the following three sup- 
zositions must be true. Either (a) there has been an infinite succession of de- 
zendtnt beings endued with consciousness; or (b) beings with consciousness 
zose from that which did not have consciousness; or (c) they were produced 
iv an intelligent superior being. Clarke argued that (2) disproves (a). The form 
:f his argument against (b) is modus ponens. If consciousness is a distinct 
;ualiy, and not “a mere Effect or Composition of Unintelligent figure or 
zlotion,” then beings with consciousness could not have arisen out of that 
b-hich did not have that quality (11: 544). But, according to Clarke, 
xmsciousness is a distinct quality. 

HUME STUDIES 



All possible Changes, Compositions, or Divisions of Figure, are s a l  
nothing but Figure; And all possible Compositions or Effects of 
Motion, can eternally be nothing but mere Motion. If therefore there 
ever was a Time when there was nothing in the Universe but htatttr 
and Motion; there never could have been any thing else therein, but 
Matter and Motion. And it would have been as impossible, t hex  
should have existed any such thing as Intelligence c r  
Consciousness ... as ’tis now impossible for Motion to be Blue or Red. 
or for a Triangle to be transform’d into a Sound. That which has been 
apt to deceive Men in the Matter, is This; that they imagire 
Compounds, to be somewhat really different from That of which they 
are Compounded: Which is a very great Mistake. (11: 545-6)1° 

On the basis of this argument, Clarke concludes that (c), the existence of EZ- 

intelligent creator, is the only remaining possibility. 

Hume’s Attack on Clarke 
Looking back over Clarke’s argument, we can see that all of its key fe2tur‘i 

are directly or indirectly countered by Hume. The first three steps in +he z- 
gument, which are intended to prove the existence of an eternd, iz- 
dependent, necessarily existing being, have already been attacked in ? a r k  
sections of the Treatise, prior to “Of the Immateriality of the Soul.*’ T k  
opening step, that something cannot be produced from nothing, is criesizet 
with a reference to Clarke, in Treatise I iii 3; this criticism applies to the sec0r-i 
step of Clarke’s argument in exactly the same way.ll Hume’s account of spa?* 
in Book I, Part Two rebuts Clarke’s third conclusion, which draws on t k  
Newtonian concept of absolute space. In “Of the Immateriality of the Sod’ 
Hume moves on to address the fourth and fifth steps in Clarke’s proof of tk? 
existence of God, and the related proof of the immateriality of the soul. 

It is important to note before going on that the issues discussed in th3 
section of the Treatise are central to both Clarke and Hume. In the context c l  
Clarke’s argument, even to show that it is not necessary for the self to be simF1.t 
and immaterial would undermine the argument for the intelligence of nec- 
essarily existing substance. Equally significantly, Clarke’s ethics requires t k  
there be simple immaterial substances. On his view, only beings with thou$: 
and consciousness have the capacity to perceive what is fit to do, or not dc. 
given the essential natures of things and their necessary relations to one a ~ -  
other. Clarke’s theory is therefore involved in a twofold commitment to a3 
essential difference between simple minds and composite bodies. Only COL- 

scious beings, essentially different from material substance, can perceive Tr 
lations of fit, and there must be essential differences to be perceived (II: 57:. 
5 75) .I2 
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Hume’s attack on Clarke’s position is aimed directly at this foundational 
zncept  of the simple immaterial self, and its close relation, essentialism. If it 
5 notpossible for the self to be a simple, immaterial substance-if that concept 
3 incoherent, as Hume alleges, because our perceptions are not all of one 
Te-the basis for Clarke’s ethical theory would be destroyed. 

If Hume’s argument is successful, it clears the way for his own account of 
i e  s e l f  as an inherently complex entity, and the sentiment-based moral the- 
xy built on it. But Clarke’s argument places demands on Hume as well, for 
%me must show that his account of principles by which complex selves are 
fxmed withstands Clarke’s argument that the self cannot be composite. 

Clarke’s argument against Spinoza, quoted above, focuses on proving the 
=possibility of matter being the single substance of the world. He appeals, in 
Tart, to the variety and changeableness of the things in the world to support 
3 i s  conclusion. From the conclusion that whatever exists necessarily cannot 
?e material, he further argues that such a being must be simple. When Clarke 
zms to the argument that the mind must be immaterial, he argues that 
zental activities such as thought, perception and consciousness cannot be the 
Yzsult of composition from parts. According to Clarke, therefore, thought must 
zhere  in a simple, immaterial substance. 

