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Hume’s Methodology and the Science of Human Nature

In this paper | try to explain a strange omissiarHume’s methodological descrip-
tions in his first Enquiry. In the course of thigp&anation | reveal a kind of ration-

alistic tendency of the latter work. It seems totcast with “experimental method”

of his early Treatise of Human Nature, but, as dwlthat there is no discrepancy
between the actual methods of both works, | makatempt to explain the change
in Hume’s characterization of his own methods. Httempt leads to the question
about his interpretation of the science of humature | argue that his view on this
science was not a constant one and that initialyidentified this science with his
account of passions. As this presupposes the pyimgBook 2 of his Treatise | try
to find new confirmations of the old hypothesid thés Book had been written be-
fore the Book 1, dealing with understanding. Fipallshow that this discussion of
Hume’s methodology may be of some interest to jr@ms of conceptual analysis.

Every Hume scholar knows that in Aiseatise of Human Naturdume con-
structs a “science of human nature”, or “sciencenah”, which, as he believes, is
a basis of other sciences; and that he is suréttiebnly solid foundation we can
give to this science itself must be laid on expergeand observatioh”Indeed, ac-
cording to the subtitle of th&reatise it was “an attempt to introduce the experi-
mental method of reasoning into moral subjects”midwconfirms this position in
his Abstractof theTreatise Here he writes that in theatiseits author “proposes
to anatomize human nature in a regular manner pamises to draw no conclu-
sions but where he is authorized by experienceil§$tract. 2, SBNT 646).

So, Hume'’s position seems to be clear enough. Arsdquite natural to ex-
pect that this is the end of story. Of course, Hymablished other books dealing
with his science of man, but it is widely held tirathem, and, in particular, iAin

! bavid Hume,A Treatise of Human Natur@nd ed., ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge and P. H. Nidd{G&xford: Oxford
University Press, 1978), XVI (hereafter SBNT XMIwill also point out in the parentheses the bqmdst, section,
and paragraph of theéreatiseaccording to another edition: David Hunde Treatise of Human Natured. David
Fate Norton and Mary J. Norton (Oxford: Oxford Umisity Press, 2000) (hereafter T). | will cite Husnfrst En-
quiry in parentheses according to the two editions: @&ktime,An Enquiry concerning Human Understandiegl.
Tom L. Beauchamp (Oxford: Oxford University Pre2600) (hereafter EHU — by section and paragrapfd, a
David Hume Enquiries concerning Human Understanding and conicgy the Principles of Morals3rd ed., ed. L.
A. Selby-Bigge and P. H. Niddich (Oxford: Clarend@ress, 1975) (hereafter SBN — by page); | wilerad his
secondenquiryin the same way according to the two editions:iB&lume,An Enquiry concerning the Principles
of Morals ed. Tom L. Beauchamp (Oxford: Oxford Universite$s, 1999) (hereafter EPM — by section and para-
graph), and David Humesnquiries concerning Human Understanding and conicgr the Principles of Morals
3rd ed., ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge and P. H. Niddichxf@d: Clarendon Press, 1975) (hereafter SBN —dmyep. | will
cite Hume’sDissertation on the Passioms the same way according to David HurBéssertation on the Passions;
The Natural History of Religigred. Tom L. Beauchamp (Oxford: Oxford Universityess, 2007) (hereafter DP).
And | will cite Hume’s letters according to J. Y. Graig’'s editionThe Letters of David Humed. J. Y. T. Greig, 2
vols. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1932) inrgatheses by volume and page as (HL).
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Enqgiry concerning Human Understandi(y/48), he adopts the same methodol-
ogy.

In this paper | will try to show that the real sition is much more compli-
cated. Let us start with what might be called adkai terminological anomaly,
which may be found in Hume's fir@nquiry. This work hasa loose compositidn
but its first section is an obvious analogue ofltiteoduction to th@reatise.In the
Introduction Hume tries to defend metaphysics, thatabstruse” reasonings, es-
pecially in the science of human nature, and ataws a picture of this science as
regards its relationship with other sciences,atgps and methods. The same topics
he discusses in the first section of Bisquiry. He defends “true metaphysiésis a
way to deal with human nature and says a few walpdsit its methods.

But — and this is a striking difference — in Segtib of the firstEnquiry
Hume does notsay that the science of human nature is based periexrce. The
word “experience” is not even used in this sect@ompare the Introduction to the
Treatise this word is used here four times. He also wiitere in a methodological
context about “experiments” (five times) and “obsdion” (three times). The
word “experiments” is absent in the first sectidrtlee Enquiry;, as for “observa-
tion” and derived words — so they are used in $leation (three times), but all the
cases of their usage have no relation to Hume'sioaeiogical reflections in this
text.

Before trying to solve this terminological puzzige should realize what
Hume actually claims in that section of HgsIquiry concerning methods of his
“true metaphysics”. We read about “exact analysatcurate and just reasoning”,
“accurate scrutiny into the powers and facultiehwian nature” and “certainty”
of such a science (EHU 1. 12-14; SBN 12-14). Taeesuch, these characteristics
are not very informative, and they can hardly lnkract evidence that Hume abol-
ishes experimental methods in favor of some ralistiamethodology. Indeed, in
earlier works Hume said similar things about expental reasonings. For exam-
ple, in hisAbstracthe suggests that “accurate disquisitions of hunaaare” might
be founded “entirely upon experience” Abstract. 2; SBNT 646).

2 Some authors, for example, Nicholas Capdddiyid Hume: The Newtonian PhilosopH@&oston: Twayne, 1975),
Stephen BuckleHume’s Enlightenment Tract:h€& Unity and Purposef An Enquiry concerning Human Under-
standing(New York: Oxford University Press, 2001), and TanmBeauchamp, “Introduction: A History of the En-
quiry concerning Human Understanding”, in: Davidri An Enquiry concerning Human Understandiaxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000), are quite explaitthis point. But many others rather tacitly addbjs view — by
not stressing differences between frquiry and Treatisein this respectA good example is a recent work of
Robert J. FogelinHume’s Skeptical Crisi§Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 139-4dAwhile some
scholars pointed to a few differences in methodplogtween th@reatiseand the firsEnquiry — as, for example,
Antony Flew, who claimed in hidume’s Philosophy of Belief: A Study of His Fitstqfuiry’ (London: Routledge,
1961), 108, 14, that the fir&inquiry was characterized by “intensified methodologicééiiests” and “greater em-
phasis on questions about the nature, presuppasitiond limitations of various sorts of investigati the common
view, nonetheless, might well be expressed by tleviing phrase of P. B. Wood: “Methodically, théyee, the
Treatiseand theEnquiresseem to be of a piece, because in these works Hooght to discover the mechanisms of
the mind through the use of induction and the diaasory and descriptive methods of the naturatdrian”, see P.
B. Wood, “Hume, Reid and the Science of the Minid’,M. A. Stewart and John P. Wright (eddume and
Hume’s ConnexionfJniversity Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State Ursitg Press, 1994), 122-123.

3 Cf. M. A. Stewart, “Two Species of Philosophy: TH&storical Significance of the Firgnquiry’, in Peter Milli-
can (ed.)Reading Hume on Human Understanding: Essays ofitse Enquiry (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2002), 79-81.

* Rejecting at the same time a traditional metagisysi this respect both works do not differ aslwel
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But we should not forget that in Section 1 of thistfEnquiry Hume simply
does not refer to experience. Instead of talkinmoér experience he says, for ex-
ample, that mental objects “must be apprehended.a. syyperior penetratidnde-
rived from nature, and improved by habit and reite¢ (EHU 1. 13; SBN 13).
And this fact, in connection with his words of “accuracy’tuos “true metaphysics”
gives us reason to believe that he might constdes a rationalistic enterpriée.

In the next sections of this paper | am going tal@ate this idea. We will
see that there is quite a strong evidence in fabar in the firstEnquiry. More-
over, | will try to show that Hume really uses adiof rationalistic method in his
investigations. In other words, his results areedasn deductive inferences, at
least partly. The problem is that he used such cdexhs in his earlier works too.
Realizing this fact will lead us to the followingiestion: why Hume had not said
the same things — which he says in Section 1 ofiteeEnquiry — in his Intro-
duction to theTreatis€ And this question will help us to respond to Arotone:
what did he actually mean by the “science of humatare” in his early years?

So, let us suppose that Hume was inclined to agpeokind of rationalistic
or deductive methodology in his firBnquiry. To support this hypothesis we just
have to look at Section 12. Here, among other Hiikfyme discusses skepticism
of Descartes. One of the details of this discussomportant for our purposes.
Hume claims that the method of Descartes (a kimgloftessence of rationalism) —
“To begin with clear and self-evident principles,advance by timorous and sure
steps, to review frequently our conclusions, anaingre accurately all their con-
sequences” — is thanly way“by which we can ever hope to reach truth, andimtt
a proper stability and certainty in our determioas’ (EHU 12. 4; SBN 150).
Hume mentions here first, third, and fourth rulé€artesian method. It is impos-
sible to understand the meaning of the third rulthout reference to deduction:
according to Descartes, it is deduction by which‘agvance” in such a mannér.

If we take into account that Hume talks here alfetudy of philosophy”;
that he is sure that these rules “are the only agsthby which we can ever hope to
reach truth”, and that one of these rules is aotildeduction, we can make quite a
plausible conclusion that he approves deductiorzssveay of doing metaphysics.

Of course, it is possible to understand those gassim a weak sense, allow-
ing room for “timorous and sure steps” along tmesi of experimental meth8ds

® Or “by a superior subtilty and penetration”, aganrly editions of his firsEnquiryunder a different title.

® By “rationalistic enterprise”, | understand a s based on a method by which it is possibleetéubly certain
of obtaining some states of affairs even if thedad their obtaining are not directly and cleaaiailable to us. This
certainty can be based only on some kiné @friori reasonings from some safe premises. If, howevercan be
certain of states of affairs only if they are dihegiven to us in a clear way we must follow thaynof experience.

" Cf. The Philosophical Writings of Descarfesd. J. Cottingham, R. Stoothhoff, and D. Murdoatl, 1 (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 120,HiEme might be aware of these details, of coureeit$s diffi-
cult to agree with Peter Millican’s claim that Humeas “radical” in his “rejection of the whole Casign project” —
see his “The Context, Aims, and Structure of Hunkéfst Enquiry”, in Peter Millican (ed.Reading Hume on Hu-
man Understanding9. At the same time, most of his contrasting camspas cannot be disputed, of course.

8 Cf. Hume's story of Boyle and Newton in David Hurhtistory of England8 vols. (London, 1826), vol. 8, 293.
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well as of deductive one. But even if such an pretiation is a right one, it is ob-
vious that those passages (1) make a sharp cotdrasthodological descriptions
in theTreatise (2) can be treated as a continuation of ratistialtendency of Sec-
tion 1 of the firstEnquiry, and (3) give us reason to conclude that now Hadie

mits that “true metaphysics” can be a deductiversm, at least partly.

But if Hume admits this why would not he liken metaphysics to mathe-
matics, which, as he believes, is a deductive seiet may sound strange to some
ears, but this is what he in fact does do, in 8acti of his firstEnquiry. He says
that “advantages and disadvantages” of “moral otapleysical sciences” and
mathematics “nearly compensate each other”: “If iied, with greater facility,
retains the ideas of geometry clear and determiitataust carry on a much longer
and more intricate chain of reasoning, and compdeas much wider of each
other, in order to reach the abstruser truths af sisience. And if moral ideas are
apt, without extreme care, to fall into obscuritydaconfusion, the inferences are
always much shorter in these disquisitions, andrite¥mediate steps, which lead
to the conclusion, much fewer than in the sciengbgh treat of quantity and
number» (EHU 7. 2; SBN 61). Of course, Hume empesshere some differences
between mathematical and metaphysical sciencesjdng so he seems to pre-
suppose that they have something in common, namat/we may reasonably as-
sume — the way they make their inferences. And wWieesays after that that there
are no Euclid’s propositions which have less ptdudas any sound moral reasoning
(ibid.), he makes this tacit supposition much mexglicit.

It might be objected that this evidence is noteainclusive, because Hume
adds that our tracing of the “principles of the fasmmind” (related to metaphys-
ics) is connected with “enquiries concerning catgésd.), and we can find
causes only by experience (EHU 12. 29; SBN 164hddeour inferences in meta-
physical sciences might be of the same nature @eriexental inferences in natural
sciences. In fact, however, Hume claims that mefsiphl sciences differ from
natural philosophy in that metaphysicians must dpaach more time in clarifying
ideas (EHU 7. 2; SBN 61), and it is quite possithlat their inferencesn the
courseof such a clarifyingare more similar to inferences made in mathematics
than that in natural philosophy. In fact, he cheanldicates in the above passages
that in metaphysics, as well as in mathematicshawee to “compare ideas”, and
presumably make inferences in order to find thelatrons, which is obviously not
a way of natural philosophy. And this is all we diée make our case.

In sum, if Hume really inclines now to approve aulgtive method in meta-
physics, we can predict that he would make an exg@itempt to compare meta-
physics with mathematics (another deductive scigreel that in such comparison
he would not mention any differences as regardsétare of their inferences. And
the above fragment exactly corresponds to thesiqgbiens. So it can be treated as
confirmation of the hypothesis of Hume’s “ratiosaikc turn” in the firstEnquiry.
Now it is time to search for further confirmatiobg looking at those parts of the
Enquirywhere he tries to obtain real results concernimgdn understanding. It is
natural to expect that it would be possible to filedluctions there.



It is not at all difficult to find deductions in Hue’s reasonings on human
understanding. Just look at his “chief argumens$’t{a calls it in hig\bstrac) con-
cerning the way we make experimental inferenceshénfirst Enquiry it is pre-
sented as an investigation into “the nature of &vadence, which assures us of any
real existence and matter of fact, beyond the ptdsstimony of our senses, or the
records of our memory” (EHU 4. 3; SBN 26). He claithat we believe in such
facts due to past experiences which we extraptattee futuré by custom — pow-
erful instinct implanted in us by Nature. His argmhgoes as follows. At first he
gives an outline of two kinds of reasonings: “destoative reasoning, or that con-
cerning relations of ideas, and moral reasoninghat concerning matter of fact
and existence”. Then, after a few intermediate sst@p the course of which he
shows that our reasonings concerning matter ofdi@cbased on causal inferences,
and that causal inferences depend on a presuppositat “the future will be con-
formable to the past”’, he shows that no demong&agasoning can prove that fu-
ture experience will be like past experience: (&) aan clearly and distinctly con-
ceive that “the course of nature may change”; (Batver “can be distinctly con-
ceived, implies no contradiction”; (3) bewxerything that can be demonstrated is of
such a kind that its denial implies a contradictidfter that he proves that factual
reasonings could not be basis of our belief incieespondence between past and
future experience either as they presuppose it, Anowing this, he makes a final
conclusion that our belief in the correspondendsvéen past and future is not a
product of reasonings, but of custom, and that ifdkrences from experience...
are effects of custom, not of reasonifidEHU 4-5; SBN 26-47).

Now let us take a closer look at this well-knowiguanent. Among other
things, Hume tries to prove that it is impossildedemonstrate that the course of
nature will not change. How can we describe hiof#¥ds it possible to demon-
strate that this course will not change? No, timplies a contradiction. If so, then
he proves a proposition which is impossible to destiiout a contradiction. And
this means in turn that his proof might well beldigal as a kind of demonstration
itself. It is easy to see that the same is truaiabtner parts of Hume’s argument.

Demonstrations are obvious examplesaofpriori deductive reasonings,
which may help to reveal some necessary truths. iAedems that we can safely
conclude that the very core of Hume’s metaphysidenged out of deductions.

° This extrapolation can be interpreted in such g wa believe that if we would see the same expege as we
saw in the past, we would expect that they woulddiilewed with the same experiences which follovwiedmer
experiences. Such interpretation treats future aoanterfactual sense, and it gives us an oppadyttoiinterpret
Hume’s extrapolation of the past to the future eiqmees as a wider extrapolation from observednimbserved.
Hume himself often treats this extrapolation in $base just mentioned (see, for example, T 1.8:5.SBNT 89).
19 See for a discussion Peter Millicafiume on Induction and Faculti€$S athttp://davidhume.org2009), 46—49.
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Now let us look around to see where we have coneh@ye seen that in his
TreatiseHume treated experimental reasonings as a wagrtstitict a metaphysi-
cal science of human nature. In the flEsiquiry, however, he changes his mind. It
seems that in this work he treats this “true megaj@s” as a demonstrative scien-
ce.

This picture, however, must be immediately corréctehe problem is that
in the firstEnquiry Hume denies the existence of any demonstratienseiexcept
mathematics. And he is quite explicit about that,. f8r example, in Section 12 he
says that “the only objects of the abstract sciemmceof demonstration are quantity
and number, and... all attempts to extend this meréept species of knowledge
beyond these bounds are mere sophistry and illusfoit later he repeats that
“the sciences of quantity and number... may safelye.pbonounced the only
proper objects of knowledge and demonstration” (EHJ 27; SBN 163). The
similar things he says also in Section 4 (see EHU &BN 25).

What to do with these passages? Hume surely bsliga his “true meta-
physics” is not a demonstrative science. But whad lof science is it? It is inter-
esting that in his classification of sciences ictid® 12 he does not mention it at
all. So we need to make some conjectures here. We Kkor sure that he uses a
kind of deductive reasonings in this science arad lie is aware of that. If these
deductive reasonings are not demonstrations iexhet sense, so what are they?

| think we can solve this puzzle, and Hume himkelps us to do that. In his
letter to Gilbert Elliot (February 18, 1751) he sdigat “in Metaphysics or Theol-
ogy... Sophistry must be oppos’d by Syllogism” (HL1b1). This passage is cru-
cial because he talks about syllogisms (under whietseems to understand for-
mally performed reasoning} in Section 12 of th&€nquiry as well. In a very con-
densed manner he informs us here about a few iamgol¢atures of syllogisms.
He says that “syllogistical reasonings... may be tbum every other branch of
learning, except the sciences of quantity and nuimbed that they are in some
way related to “more imperfect definition[s]” (EHLR. 27; SBN 163). He points
out also that definitions help to clarify ideas amdke them precise and determina-
te.

Hume calls such syllogisms “pretended” (ibid.), qun@ably because in
some situations they do not provide us with a neermation, and because their
conclusions cannot be automatically qualified ag twnes. But it does not follow
that he believes that they are useless. Indeenh fh@ above considerations it is
clear that Hume (1) was ready to describe metapalyarguments as syllogisms,
and that he (2) admitted that syllogisms could b@emans to clarify our ideas.
Hume gives an example of such clarification, ankleipps to understand his posi-
tion: “To convince us of this propositipthat where there is no property, there can
be no injusticeit is only necessary to define the terms, anda@xpnjustice to be a
violation of property” (ibid.). Here he seems toanehat if we look at that propo-
sition, “where there is no property, there can benjustice”, we might not be sure
at first whether it is true or not, or, in other nds, what exactly is a relation be-