Clarke’s dual conclusion that both the single necessarily existing being 
=d the self must be simple sets up Hume’s argument in “Of the Immateriality 
r i  the Soul.” Hume turns Clarke’s argument against Spinoza back against 
IC!arke himself by arguing that perceptions, too, are varied and changeable 
7 240: T 242-4). Indeed, perceptions cannot all be reduced to one type; some 
z e  extended, some unextended (T 235; T 250). Hence, both materialists and 
Xmzterialists are wrong in their conclusions about the nature of the mind or 
s u l .  The hypothesis of the substantial self (whether material or immaterial) 
rznflicts with what we know through experience about our perceptions. If 
-:ume is right, given the nature of our perceptions, the self must be doubly 
:?mp:ex, a compound entity composed of things of different types. But 
‘natter and motion may often be regarded as the causes of thought, as far as 
i . 1 - t  have any idea of that relation,” for constant conjunction is the basis for our 
iznowledge of causal connections, and things which are not “susceptible of 
ixal  union” may be constantly conjoined (T 250). 

One possible criticism of Hume’s strategy must be considered at this 
;lint. Hume’s argument rests on his proof that some perceptions are ex- 
r?nded, a position that at least some critics find paradoxical or pr~blematic.’~ 
:I might be thought, therefore, that Clarke could avoid Hume’s clever re- 
=sting of the argument against Spinoza by denying that perceptions have any 
Extension. However, that was not Clarke’s view. Unwilling to allow that 
umething might act where it did not exist, Clarke attempted to defend the 
nlnerable position that immaterid beings could have e~tension.’~ Unlike the 
Cartesians, he did not take extension to be essential to matter. Clarke, 

_ _  
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therefore, could only criticize Hume’s linking of extension with matter, not 
the fact of allowing some perceptions to be extended. Indeed, Clarke’s posi- 
tion illustrates exactly the propensity, noted by Hume, to “compleat the un- 
ion” of qualities united by some relation by adding some new relation to 
them. Concerning this propensity Hume wrote in “Of the Immateriality of the 
Soul,” “But we shall not find a more evident effect of it, than in the present 
instance, where from relations of causation and contiguity in time betwixt two 
objects, we feign likewise a conjunction in place, in order to strengthen the 
connexion.” (T 237-38). 

Problems of Complexity and Unity: Clarke, Collins and Hurne 
The conclusion of “Of the Immateriality of the Soul,” that the self is 

doubly complex, made up of parts that cannot be construed as modes of one 
substance, represents only the first half of Hume’s argument against Clarke’s 
account of the self. Clarke developed the position that the soul could not be 
composite in a lengthy series of published exchanges with Anthony Collins in 
1 707-08.15 The parts of this debate were re-published several times between 
1708 and the publication of the Treatise.16 The arguments that evolve in this 
debate clearly define the problems that must be solved by a theory, like 
Hume’s, that denies the simplicity of the self. The similarity between some of 
Collins’ arguments and Hume’s is striking. One notable coincidence is Collins’ 
suggestion that if Clarke takes immaterial substance to be extended, then the 
same arguments that Clarke uses to show that matter cannot think will apply 
to immaterial substance as well (111: 775-76; see 111: 794 for Clarke’s reply). 

The debate between Clarke and Collins began with a response by Clarke 
to Dodwell’s defense of the view that the soul was naturally mortal. Clarke’s 
argument expanded on points previously made in the Demonsfration. The 
following typical passage focuses clearly on the basic problem he found with 
the view that the soul might be composite: 

For Mutter being a divisible Substance, consisting always of separable, 
nay of actually separate and distinct parts, ’tis plain, that unless i t  
were essentially Conscious, in which case every particle of Matter 
must consist of innumerable separate and distinct Consciousnesses, 
no System of it in any possible Composition or Division, can be any 
individual Conscious Being: For, suppose three or three hundred 
particles of Matter, at a Mile or any given distance one from another; 
is it possible that all those separate parts should in that State be one 
Conscious Being? Suppose then all these particles brought together 
into one System, so as to touch one another, will they thereby, or by 
any Motion or Composition whatsoever, become any less truly dis- 
tinct Beings, than they were when at the greatest distance? How then 
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their being disposed in any possible System, make them one 
c o ~ c i o u s  Being?” (111: 730) 

m k e  frequently refers to the particles of the brain being in “perpetual flux,” 
expression repeated by Hume at T 252) and therefore being incapable of 

m g  the seat of consciousness (see 111: 787; 798; 843; and 853 for examples). 
 it also held that: 