1 cf. hisDialogues concerning Natural Religi¢h 4.
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tween absence of property and absence of injustloen we define the terms and
say that injustice is a violation of property. Afndm this definition it follows that
that proposition is true: if injustice is a violai of property, then if there is an in-
justice, there is a property, and if there is nopprty, there is no injustice. So we
see here (1) definition of terms, (2) a kind olayism and (3) a resulting clarifica-
tion of a relation between some items, not evidiem the start. And we could not
clarify this relation between them without a syikg. Indeed, if our statement is a
kind of imperfect definition, then to prove thatista true one we have to give a
more perfect definition and formally derive fronthe statement in question.
Hume suggests that the difference between syllageamd demonstrations is
that demonstrations require more than definitionthe terms: That the square of
the hypothenuse is equal to the squares of the tilwesides cannot be known, let
the terms be ever so exactly defined, without & tcd reasoning and enquiry”
(ibid.). He does not clearly explain the naturesoch “enquiry”, but let us assume
that this is sd? It is more important here to evaluate — in thétligf this distinc-
tion between syllogisms and demonstrations — higvedmentioned argument
(which is the very core of his theory of experinamognition) leading to the con-
clusion that our factual inferences are not baseceasonings. If Hume is consis-
tent in his methodological reflections, then it ca@ interpreted in syllogistic
terms. For simplicity, let us restrict ourselvesadew parts of this argument.
Hume considers our inferences concerning mattéacif Are they equal to dem-
onstrations? To answer this question we have taé¢tipe “demonstrative infer-
ences” as inferences of such a kind that what mraoy to their conclusions con-
tains a contradiction; (2) define “factual inferest as forming beliefs in unob-
servable facts which are accompanied with a congm&bn of the possibility to
conceive — clearly and distinctly — that these daate absent, which means that
such an absence involves no contradic¢fionand we canoncludethat our factual
inferences differ from demonstrations. And wheerddiume makes his definition
of factual inferences much more detailed and dagsthey are based on a princi-
ple of conformity between the past and the futwgeeences, he can derive from

12| think we can interpret such phrases, with Da®iden, as indicating that “Hume's account of dematish does
not rely on any formal notion of deduction” — Davitwven,Hume’s ReasofNew York: Oxford University Press,
2000), 99. Owen, however, believes that Hume ddeap*talk of syllogisms” (ibid., 107), which is nqtite true.
Helen Beebee recently has criticized Owen’s viemg @ame to the conclusion that “Hume at least icitblirecog-
nizes a distinction between demonstration on thee ltand and deduction on the other” — Helen Bedlame on
Causation(London: Routledge, 2006), 30. But, like Owen, sloes not discuss Hume’s remarks on syllogisms.
Peter Millican attacks the very attempts to findHume even implicit distinction between demonstratand deduc-
tion and tries to prove that under “demonstratibioime understood something “broadly equivalent wudéon (in
the familiar informal sense)”. Therefore, a “sucfabdemonstration is... a deductively valid argumeither from
some hypothetical premiss(es) to a conclusionporaf conclusiortout court(in which case any premisses must
themselves be already certain) — Peter Millicaryrfté’s Old and New: Four Fashionable FalsehoodsCarelUn-
fashionable Truth Proceedings of the Aristotelian Socie§upplementary Volume LXXX(2007): 180. This in-
terpretation leads to the conclusion that any psdjm can be demonstrated, and Hume would surehy dhis.
Millican could reply that from the fact that anyoposition can be demonstrated it does not folloat #my proposi-
tion can be proved by demonstration (cf. his “Husn8teptical Doubts concerning Induction”, in Peitican
(ed.),Reading Hume on Human Understandig5), but the point is that Hume does not malkd sudistinction.

13 Note that all these definitions are not redundkris.important because if we use redundant dgims we would

be able to treat as syllogisms in Humean sensel@ampnstrative reasoning we can conceive.
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this definition a conclusion that this principlencat be founded on factual infer-
ences, as it is clear that a non-self-evident ppiacannot ground itself.

So, Hume’s argument really involves syllogisticedsonings, as he under-
stands them. And, among other things, his syllogislarify a relation between our
inferences concerning matter of fact, based orapatation of past experiences to
the future, and demonstrative inferences. Humegwdkat they are totally differ-
ent.

Now, Hume believes that “the obscurity of the idessd ambiguity of the
terms” are the very “chief obstacle... to our impnoest in the moral or meta-
physical sciences” (EHU 7.2; SBN 61). He explairs pgosition concerning this
obstacle as follows. In Section 1 of the fiEsdquiry he says that “it cannot be
doubted, that the mind is endowed with several psvemd faculties, that these
powers are distinct from each other... and consetydhtt there is a truth and
falsehood in all propositions on this subject, antoluth and falsehood, which lie
not beyond the compass of human understanding”eSdithese distinctions — be-
tween “the will and understanding, the imaginataond passions” etc. — are quite
obvious. But other, “finer” distinctions, “are nesks real and certain, though more
difficult to be comprehended” (EHU 1. 14; SBN 13)1%his difficulty in com-
prehending, as he explains in Section 7, is jusatvigads us to confusions: “But
the finer sentiments of the mind, the operationshef understanding, the various
agitations of the passions, though really in thdwesedistinct, easily escape us,
when surveyed by reflection... Ambiguity, by this meais gradually introduced
into our reasonings: Similar objects are readiketato be the same: And the con-
clusion becomes at last very wide of the premig¢esiU 7.1; SBN 60).

So, according to Hume, the ambiguity of metaphysscaences is at least
partly rooted in our identification of some opevats of mind which in reality are
distinct from each other. In other words, this aguiily results from misinterpret-
ing of actual relations of some mental entitiest Ba have seen that such a misin-
terpreting can be avoided with the help of syllaggs Moreover, we have already
seen that Hume actually avoids by syllogisms aiplessisinterpretation of a re-
lation between demonstrative inferences and int&®igoncerning matter of fact.

Let us call the syllogisms which help us to clanéations (e. g. that of dif-
ference and sameness) between our ideas of sormradiops of the mindlarifying
syllogisms Their epistemic place in Hume’s system can bthé&urspecified if we
take into account what he says in Section 12 ofilgsEnquiry. Here Hume notes
that as all our ideas except that of “quantity andhber” are “different from each
other” (that is, they are not made out of similartp like numbers), “we can never
advance farther, by our outmost scrutiny, thanlkiseove this diversity, and, by an
obvious reflection, pronounce one thing not to betlaer” (EHU 12. 27; SBN
163). The context makes obvious that he consideans statements as a kind of in-
tuitive truths. Indeed, they may be classified gsressing the resemblance rela-
tions (T 1.1.5.10; SBNT 15) that he treats as int&i Such truths, like demonstra-
tive ones, presuppose inconceivability of the stafeaffairs, which are contrary to
them (if one thing is different from another we ranconceive they are the same).
And he adds: “Or if there be any difficulty in tleedecisions, it proceeds entirely
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from the undeterminate meaning of words, whicloisected by juster definitions”
(EHU 12. 27; SBN 163). In other words, in some aitans we may need defini-
tions in order to see real relations between oeasd opposite to which cannot be
clearly conceived. We know, however, that suchriedins must be supplemented
with syllogisms. This is so simply because thedeniens are propositions, and
we formally concludefrom them to the relations in question; usuallglsgyllo-
gisms are short, but let us recall that Hume natesut metaphysical reasonings
that they are short. And such syllogisms lead wtwlusions which are similar to
conclusions of demonstrations in that the stateaffairs which are opposite to
them are inconceivable. These very syllogisms khast called “clarifying syllo-
gisms”. Hume seems to believe that there is no nmegtd insuchsyllogisms in
most our sciences, because distinctions betweemdeas used in them are quite
obvious* (so we have no need in definitions to comparetiestiand our reason-
ings about their differences are immediate judgsembt syllogisnts). But from
his remarks it follows that in metaphysics the aion is different. Indeed, we
have seen that he claims that in that science wa dwthe hard work to clarify
ideas, and so to find relevant syllogisms. Thereftiney must be of a great value
here. Moreover, it means that they can be intezdres its methodological basis.
And at the time of writing his firdEnquiry Hume seemed to feel this. His new in-
sight is reflected in his methodological observagdian that work.

We have to stress, however, that from those metbgobal observations it
surely does not follow that Hume believes now thiatscience of human nature is
based only on syllogisms. First of all, in his atteger works dealing with the sci-
ence of human nature, that is, in taequiry concerning the Principles of Morals
(1751) and in thé®issertation on the Passiorf$757) he clearly approves the ex-
perimental method (see EPM 1. 10; SBN 174; DP pah8 follows it. In theEn-
quiry concerning Human Understandiig makes more room for deductions. But
we have just shown that his deductions or syllogipm@suppose some definitions,
and if they should lead us to true (and not onlyrilly valid) conclusions, these
definitions must be real definitions, that is, h@oene relation to what is given, as
Hume says, in “immediate perception”. Indeed, Hurres to establish such rela-
tions by tracing origins of ideas in impressionacta method could not be per-
formed without a reference to experience. We shoeitdember also that even in
his first Enquiry Hume occasionally describes some of his investigatas “ex-
periments” (see EHU 5. 15-16; SBN 51-52; cf. alstUBB. 9; SBN 85). So, his
new position is rather a following one: metaphylsgaence of human nature is
based on experience, experiments, and on syllogasmglI.

But what exactly do we mean claiming that Hume’saphkysics iasedon
syllogisms? Let us suppose that we mean simplyHbate would admit that in his
metaphysical reasonings he needs syllogisms, atdhby are quite important in
this field. The problem is that he is sure that s@yllogisms are widely used in

Y Cf. EHU 1. 13; SBN 13.

'3 It is true that Hume tries to show that thererayevast or essential differences between concefjtidgment and
(syllogistic) reasoning, and that all of them cobklin a sense reduced to the first (T 1. 3. Aoke; SBNT 95-96).
But his analysis should not be understood as endlaat there could not be differences between thieatl.
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other sciences as well. For example, we can use thelerive consequences from
empirical hypotheses. Such pretendegriori reasonings he is inclined to charac-
terize as not separated from experimental onetheasare based on experience
anyway'® In other words, the usage of syllogisms in a seoes not indicate as
such that this science is not based only on expegi@and is based on syllogisms
also.