I think I know infallibly, as soon as ever I have it in my Mind, that the 
Idea I call Consciousness, Perception or Thinking, is the very Idea that 
it is; and that it is not another Idea ... Simple Ideas cannot be defined 
or described. When any Dispute is carried so far, as to terminate in 
questioning the Idea itself; there is nothing then left but to appeal to 
the Idea which every Man has in his own Mind. (111: 840) 

T5e latter suggestion, of course, Hume used to his own purposes. (T 252) 
CAlins‘ reply to Clarke defends the position that: 

...an Individual Power may reside in a Material System, which con- 
sists of actually separate and distinct Parts; and consequently, that an 
Individual Being is not indispensably necessary to be a subject of an 
Individual Power. (111: 75 1) 

01 Collins’ view, 

Human Thinking has Succession and Parts, as all material Actions 
have; for all our Thoughts succeed one another, can be suspended in 
a Point, or continued in a like manner ... and so are as much 
distinguishable into Parts. (111: 864) 

% n y  aspects of Collins’ account of the nature of the self are also found in 
Hxne. As the passages just quoted show, Collins denied that the self must be 
sqported by a simple substance, and emphasized the successive and dis- 
ccrttinuous nature of conscious experience.17 Collins also held “That we are 
nct conscious, that we continue a Moment the same individual numerical 
B a g . ”  (Ill: 870). But Collins, like Hume later, had to explain the nature of the 
r e t ions  that unify the self. Here his philosophical resources were slimmer 
t h  Hume’s. 

One of Collins’ most intractable problems in defending his position 
a m s t  Clarke was that Collins granted that consciousness was a real and dis- 
t kc t  quality. He nevertheless argued that it might result from other qualities 
wid of consciousness (111: 819). In contemporary terms, Collins held the view 
tk t  mental properties are supervenient upon physical properties. He at- 
tmpted to account for this with a distinction between numerical and generic 
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powers of objects (111: 805), but without much success. Collins’ overal: 
approach to the problem of the relations that unify the self is Lockean. Ht 
stresses continuity of consciousness and memory as criteria for persond 
identity, supporting this account with a materialist analysis of mental phr- 
nomena such as memory and forgetting. Collins’ examples show that, unlikf 
the Newtonians, he assumed that causation was essentially mechanical. thz: 
is, based on physical contact.l* His assumptions about causation and his foccs 
on consciousness and memory as the most significant features of person; 
identity limit Collins’ ability to respond convincingly to Clarke’s objections 

When Hume turned to the topic of personal identity, he confronted a se: 
of issues about the possibility of a compound self already thoroughly debate: 
by Clarke and Collins. But Hume could employ the philosophical innovatiori 
of the Treatise to construct an account of the self that responded to Clarke i 
criticisms. 

First, Hume could agree with Clarke that we “imagine Compounds to t e  
somewhat really different from That of which they are Compounded: n-hicr 
is a very great Mistake.” (11: 545-46, emphasis added) without granting th:: 
the self is not composed of parts. The Treatise, in fact, explains how we CL-- 

imagine this, by appealing to the propensity of the imagination to confuse t t f  
resembling thoughts of invariable objects and related successions of variak.5 
objects. I t  is the difficulty of continuously correcting this mistake that lea= 
us to the feigning of an unintelligible principle connecting the distinct ar.: 
variable objects together (T 254). This explanation undermines Clarke’s por.- 
tion that the self must be different in nature from a compound entity. A s  LI 
“Of the Immateriality of the Soul” (T 238), Clarke’s position is exposed as ~ “ 1  

absurdity resulting from an uncorrected propensity of the imagination. 
Second, unlike the Lockean Collins, Hume’s account of personal ident?; 

was not based on continuity of consciousness. Memory plays a supporting rc-t 
in producing and discovering personal identity, but only because it creat’S 
resemblances and reveals causal connections (T 261-262). While Hume (lile 
Collins) accepted Locke’s view that the identity of the self did not require t+ 
identity of a substance, he did not attempt to explain the nature of the pe- 
sonal identity in the terms that they defined. Hume looked to the passions a-3 
to sympathy, and not merely to consciousness and memory, for his accouzt 
of the causal relations that bind together the disparate parts of the self.” 