The point is, however, that syllogisms in Hume’stapdysics reveal some
truths, which have the same features as demonstrati intuitive truths. And in
this respect they differ from those reasonings tviaice no more than logical deri-
vations from some factual truths and, corresporgenhich lead to factual truths.
The truths of a latter kind may be provided by expental method (EPM 1. 10;
SBN 174), and for this reason we can claim thatagrpce is the only basis of the
sciences which make use out of those syllogismfadhsuchsyllogisms seem to
be an essential part of Hume’s experimental methwba;h can be summarized as
consisting of (1) inductive generalizations, (2§ldetive inferences form resulting
general principles and (3) experimental confirmadiof these inferenc¢sf. EHU
1. 15; SBN 14-15; EHU 4. 12; SBN 30; EPM 1. 10; SBM; T 2. 2. 2. 12; SBNT
337-38). The truths, obtained in Hume’s metaphysiogever, cannot be charac-
terized as entirely factual, and as such trutha abn-experimental kind are ob-
tained in this science by means of syllogisms, ame €ay that “true metaphysics”,
that is, the metaphysical part of the science ohdiu nature, is based in a meth-
odological sense not only on experience, but atsgydlogisms. In other words,
we can say that a science is based on syllogisrisere are a lot of important
truths obtained — and have to be obtained — ity imeans of syllogisms (not of
demonstrations), and if these truths differ in thresture from the truths obtained
by experimental method. Hume believes that experiatdruths concern matters
of fact and are of such a kind that what is opgositthem can be conceived. The
truths the denial of which cannot be conceived eamcelations of ideas. So if any
science is at least partly based on syllogismsad o contain a lot of important
truths discovered as a result of clarification iogisms of some relations of
ideas.

And we already know that Hume’s syllogisms in histfEnquiry can be in-
terpreted as a means by which we attain claribcatf such a kind. To sum up:
Hume seems to believe that (1) in common life weehsome vague ideas of op-
erations of our mind, (2) which it is impossibledarify without much work to be
done by philosophy, whose decisions, in faate nothing but the reflections of
common life, methodized and corrected” (EHU 12. 38BN 162). We must (3)
trace the origins of those ideas in experienceelycing them to impressions (in-
cluding not only those impressions which are timmmediate causes but also those
impressions that accompany them), (4) apprehenideahn‘instarit, by a superior
penetration” (EHU 1. 13; SBN 13). Such a reduci{dnprovides us with defini-
tions of the terms we use to refer to those opmratiand, after that, even if (6) a

'8 He suggests this in a lengthy note in his fisguiry (EHU 5. 5, note; SBN 43-45).
Y This is Hume’s reply to his own doubts about tbébility of introspection (cf. T Introduction 1GBNT XIX).
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few of those ideas remained somewhat vague as imateecbpies of relevant im-
pression¥ (if we set aside the different circumstances aickvive employ those
ideas, which help us in “description” of correspendimpressions and in defini-
tions — cf. T 2. 1. 2. 1; SBNT 277), produced inhysthe mental operations in
question, (7) we would be able to concluderiori that they are different or the
same. This is the way his “true metaphysics” muetged, at least in that aspect
of this science which Hume calls “mental geograplwfiich is to “separate [dif-
ferent operations of the mind] from each othercliss them under their proper
heads, and to correct all that seeming disordewhith they lie involved, when
made the object of reflection and enquiry” (EHUL4; SBN 13).° The problem is
that Hume had no explicit theory concerning thigtradological positior?® | have
tried to dig it out but this just reveals its lagk the surface of the fir&nquiry.
And | think this helps us to give a final explaoatiof Hume’s unwillingness to
use the words “experience” and “experiments” inihtsoductory section of that
work. If he had used them he would make an impoesas if he believed that his
“true metaphysics” was entirely experimental. Haldaorrect it by specifying the
role of syllogisms in metaphysics, but he had rexteibped an explicit theory of
syllogisms at the time of writing his fir&Bnquiry, while feeling importance of such
deductions. So he decided to present his posityokelbping silence about experi-
ence.

Anyway, we can be sure that at the time of writimg first Enquiry Hume
believed that his metaphysical science of humaureavas partly a deductive, syl-
logistical one. But why did not he realize thistfachis earlier times? It is easy to
guess that he used many syllogisms inThsatise Just look at his discussion of
causation, for example. He tries to show that itripossible to demonstrate that
“whatever begins to exist, must have a cause daeage by means of “an argu-
ment, which proves at once, that the foregoing gsdjon is neither intuitively nor
demonstrably certain” (T 1.3.3.3; SBNT 79). Andstargument can be formulated
in a following way (I simplify and augment Humesasonings a bit): we have to
(1) define demonstration as a reasoning presuppasaonceivability of a state of
affairs opposite to that which is proved by it; (&fine cause and effect as distinct
events, connected in a regular manner; (3) defisiéndt events as events which
can be clearly and distinctly conceived separatahgl we can make a conclusion
that it is impossible to demonstrate that everyneveust have a ca-use.

As | have just mentioned, Hume used such syllogisnmany other places
of the Treatiseas well (see, for example, T 1. 3. 6. 5; SBNT 8%. 3. 9. 10;
SBNT 111; T 1. 3. 11. 7; SBNT 126; T 1. 3. 14. $BNT 161-162; T 1. 3. 14,
34; SBNT 172). Note, however, that in theeatisehis account of syllogisms and
of their difference from demonstrations was in ele=ms developed state than in the
first Enquiry.So we should not be surprised to see that iftkatiseHume occa-

'8 Note that such a situation is possible in somiertift cases (and as an effect of different cawsss)— when, for
example, we know definitions of two complex geoneelrfigures, but cannot discriminate their meiahges.

19 But the mental geography is not the only aspeth®fcience of human nature. Another aspectisitsearch for
general principles (EHU 1. 15; SBN 14-15), andhit be interpreted as, at least partly, an expetahene.

'S0 it is no surprise, for example, that he doesmention syllogisms in his list of arguments (EBUL note; SBN
56).
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sionally but clearly characterizes his philosopha&zguments as demonstrations (T
1. 2. 2. 6; SBNT 31). Anyway, why did not he sudgashis Introduction to the
Treatisethat the science of human nature is based notangxperience?

This question might remain unanswered, of course.l Bhink that it is pos-
sible to give an answer to it, that is, to explaimat prevented Hume from claiming
that the science of human nature is based notamkxperimental reasonings. To
give such an explanation we need at first to ansmether question: what did he
mean by the “science of human nature” at the ti@mposing hidreatis&

A\

In the very first sentence of hisnquiry concerning Human Understanding
Hume identifies the science of human nature withrainphilosophy (EHU 1.1;
SBN 5), i.e. with a system of sciences treating &uioeings in a direct way. And
it seems quite natural to suppose that he didaheesn hisTreatise Indeed, in the
Abstracthe notes that “This treatise... of human nature sei@etended for a sys-
tem of the sciences” (Abstract. 3; SBNT 646), and in thAgeatiseitself he says
that “In pretending... to explain the principles afmhan nature, we in effect pro-
pose a compleat system of the sciences” (T Intioolu6é: SBNT XVI).

In the previous sections | myself have presuppalatithe science of hu-
man nature, the science of man, and moral philos@pl, essentially, the very
same thing. A careful reading of Hume’s early tekiswever, shows that at the
time of writing the Introduction to hi$reatisehe did not identify his science of
human nature with moral philosophy in general. Letlook at these texts to see
why it is so. Hume begins his observations conogriie science of human nature
in his Introduction to th&reatisewith a remark that “all the sciences have a rela-
tion, greater or less, to human nature” (T Intraauc4; SBNT XV). He points out
that “EvenMathematics, Natural PhilosophyndNatural Religion are in some
measure dependent on the science of man” anderf they “have such a depend-
ence on the knowledge of man, what may be expectéek other sciences, whose
connexion with human nature is more close and ea&?’ (T Introduction 4-5;
SBNT XV). Talking about sciences of this letter dkirhe mentions “four sciences
of Logic, Morals, Criticism, andPolitics’ (T Introduction 5; SBNT XV-XVI). We
know that he had planned to publish five booksisflneatise Of the Understand-
ing (Logic), Of the PassionOf Morals Of Politics andOf Criticism (T Adver-
tisement; SBNT XIl), so in that list he has omitiwae of them. Why does not he
mention his account of passions? Soon we will deg w

A bit later Hume says that we must “march up diyetd the capital or cen-
ter of these sciences, to human nature itself” laacbme “masters of [it]”; and
continues: “From this station we may extend ourgquasts over all those sciences,
which more intimately concern human life” (T Intredlion 6; SBNT XVI). These
phrases leave no doubt that he does not idensfinkestigation into human nature
with above-mentioned “four sciences labgic, Morals, Criticism, and Politics”.

He clearly says that “we... extend” our investigasi@ver them from that station.
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If we take into account that Hume (1) does notidgihis science of human
nature with sciences “whose connexion with humamreas more close and inti-
mate”, and (2) does not mention his “account of gassions” among those sci-
ences, we can directly identify this account with science of human natuffelo
make this conclusion almost inevitable we needhtmasthat Hume was ready to
admit that his theory of passions could be consdi@s a basis of other sciences.
Indeed, Hume suggests that his science of humamenest a “capital or center of
these science$” so they should depend on it. So, if his theorpagsions were
this science, then he should treat it as a fouodaif other parts of hireatise
And this is what he does: in gbstracthe says that he “has laid the foundations
of the other parts [i.e. planned Books on morai¢icsm, and politics] in his ac-
count of the passions” (T Abstract 3; SBNT 646).

So we have good reason to suppose that at lethst aame of writing the In-
troduction to hislreatiseHume identified the science of human nature wishale-
count of passions. Now it is time to remind thatshgs that the science of man is
to be based only on experience in this very Intotidn. Note that by “science of
man” he surelydoes notmean here the science of human nature: he treatef
rather as a system of sciences, comprising the@seief human nature and those
four sciences of logic, morals, étcStill, talking about experience as the “only
solid foundation” of the science of man he mightlweimarily refer to his ac-
count of passions as a basis of the science ofamdmmight think about other sci-
ences contained in the science of man on the maoidéhis account. This, of
course, presupposes (1) that at the time of writnegintroduction he had not clear
idea about what his theory of understanding woatkllike** Now, if we have
reason to suppose that (2) at that time he hadaa wea of central features of his
theory of passions, and if (3) such a theory i€gperimental one, then we would
be able to explain why in his Introduction to fheeatiseHume claimed that ex-
perience and observation are the only solid bdgiseoscience of man.

Vv

Let us discuss these points, starting with theltbire. First of all, it is worth
to note that in Book 2 of théreatise Of the PassiondHume describes his investi-
gations as “experiments” about forty times. Compguthis Book with Book 10f
the Understandingwe see that he does this about a dozen timewrites about
“experiments” much more here, but in a differentiteat)® This fact clearly re-

21 James Noxon in hidume’s Philosophical Developmef@xford: Clarendon, 1973), 4, on a similar texthasis,
enigmatically concludes that under the “scienchuwhan nature” Hume meant his theory of understandin

22 He says that this capital is not a “science of Anmature” but “human nature itself’; we will séwever, that
the term “human nature” refers for him not onlythiés nature but also to a science of it. The tesniehce of human
nature” is used only once in the Introduction whitnme discusses explaining the “ultimate princigdéthe soul”.

% That is, he treats the “science of man” as madndbpophy.

4 |f he had, then his actual position would be iscdépancy with those methodological prescriptitrsause, as
we have seen, in thEreatisehe did not base his reasonings in that field greernce and experiments only.

% As for the Book 30f Morals so he uses this term only once.
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veals that he considers his account of passiorsskasd of experimental theory.
And it is no surprise that Parts 1 and 2 of Boatulninate in a series of “experi-
ments”, which are designed to confirm Hume’s hype#s. Looking at these eight
experiments we can notice that they are experimaesitenly by name. Hume var-
ies qualities of objects and their relations toselwres or to others and looks at the
effects of such modifications for our feelings. $aeffects confirm his hypotheses
concerning the origin of our passions, such asepaiadd humility, love and hatred.
And it is important to emphasize that these effactsnot of such a kind that their
contrarieties are inconceivable. For example, fjuge possible to imagine that,
being a sibling of a gifted person, | feel no prataall. Indeed, this passion is dis-
tinct from those entities and relations which ictfgenerate it, and for this very
reason we can conceive them without conceivinggassion.

In other words, Hume’s reasonings in Book 2 of Tneatisecan be quali-
fied as true experimental reasonings, not as giagfsyllogisms or demonstra-
tions. Of course, there are a lot of abstract cmrations here, but almost all of
them are of such a kind that they need to be goefir by experiments. The only
exception is his proof in T 2. 3. 3. 2—4 that reasonot the only cause of any our
actions. This proof is similar to Hume'’s clarifyisgllogisms in Book 1. But while
this proof is very important to Hume, he might ades it rather as a foundation of
his theory of action than as integral part of hisary of passions as suthAnd
even if this proof is to be included in the theofypassions, it is little doubt that
Hume would consider it as an exception, which dugsprevent it to be a theory
that can be justly said to be based solely on éxpe#’. And if we look at this
theory in general we see that while his syllogismBook 1 of theTreatisehelp to
clarify resemblance relations between our ideaaofe operations of the mind, his
deductions in Book 2 are logical derivations from bBxperimental hypotheses.
Recall that in his firsEnquiry Hume makes a note, in which he argues that such
reasonings do not differ in their essence from arpental ones. And this helps to
explain why Hume says in his Introduction to theatisethat his science of man
Is based on experience and experiments only: lhmkghof this science on the
model of his account of passions which is, indesdentially an experimental one.

Of course, this helps to explain that only if a& thme of Hume’s writing the
Introduction to theTreatisehe had not any clear idea about what his theorynef
derstanding would look like. And now we can disctles hypothesis. We have
seen that in the Introduction to tfieeatiseHume suggests that the science of hu-
man nature does not coincide with the science of. ias interesting, however,
that Book 1 of th@reatisegives us quite a different picture. It is evidéom Sec-
tion 6 of Part 4 of this Book. At the very end bistsection Hume says: “Tis now
time to return to a more close examination of aunject, and to proceed in the ac-
curate anatomy of human nature, having fully exyptaihe nature of our judgment
and understanding” (T 1. 4. 6. 23; SBNT 263). Thetisn in question might be
intended by Hume to be the last section of Book hi®Treatise followed by his

% This proof clarifies the mechanisms of the willt,baccording to Hume, the will is not a passior istrict sense.
" In the same way as Hume’s own counterexample tivéttmissing shade of blue does not prevent hiralkoas if
his principle that our simple ideas are copiesretpding impressions had a kind of universal appba.
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account of passioffs Anyway it is clear that he proceeds “in the aateianatomy
of human nature” in Book @f the PassionsBut this passage shows that his inves-
tigations into passions is just a continuation wéhsan anatomy, started with his
theory of understanding. | think we have all reastmidentify the “anatomy of
human nature” with the “science of human naturdiisTmeans that now Hume
considers his theory of understanding as an intggud of his science of human
nature. And we know that syllogisms are an impdrpart of his methodology in
that field. So it seems that Hume might feel soamesibns concerning his meth-
odological descriptions as early as in 1739 whepui#ished Books 1 and 2 of his
Treatise And indeed, we can find evidence of this. In Astract(1740), he says
that in the first two books of thEreatise*Almost all reasoning is... reduced to ex-
perience” (T Abstract 27; SBNT 657). He says “altradbreasoning”, not “all rea-
soning”. We can interpret this passage as a sigmisshatisfaction with his meth-
odological descriptions, given in the IntroducttortheTreatise

We know that this dissatisfaction grew and foumsdfinal expression in the
first section of his firsEnquiry. But why did Hume change his view on the science
of human nature after writing the Introduction e Treatis€ One of the possible
explanations is this. The bo@¥ the Passiongwhere the science of human nature
iIs contained in its original form) deals with “sedary impressions”, or “impres-
sions of reflection”, i.e. with internal feelingshigh may be treated as reactions of
human beings to “original impressions” and, evemenaften, ideas. But while de-
veloping his theory of understanding he had dism¢hat operations of this fac-
ulty concerning matter of fact also depend on mdkreactions (to original impres-
sions and ideas), or on instinct, generating beliéhe objects, which are not given
in the immediate experience, and also the imprassfonecessity, which he di-
rectly calls “impression of reflection” (T 1. 3. 122; SBNT 165). And he had
probably realized that in such a case he had nd teeseparate his theory of un-
derstanding from his theory of passions. As a tes@ extended his science of
human nature to the theory of understantirmnd, later, to moral philosophy in
general. So it is no chance that already in thal f8ection of Book 1 he says that
“Human Nature is the only science of man” (T 17414; SBNT 27%); and in his
Abstracthe also claims “that almost all the sciences araprehended in the sci-
ence of human nature, and are dependent on ith@irAct 3; SBNT 646).

So, the picture we have just seen suggests that wheng the Introduction
to the TreatiseHume really had not quite a clear idea about ety of under-
standing: his real findings in this field differoln what he expected in the Intro-
duction to find there. Of course, authors oftentevimtroductions after completing
the main text. But our interpretation suggests thanhe’s case was a different one.
It is natural to think that he had written his tduction to thélreatiseafter finish-
ing the book on passions, but before composindgtuk on understanding. Or he

8 Then he inserted between them the “melanchol&adtionConclusion of this Boofinal section of Book 1.

# S0 it is quite natural that at the very end oftBaof Book 1 Hume claims that habit (or custompas of the ba-
sic mechanisms of human understanding “is nothirnigphe of the principles of nature” (T 1. 3. 16 SBNT 179).

% Note, that here he uses the words “human natwwef mame of science. The same usage was presugpobed
Introduction 6. This fact suggests that the finadtpf Section 7 is a revised version of some ety initially the
phrase “the only science of man” might be formudadéferently — “the chief science of man”, for emple.
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could write it before composing both books, butyihg in advance quite a clear
idea about his planned account of passions, preceetth the book on passions,
as indicated in that Introduction, where he suggtsit we should start with inves-
tigation into the human nature, that is, into passi Of course, even in such a case
he could actually start elsewhere, but it is vemjikely: his project requires clari-
fying basic features of the human nature beforagyfurther. So we need to give
primacy to Book 2f the Passionto make our reconstructions plausible.

The idea of such a primacy in not a new one inliteeature on Hume. N.
Kemp Smith has famously claimed that “Books Il #ih@f the Treatiseare in date
of first composition prior to the working out ofettdoctrines dealt with in Book
I”.3! He was sure that Hume “entered into his philosbfitiyough the gateway of
morals®® and that he “thought out the teaching of Theatisein the reverse order
from that in which he expounds i’ As an evidence for that, he cited Hurmiet-
ter to a Physiciar(1734). In this letter, rightly characterized asni’s first auto-
biography, we see, among other remarkable thihgsfallowing confession of the
young philosopher: “I found that the moral Philosppgransmitted to us by Antig-
uity, labor'd under the same Inconvenience that lbeen found in their natural
Philosophy, of being entirely Hypothetical, & dederg more upon Invention than
Experience. Every one consulted his Fancy in ergcBchemes of Virtue & of
Happiness, without regarding human Nature, uporchvievery moral Conclusion
must depend. This therefore | resolved to make rgcipal Study, & the Source
from which | wou'd derive every Truth in Criticisias well as Morality” (HL 1.
16).

Now, this text is obviously similar to some passagéthe Introduction to
the Treatise But it does not follow from it that Hume “thougbtit the teaching of
the Treatisein the reverse order from that in which he expaultig that is, starting
with Book 3 ©On Moral§ and proceeding to Book 2 and BooR*Rather it fol-
lows that he had started not with his moral theohiet with investigations into the
human nature. And we know that by such investigatibe meant the theory of

%1 Norman Kemp SmitiThe Philosophy of David Hume: With a New Introdurctby Don Garret{New York: Pal-
grave Macmillan, 2005), VI.

%2 |pid.