Collins could not effectively answer Clarke’s criticisms by appealing to th 
causal relations among the material parts of the mind, because he could nst 
explain how matter and motion give rise to something other than matter a ~ d  
motion. But, as we have seen, Hume’s account of causation did not entail t k t  
things causally related be “susceptible of a local union” (T 250; T 75, note: T 
504, note). This aspect of Hume’s account of causation is particularly criticil 
for his own theory that the self is a complex entity composed of different types 
of perceptions. For Hume, causal relations unify the self through t i m .  
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mnnecting a person to the past and the future through memory, through 
passions such as pride and humility, and through the operation of sympathy. 
This causal unity is possible because causal relations do not, on Hume’s view, 
have to conform to the mechanical model of contact of one body against an- 
ather; they do not have to be located at a place. Traits of both character and 
body figure among the causes of pride and humility (T 303). In sympathy, the 
passions and emotions of one person cause passions and emotions in another 
CT 576). Though persons have location, most of their perceptions, including 
their passions, do not (T 236; T 246). 

The Newtonian account of causal explanation differed from the Cartesian 
on precisely this point. Although the nature of gravity was a source of both 
antroversy and confusion,20 a definitive feature of Newtonianism was the 
view that gravity need not be reduced to mechanical impulse. In Query 31 of 
t&e Opticks Newton wrote: 

What I call Attraction may be perform’d by impulse, or by some other 
means unknown to me. I use that Word here to signify only in gen- 
eral any Force by which Bodies tend towards one another, whatsoever 
be the Cause. For we must learn from the Phenomena of Nature what 
Bodies attract one another, and what are the Laws and Properties of 
the Attraction, before we enquire the Cause by which the Attraction 
is perform‘d. 21 

ladeed, Clarke made this point against both Leibniz and Collins (IV: 630; 111: 
847-48). 

Hume’s account of causation involves a generalization of this Newtonian 
pxition. The experimental method of reasoning can allow for explanations 
that are not mechanical, in the sense of being reducible to physical contact. If 
a2 causal relations do not reduce to impact, then things of different types can 
sand in causal relations to each other. If it is correct to see this account as 
Swtonian, then particularly in its reliance on the passions, Hume’s account 
of the self in the Treatise presents a Newtonian rebuttal to Clarke’s arguments 
that the self cannot be composite. Hume thus drives a wedge between Clarke’s 
ethical theory, which rests on the assumption of the simplicity of the soul, and 
h3 adherence to Newtonian scientific principles. 

Implications for Hume’s Philosophy of Mind 
It is in the context of his argument against Clarke in “Of the Immateriality 

of the Soul” that Hume first explicitly discussed the principle that things can 
be constantly conjoined, and hence causally related, even when they are not 
both locatable in space. This principle is necessary for the account of the 
causal unity of the self presented in “Of Personal Identity,” given that the 
perceptions that constitute the mind are both extended and unextended. 
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However, it is not introduced ad hoc. Hume makes reference to it earlier m 
Book I, when first analyzing the idea of causation: 

We may therefore consider the relation of contiguity as essential to 
that of causation; at least we may suppose it such, according to the 
general opinion, till we can find a more proper occasion <Note: Part 
IV. sect.5.> to clear up this matter, by examining what objects are or 
are not susceptible of juxtaposition and conjunction. (T 75) 

The embedded note is to “Of the Immateriality of the Soul.” In Book I11 th3 
same point is made again in a long footnote to “Of the Rules which Determirx 
Property.” 