% Ibid., 538

% And it does not follow from it that Hume “enterido his philosophy” “through the gateway of motalsideed,
it can be argued (see M. A. Stewart, “Hume’s letlial Development, 1711-152" in; M. Fraska-SpadhR J. E.
Kail (eds.),Impressions on Hum@xford: Clarendon, 2005), 32) that in the citesgage of theetter to aPhysi-
cian Hume talks about origins of his futufeeatise not about the origins of his philosophy in geherae. about
“new Scene of Thought”, which had been opened kedfitm when he was “about 18 Years of Age” (HL 1). M8e
know that before planning thiereatisehe already had written a book on natural religishich, as Hume indicated,
had a complex structure and a kind of dialectioaif with arguments and objections. He could begiitinvg this
book about 1729, finish it about 1731 (HL 1, 1%)d then he started working at Aieatise So, Hume’s “gate-
way” to philosophy was rather natural religion, natrals (even if he already had some vague ideast &ilis future
Treatise“before he left College” (EHU Advertisement; SBNA. E. C. MossnefThe Life of David Hume™ ed.
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1980), 73), angre if he had “read many Books of Morality” (HL 14) at the
time of his writing that book). The recently diseogd “An Early Fragment on Evil”, titled as “SectRHbrth Objec-
tion” might be the only extant part of the bookguestion (destroyed by Hume about 1751). M. A. Stuas shown
by analysis of Hume’s handwriting and paper tha fragment could not be written before late 17@&s M. A.
Stewart, “An Early Fragment on Evil”, in M. A. Stewt and John P. Wright (edsbjume and Hume’s Connexigns
163-164), but, | think, it is possible that thatgment is a survived copy of a section of that howkde by Hume in
late 1730s for some purposes of his own — for aurthork, for example, or to show it to somebodydwaluation.
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passions. It should be noted, however, that in Plaof The Philosophy of David
Humetitled “Detailed consideration of the central dowds, taken in what may be
presumed to have been the order of their firstadis” Kemp Smith begins just
with Hume'’s theory of passions. But it is not mymase here to explain this seem-
ing inconsistency. Instead | will try to show tive¢ have good reason to believe
that Hume indeed had written Book 2 of figatisebefore Book £?

Vi

This task is, of course, very difficult, becausekmew that Hume had heav-
ily edited all the books of hifreatiseafter their initial composition. And he cer-
tainly tried hard to make the parts of his disceurs be tightly connected to each
other, and to justify the places they occupy in wele3* Moreover, in Book 2
there are numerous references to Book 1. Nevestheieseems that he had left
some traces of the different sequence of their csitipn. | do not mean, how-
ever, those passages in Book 2 where he rathetticalty talks about “identical
person” (T 2.2.1.2; SBNT 32¥)and necessity of causes for evéhishich sound
strange after his demolishing these doctrines iokBb. The problem here is that
such anomalies might be explained away. Someonbktroigim that he meant fic-
tional identical person, for exampleand, as for causality, Hume, as we know,
stressed that he had not intended at all to shaivsthme events had no cat$e.
Anyway, in this part of my paper | will try to findther evidence in favor of the

% Ben Mijuskovic, who criticized this Kemp Smith’gpiothesis, wrote in 1971 that it was “either anegted inter-
pretation or an open question”. See Ben Mijuskotiityme and Shaftesbury on the SeRhilosophical Quarterly
21 (1971): 324. Nowadays, however, Kemp Smith’sraggh is not anything like a common view. Of coussame
authors approve this hypothesis, but without muiskussion; see, for example, Jonathan Benhetirning from
Six Philosophersvol. 2 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 200197+198, or Lothar Kreimendahumes ver-
borgener Rationalismu@erlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1982), 145-146. Johi\Right also sympathizes with this ap-
proach in one passage of lsme’s Treatise of Human Nature: An Introducti@ambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2009), 27, but later tends to disntida igeneral, however, this hypothesis seems twibtlely ignored or
tacitly rejected. For such a rejection, see AnnEttBaier,A Porgress of Sentiment: Reflections on Hume’s Tseati
(Cambridge MA, Harvard University Press, 1991);éree PenelhunThemes in Hume: The Self, The Will, Relig-
ion (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000); and Claull. Schmidt,David Hume: Reason in Histofniversity
Park PA: The Pennsylvania State University PreB83R As for ignoring, so, for example, there isdigcussion of
this topic in David Fate Norton's excellent “Histmal Account of A Treatise of Human Nature from Bsginnings
to the Time of Hume’s Dedth David Hume. Treatise of Human Nature: Critical Ealit Vol. 2. Editorial Material
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007); as welliafavid Fate Norton, and Jacqueline Taylor (edshp Cam-
bridge Companion to Humé&" ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000)n Saul Traiger (ed.)[he
Blackwell Guide to Hume's Treatig®xford: Blackwell, 2006). And there is a deficitspecial works on this issue.
% See for a discussion James A. Harris, “A Compiain of Reasoning: Hume's Projectdrilreatise of Human
Nature Books One and Two” iRroceedings of the Aristotelian Sociatik, 2 (2009): 129-148.

37 Cf. Norman Kemp SmithThe Philosophy of David Hum¥:-VIl. Kemp Smith uses the difference between Book
1 and Book 2 as regards Hume’s treating of theasetin evidence that Book 2 had been written bé&ook 1. For

a critique of this idea of the essential differebet#ween Book 1 and Book 2 in this respect seeexample, Don
Garrett,Cognition and Commitment in Hume’s Philosoffhyew York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 167-169
Note, however, that Hume himself points at theeddhce between his treating of the self in Bookd BRook 2 (T
1. 4. 6. 5; SBNT 253). He tries to interpret thifedence as a difference of the levels of our a&sation of our
self. This solution, among other things, might give an opportunity to keep intact the text of Babk

3« _itis evident”, he suggests, by “reason alortbt passions “must have some cause” (T 2.2.2.%TSE36).

39 Or “connected succession of perceptions”; see .ARison,Hume’s Philosophy of the Sélfondon: Routledge,
2002), 124. See also John WrigHtyme’s Treatise of Human NatuiE94.1 will return to this issue later.

‘0T A Letter From a Gentleman 26; HL 1. 187.
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primacy of the second book of tieeatiseover the first — evidence of a statistical
kind.

But before this let us pay attention to the facttttwo first books of the
Treatisehave two sections under the same titl@wvsion of the subjecMoreover,
they have rather similar content. In both sectiblusne makes a difference be-
tween two kinds of impressions. In the first ofgbesections (in Book 1) he calls
them “impressions of sensation” and “impressionsefiexion”, in the second one
(in Book 2) — “original” and “secondary” impressganAnd in the second section
he adds that this distinction is identical withttirvich he had made in Book 1.

Now the question is: which of these sections wampmsed first? He men-
tions Book 1 section in Book 2 section, of coutsat it is clear that it does not
solve our problem, because he could add this rémedthile editing the text. To
find an answer to our question, we must look asé¢hgections much more closely.
Doing this we see other similarities here. For gx@mnin both sections Hume says
that he is not going to deal in Books in questiathuwhe impressions of the first
kind (original impressions or impressions of seiosdf because “The examination
of [them] belongs more to anatomists and naturalogtphers than to moral”
(Book 1) and “the examination of them wou’d lead toe far from my present
subject, into the sciences of anatomy and natimédsophy” (Book 2).

But there is a difference also. In Book 1 Humemkthat impressions of re-
flection are “deriv’d ina great measurdrom our ideas” or “arisenostly from
ideas” (T 1.1.2.1; SBNT 7-8; my emphasis). He axrgl&is position as follows:
our mind saves in memory copies of our impressajrsensation, such as impres-
sions of pleasure and pain, and “This idea of plemer pain, when it returns upon
the soul, produces the new impressions of desice auersion, hope and fear,
which may properly be call’d impressions of reflent because deriv’d from it” (T
1.1.2.1; SBNT 8). He suggests that this is a commenhanism of production of
such impressions. It is interesting, however, tmatdoes not discuss it in those
parts of Book 2, which are devoted to those impoassthat he mentions in his
explanation. He calls here desire, aversion, hfgag,etc. “direct passions”, and at
the beginning of his investigation into the dirpesssions, he gives an example of
“immediate impression of pain or pleasure”, whicWwithout any ideas — gives rise
to a direct passion (T 2.3.9.3; SBNT 438). It idikely, however, that he had
changed his mind: almost all other discussionfhefdauses of these passions here
presuppose that goods or evils which immediatebygpce the direct passions are
given as ideas. But the fact that he begins wihggestion that ideas are of a sec-
ondary importance in this respect (T 2.3.9.2; SBN8), and with an example of
an impression producing direct passions, indicdled he believed that this
mechanism was a common one. And this explains wiDpiision of the subjeah
Book 2*? his claims seem to be much more modest than ikdhesponding sec-
tion of Book % “Secondary, or reflective impressions are suclpraseed from

“1 And a couple of other remarks, which can be eadéntified if we agree that this section was redisand edited.
I mean, firstof all, T 2. 1. 1. 3, or at leastatpof that paragraph, where he mentions his pusviovestigations.

2 HereafteDivision of the subject.2

3 HereafteDivision of the subject 1.
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some of these original onestherimmediatelyor by the interposition of its idea”
(T 2.1.1.1; SBNT 275). A bit later he repeats thetondary impressions arisa-*
ther from the original impressionsy from their ideas” (T 2.1.1.2; SBNT 278ty
emphasis). In this Book he makes a distinction betwdirect and indirect pas-
sions, and he argues that indirect passions camisa without intermediate ideas.
So we can interpret him as claiming that directsjpass commonly arise immedi-
ately from original impressions. And that is indeduhat he suggests here.

Now, all this would be rather puzzling if he hadttn Division of the sub-
ject 1beforeDivision of the subject @nd before Book 2. Indeed, in such a case he
would surely reproduce that reasoning concernimgigion of the direct passions
via ideas in Book 2, provided that this reasoniitg) Well with the actual (even if
tacit) presuppositions of his theories. So, we sappose that Hume had begun
composing hidreatisewith the Introduction; introductory secti@f the origin of
our ideas(that is, with some early version of the firsttemt of Book 1 where he
draws a distinction between impressions and idadsoatlines a relation of ideas
to impressions); another introductory sectibivision of the subject,2vhere he
promises to proceed with an analysis of the seaggndapressions, and the main
body of Book 2 itself where he deals with them.eAfa while (quite possibly after
writing early versions of some sections of BoolkOB Moralg he proceeded to
Book 1. | think we have a reason to suppose thtillg Hume had not wanted to
write a lengthy book on understanding at*aRut this topic turned to be very in-
teresting and he sunk in it. Soon he found out dipatations of our understanding
depend on a kind of inner instinct, resemblinghattrespect our passions, which
are mostly based on an instinct to “unite itselivthe good, and to avoid the evil”
(T 2.3.9. 2; SBNT 438). And he had realized theangnce of his results in that
field. Therefore he begun thinking about where lac@ them. He realized that he
had tacitly presupposed that most of our passioss &ia ideas. In fact, it seems
that he came to conclusion that our memories — bichwour direct passions
largely depend — should be better treated not aseissions (and he tends to treat
theminthisway in T 1. 3. 4. 1, 4; SBNT 83, 842.T3. 1. 17; SBNT 406, etc.) but
as ideas (cf. later texts,gh 1. 3. 5. 4; SBNT 85; T 3 Advertisement; SBNT 455).
And as his theory of understanding deals mostly wdeas that gave him a reason
to put it before his theory of passions. He exm@dihis decision in a new section
Division of the subject ®.

While rearranging his texts Hume had to solve ait@ological problem. He
had classified passions as “secondary impressi@hg”in order to stress their de-
pendence on ideas he felt a need to give them anotdme. And, partly inspired
by Locke, he found it — “impressions of reflectiqiit’seems that by “reflection” he

“ Look, for example, at the title of T 1. 3.Qf probability; and of the idea of cause and effédis a correlate to T
1. 3. 1,0f knowledgeand Part 3 of Book 1 is title@n Knowledge and Probabilityt seems that initially Hume
wanted to restrict himself to those two sectiong,then had changed his mind and expanded his.plna result
he does not discuss probability at all in the abmestioned section with the word “probability” its ititle.

“|f this picture would happen to be correct, it Wbdisprove Paul Russell’s hypothesis that Hume dwtsciously
modeled hisTreatiseafter Hobbes'sThe Elements of Lawfhis hypothesis presupposes primacy of Book & Se
Paul RussellThe Riddle of Hume’s Treatig@xford, Oxford University Press, 2008), 64—65.sould not mean,
however, that Hume ignored Hobbes'’s ideas anctiiegtcould not have made an important impact on him
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usually understood simply process of thinking, peacess involving some ideas).
But having found a new name for secondary impressie had to find a new cor-
relate name for original impressions. And he catlegin “impressions of sensa-
tion”.

Now, we should not forget that all that has justshid was just a hypotheti-
cal reconstruction. But now we have a chance tdircont. Indeed, if Hume had
really invented his term “impressions of sensatiaftér writing Book 2 we might
expect to find some discrepancy between his usfagheoword “sensation” in
Book 1, where it is used in the new séfises a term which referent seems to be a
faculty of mind directed to the original impresssdnand in Book 2°

That is what we really see. If we analyze Humeageasof the word “sensa-
tion” in Book 2 of hisTreatise we find out that quite often he talks about skosa
of passions, such as pride. Pride is a secondamesnion, so this usage seems to
be obviously incompatible with the usage adopteBaok 1. In fact, the situation
is a bit more complicated, because in Book 2 Husnelase to identify sensation
with a faculty of mind by which we feel pleasuredgrain, and pleasure and pain
are original impressions. As every passion is pleasr unpleasant he might talk
about sensation of passions meaning original inggwas of pleasure and pain
which might be connected with those very passi@us. this surely would be a
wrong interpretation because Hume explicitly claithat sensations “constitute
[the] very being and essence” of passions (T 3. 4; SBNT 286).

So there really is a discrepancy in Hume’s usdge word “sensation”
between Book 1 and Book 2 of Hiseatise™ And his usage of this word in Book
1 is surely of a later origin, because we seewéry usage in higbstract(T Ab-
stract 9; SBNT 649), Appendix (T Appendix 17; SBH35), and Advertisement
to Book 3. It should be noted, however, that |ktame had probably realized this
discrepancy and tried to avoid it. In his fiEshquiry he drops his distinction be-
tween impressions of sensation and impressionsfigction. He simply identifies
sensations with impressions and makes a distintct@ween “outward” and “in-
ward” impressions (EHU 2. 9; SBN 22), modifying bi&rlier descriptions.

Let us, however, return to Book 2 of Hum&meatise We have just seen
that it is quite possible that Hume had written liieoduction to thelreatiseand
Book 2 before Book 1. We know that Hume composadlheatisein France in
1734-386° If he begun this process with Book 2 we mightestpto find some

6 presumably as a result of careful editing of the, tparts of which could be written before inventof this term.
“"In some passages it also refer to original imgoesshemselves.

“8\Where, as it is clear fromivision of the subject,he could decide to restrict himself to a fragraenediting.

“9 This fact has not remained unnoticed in litergtarel Claudia Schmidt, for example, has paid atterib it in her
David Hume: Reason in Histqrg65.

*0 See David HumeMy Own Life ed. by Peter Millicanhttp://davidhume.org/texts/mpl5. Hume claims that he
composed his Treatise “first at Rheims, but chiaflya Fleche, in Anjou”. In his extant lettersdays twice that he
composed hiSreatisebefore he was twenty five (HL 1. 158, 187), sedems that he finished the main work in
Spring 1736. We know that in May 1735 he was irFléche already (see Ernest C. Mossner. “Hume d&léehe,
1735: an Unpublished Letter”, ihhe University of Texas Studies in Engl&h(1958): 30-3), so it seems that he
wrote most parts of hi$reatiseduring one year. Of course, we should not takedghdume’s remarks literally. |
think we can interpret him as saying that he fiaglhe first draft of th@reatiseby May 1736. This does not ex-
clude that he could rewrite some parts later onewvidte new parts or sections. We can be suregXample, that he
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similarities between that Book and thetter to a Physiciamritten in Spring 1734
several months before he went to France. And wefiodnthem. When we read
Hume'’s Letter to a Physiciarwe may be surprised how often (for a rather short
text) he talks about so called “spirits”, ten tim@sce he uses this word in a com-
bination “animal sprits” (tiny particles in the wes and in the brain) and it is quite
probable that at least in a few other places henmbg “spirits” such animal spir-
its.

Now, if we look at hisTreatise we see that this term is used here too. But
not in equal proportions. Hume mentions “spirit& times" in Book 1 (0.05 per
page), 19 times in Book 2 (0.1 per pageind never in Book 3. If we take into ac-
count that Hume does not mention “spirits” in Alsstractand uses this term in
the first Enquiry only twice we could see a tendency here and salaiyn that
Book 2 contains texts written at the early stagddume’s working at th@reatise

The fact of Hume’s usage of the term “spirits” r@gesome important things
about his way of doing philosophy at that time. Wew Hume as a philosopher
of a phenomenological and skeptical type, but &ns® that at early stages of his
philosophical career he was a different thinker.tblgk for granted the material
world and tried to explain mental operations byilbgaocesses. There are several
examples of such explanations in Books 1 an 2T teatise It looks like as if he
believed in existence of some exact mechanismsa¥ements of animal spirits
directly corresponding to mechanisms producing mental states, such as pas-
sions. Moreover, he probably considered formerasscband latter as derived. That
iIs why he tried to explain passions by referena@mteements of animal spirits.

It is interesting, however, that in Book 1 we fisigns of a hesitation on his
part as regards his using such explanations. IkBobad been written after Book
2 this fact is easy to explain. It is likely thatder influence of Berkeley he had
seen that we have reasons to doubt the existenoatefial world (to which those
animal spirits belong). And in a few passages aikBb he even says that we have
strong arguments against such an existence. Téighinwas a source not only of
Hume’s most intensive skeptical doubts but alsbisfphenomenalistic tuth So
it is no chance that iDivision of the subject,written, as | have supposed, much
later thanDivision of the subject 2and hence under possible influence of some
phenomenalistic considerations, he says that tipeeissions of sensation arise “in
the soul originally, from unknown causes” (T 1.1;2SBNT 7), while in the corre-
spondent section in Book 2 he is much more exptiorticerning their possible
causes: original impressions “without any antecegenception arise in the soul,
from the constitution of the body, from the anirsplrits, or from the application
of objects to the external organs” (T 2.1.1.1; SBN'D).

did that with Book 3 of higreatise(see James Moore, “Hume and Hutcheson”, in M. tewart and P. Wright
(eds.),Hume and Hume’s Connexiqrg8—39). And we can suppose he did the same wiilother Books.

L Or 16 times if we count the usages in a passagted from the Appendix, that we should not domidwsed
word “spirits” in the Appendix in a fragment whitlad to be inserted in a text where he also usédhd.he used it
not in an explanatory sense. This fact and thalaegbion of his usage will turn to be of some intpoce later.

2| count by SBN edition of th&reatise

*3 | mean his coming to the idea that there is no aatyof our perceptions.
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Note, that in both passages Hume uses the word”!'sthis word, unlike
the word “mind”, has obvious substantialistic cotations>* But in Book 1 of the
TreatiseHume denies that our self is an identical subsgtahcBook 2, however,
he seems to believe in the existence of such iclriersons. | have said above
that we can argue that it is no more than seentiogvever, let us suppose it is
not>® Then we may expect that in Book 1 Hume would tendiminish usage of
the word “soul” in comparison to the usage of treerdv'mind”. In other words, we
can expect to see in Book 1 a much larger ratimiofd-soul usages than in Book
2. And if this tendency continues in his later $exor example in Book 3, we will
have another argument in favor of that Book 2 heehbwritten before Book 1.