Many of our impressions are incapable of place or local position; yet 
those very impressions we suppose to have a local conjunction with 
the impressions of sight and touch, merely because they are conjoin’d 
by causation.. . . (T 504) 

Here too Hume has a note referring to “Of the Immateriality of the Soul.“ Ant  
far from being unique to his account of personal identity, causal relations thrz 
cross traditional metaphysical barriers occur, without special comment 
throughout Books I1 and I11 of the Treatise, in Hume’s accounts of the indirect 
passions, the will, the natural virtues and sympathy. They are, therefore, e ~ -  

trenched in Hume’s theories of the self and of morals. “Of the Immaterial@ 
of the Soul” reveals that Hume took his assertion in the Introduction to the 
Treatise that the essence of mind and the essence of body are equally unknom 
quite seriously (T xvii). He refused to acknowledge any metaphysically based 
objections to judgments about causal relations. 

The radical nature of Hume’s view is reflected in the difficulty that critics 
have had in placing Hume’s philosophy of mind into any familiar categorr. 
(This is not surprising, since I believe that Hume was trying to deflate the im- 
portance of the mindbody distinction.) Interpretations in relatively recent 
works have concluded that Hume advocates an identity theory, because he 
stated that thought can be caused by matter and motion;22 and that Hume 3 
a dualist, but, frustratingly, one without any account of the differences b+ 
tween the mental and the physical.23 The former interpretation fails to take 
Hume’s rejection of materialism as having equal weight with his rejection crf 
immaterialism; the latter looks for an account that, if I am correct, Hume may 
not have expected to find at all. 

Hume accepts the existence of particular things with the properties uf 
being extended or unextended, but he refuses to take the differences between 
them to be more significant than other differences. The relations between 
things with different properties are all to be discovered in experience; the 
discovery that certain pairs of extended and unextended things are constantly 
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-joined does not entail that they must be (although they may be) related in 
aoy further way. What Books I1 and 111 of the Treatise seem to show is that the 
metaphysical distinctions Clarke took to be basic are revealed, by experience, 
not to 

Two Newtonian Approaches: Simple Souls vs. Complex Persons 
Clarke’s essentialism was at the root of a problem touched on earlier that 

Clarke himself recognized. Clarke struggled to find a Zocation for the simple self 
is the but it was not a part of the world, and could exist without a 
b d y  and without other selves. Its own identity might be assured, but its 
annections to everything else were problematic. 

In at least some passages, Clarke quite literally takes our relations to other 
p o n s  to be governed by the same principles that apply to our knowledge of 
mathematical propositions. For example: 

He that refuses to deal with all Men equitably, and with every man as 
he desires they should deal with him: is guilty of the very same un- 
reasonableness and contradiction in one Case; as he that in another 
Case should affirm one Number or Quantity to be equal to another, 
and yet That other at the same time not to be equal to the first. (11: 
613) 

I: is as if simple selves, by their very natures, can only be tied to each other 
tbrough abstract relations. But, as even Clarke acknowledged, the recognition 
d these abstract principles is not guaranteed to have any influence on 
ation: 

Assent to a plain speculative Truth, is not in a Man’s Power to with- 
hold; but to Act according to the Plain Right and Reason of things, 
this he may, by the natural Liberty of his Will, forbear. (11: 613) 

H u e  reverses Clarke’s approach. The self Hume starts with is inherently 
csmplex and relational. The relations among its components, and to other 
&ings and other persons, are on a par. These causal relations constitute the 
sdf’s identity. Even in Book I of the Treatise, the self Hume introduces to re- 
phce Clarke’s simple, immaterial soul is a compound of extended and un- 
extended perceptions. There is no stage of analysis, therefore, where the 
Emean self is detached from the world. Because the Humean self is complex 
a d  relational, what was most problematic for Clarke emerges as most natural 
fm Hume’s moral theory. 

Newton wrote that he considered principles such as gravity “not as occult 
Qualities, supposed to result from the specifick Forms of Things, but as general 
Laws of Nature, by which the things themselves are formed...”26 The Treatise 
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describes in astonishing detail the causal, associative, and sympathetic re- 
lations which form the complex self. Hume thus provides a realization of the 
model Newton described, in a domain where Clarke never expected it would 
find a p p l i c a t i ~ n . ~ ~  This account of the complex self, connected to the world 
and to other selves, is the anchor of Hume’s moral theory. As Hume observec 
in the concluding sentence of Book I11 of the Treatise: 

. . .the most abstract speculations concerning human nature, however 
cold and unentertaining, become subservient to practical moral@; 
and may render this latter science more correct in its precepts and 
more persuasive in its exhortations. (T 621) 
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