The picture we see after counting words “soul” amehd” in the contexts
where their usage had not been determined by ivatlitand was not figurativé
not only confirms the above supposition but helgs # reconstruct the probable
sequence of composing the Parts of Book 1 and Book Hume’sTreatise In-
deed, in Part 1 of Book 1 the ratio is 8’ fmind” — 34, “soul” — 6); in Part 2 > 47
(“mind” — 47, “soul” — 0); in Part 3 — 21, 6; in Ral — 24, 5° In Book 2 the ratio
in Part 1is 6, 8; in Part 2 — 8,%, and in Part 3 — 6, 6. Compare thetter to a
Physician(2, 5), Abstract(16, 5), AppendiX > 34), and Book 3 (28}

This method is not so precise as we might desfreparse>* but still its re-
sults indicat® that Hume composed higeatis&® starting with Part 1 of Book 1

* Cf.: “Thus we feign the continued existence of pleeceptions of our senses, to remove the intéompand run
into the notion of @oul andself andsubstanceto disguise the variation” (T 1. 4. 6. 6; SBNT425t is no chance
that in the influential ChambersGyclopaediawe also find a clear insight that “The Soul ispérigual Substance”,
see Ephraim ChambeiGyclopaedia: or, An Universal Dictionary of Arts@ciencesyol. 2 (London, 1728), 97.
%5« _.Immediate object of pride and humility is self ihat identical person, of whose thoughts, actiamsl sensa-
tions we are intimately conscious” (T 2. 2. 1. BN 329); see also T. 2. 2. 2. 2; SBNT 333.

*%n fact, the seeming is rather strong. His deimiddook 1 that we are in “every moment intimategnscious” of
our self and its “continuance in existence” (T 1.64 1; SBNT 251) is in an obvious contrast witlrgses like
“Tis evident, that the idea, or rather impressafnourselves is always intimately present with (8"2. 1. 11. 4;
SBNT 317).

" That is, ignoring phrases like “immortality of tiseul” in Parts 3 and 4 of Book 1 of tAeeatise The word
“mind” usage will serve as a kind of index of a sié of mentalistic contexts, and then we will exste how often
Hume used the word “soul” in average contexts thatases where he could say the same using the“mand”.

*% | also do not take into consideration Hume's fooés because as a rule they are of a later otigin the main
text. And | ignore texts which had been added bynEun the Appendix and inserted in Book 1 in modsditions.
% Counting this usage here with thévision of the subje (ignoringDivision of the subject) we would have the
ratio 4, 9.

| do not count Hume’s usages of the word “mind eell as “soul”) in Sectio®f the immateriality of the saul
®1| do not take into consideration Sectibivision of the subjec. (If to take it, the ratio would be 5).

%2 In this Part | do not count one passage where Hiallke about soul as “animating principle”, in gufiative
sense.

83 Cf. also hiEssays, Moral and PoliticglL741), where the mind-soul ratio is 20 (“mind2@, “soul” — 1).

® partly because some of the texts mentioned arplyitno short to be statistically totally compegjinAnother
problem with this method is that its results inemse depend on how we count, that is, which pdirtkseotext we
decide to consider as units. This problem, howesaen,be solved along the lines | indicate in thénntext.

% |t might be objected that different contexts pmsase different frequency of the usage of the saores, and we
have just compared their usage in different costeSb from the differences we have noted it do¢daliow that
the parts with the lesser ratio had been writtetiezaThis might be true in some cases (and thathy | have ig-
nored SectioOf the immateriality of the soul counting the usage of the words in question),itis not true in the
present case: the contexts of Parts 1 and 3 of Bcare similar but we see a big difference hered fe contexts
of Book 2 and Book 3 are rather similar as welk, there is a difference in that usage too (nota, ithis useless to
compare Book 2 witlDissertation on the Passioli$757), because the latter work is mostly a coatipih).

% In what follows | will not discuss the possible& of composing by Hume those “religious” sectiohthe Trea-
tise, whichhe arguably removed from tAgeatisewhile editing it in 1737-8.
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and Parts 3, 1, and 2 of Book 2. If, however, we t@to account our recent con-
siderations we can suppose that Part 1 of Bookdlble&n written not in a single
move. Its oldest part, that is, Sectiondf ¢he origin of our idegs initially inte-
grated withDivision of the subject,zhas the mind-soul ratio 2, 5; as for Sections
4-7, so they could be written after Parts 1 andl Book 2 (their ratio is 11, 5.1
have not mentioned Part 3 of Book 2. The problemh wtiis that the sections of
which it consists can hardly be interpreted asspairta unified whole. It means that
we should treat them as separate units. We seeclear-cut blocks here. First of
them (Sections 1-2 with the ratio > 19) containsndis discussion of liberty and
necessity, which presupposes his theory of causataborated in Part 3 of Book
1. The second block (Sections 3-8 with the ratid)ds devoted to discussion of
the causes of actions and violent passions. The Hhock is Section 9 (ratio 16)
where Hume considers our direct passions, theHouBection 1% (ratio > 9).

If we agree that these texts must be considerearatgty, we should admit
that Sections 3-8 of Part 3 of Book 2 are one efdlilest segments of Hume’s
Treatise of Human Natur&o it seems that Hume’s composing of Tineatisehad
started with the Introduction (ratio 3), first Seas of Book 1 and 2Cf the origin
of our ideasandDivision of the subject)2and Sections 3-8 of Part 3 of Book 2.
Then he wrote Part$®land 2 of Book 2, and proceeded to Sections 4-Hadf 1
of Book 1. Sometime after that, he wrote Sectiaf Part 3 of Book 2 and Parts 3
and 4 of Book 1, making discoveries concerningnieire of our causal inferences
and realizing radical skeptical challenges to yistem. Part 2 was written even
later than most or all sections of other Partsnsgbe Hume had not to edit here
his phrase “the present year 1738” (T 1. 2. 2BN531)*

Before going further we need to clarify one poifihe method | have just
proposed presupposes that Hume became using tlae‘soar” (as a designation —
along with “mind” — of our mental life or self) ledecause he realized that our self

67 Section 30f the ideas of the memory and imaginatieems to be written later (along widivision of the subject
1) as it (as well aPivision of the subjecil) contains Hume’s later conception of memory Wwhpcesupposes that it
deals not with impressions but with ideas (cf. tile of T 1. 3. 5 -Of the impressions of the senses and memory
Note, that the fact that Hume uses the word “stwite in Division of the subject tan be explained by the suppo-
sition that he unconsciously modeled this sectioi$ectiorDivision of the subject,2vhere he uses it three times.
% About the love of truth.

%9 Except Section 10 of Part 1 which seems to belynositten later.

0 About ideas of space and time. The mind-soul ratithis Part indicates that in that time Hume tndt to use
the word “soul” in nonspecific contexts at all, amd Appendixconfirms this. He uses this word twice in Rib-
stract, but in this work he could try to detach himseiflistically from the author of th@reatise As for Book 3
(1740), in which this word is used five times, se ghould remember that while it was heavily ediigdHume in
1739-40, he surely had left in the final texts sayhés early parts where this ratio should noténéeen very high.
The final ratio (20) reflects an impact of thesetdas. And as this ratio does not radically chaafger subtraction of
those parts which were probably rewritten, we aggpese that at least some parts of Book 3 werdenrlietween
writing Parts 1-2 of Book 2 and Parts 3—4 of Book this could explain and fill a gap between thadvsoul ratio
of Part 2 of Book 2 and Part 3 of Book 1. As forrhhis related later works, so they indicate thaa ittme he be-
came more tolerant to using the word “soul”. Thadwrsoul ratio in the first and in the secdadquiryis about 20
(in the secondEnquiry we must exclude three cases of Hume's usage afidhe “soul”; once he uses it in a figura-
tive sense, once — in a phrase “mortality of thd"sand once when he refers to Plato’s theoryhefgoul.)

1t is more likely, however, that he wrote it mostipout 1737. This Part is one of the few obviouBayle-
inspired parts of th@reatise(along withT 1. 4. 5), and Hume recommended to his friend BiétHiRamsay to read
Bayle for understanding his future book in Auguktl@37; see Tadeusz Kozanecki, “Dawida Hume’'a Na@en
Listy W Zbiorach Muzeum Czartoryskich (Polskal\fchiwum Historii Filozofii SpolecznéX (1963): 127-41.
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is not a soul as a simple substance, but a buriddereeptiong? But our results
demonstrate that this process began before hismgvitart 4 of Book 1 of hirea-
tise, where he tries to prove that our self is notlastance. In fact, however, there
IS no problem here. It is quite natural to suppibse before presenting his theory
in Part 4 of Book 1 he spent a lot of time thinkatgput the nature of the self. And
he had a reason to do so parallel to writing BodRf Zhe Passionsbecause his
theory of indirect passions is based on a concetigelation which some entities
have to bear to our self in order to produce sofm&ioh passions. And the more
he thought about the nature of the self the lessdsesatisfied with the traditional
conception of it as a kind of a substafitAnd this was reflected in his usage of
the word “soul”. So it seems that the method waykise well.

As a result of applying this method we can spetlfyme’s philosophical
views of the period when he began composing Tmeatise | have mentioned
above that he took for granted the material world &ied to explain our mental
operations by workings of animal spirits. But hisw was far from that of materi-
alism. It seems that he accepted the existenageatical mental substances, souls.
That is why it would be more appropriate to call position “naturalistic dual-
ism”". So, it is not a surprise that in the earliest pathe Treatise evaluating by
the concentration of the “animal spirits”, thatirs,Sections 3-8 of Part 3 of Book
2, we see also one of the lowest mind-soul rafdosl we can be quite sure that at
least some sections of this seemingly unified bitekn from about 1734.

| have just said that Sections 3-8 of Part 3 oflBBseem to be a unified
block. Indeed, Hume himself treats them as suctaudme at the end of Section 8
he summarizes his claims made in these sectior?s 8T 8. 13; SBNT 437-438).
Still there is a puzzle here, and in order to sdiwee must, | believe, to make fur-
ther fragmentation of the text. The puzzle is twatle he widely uses the terms
“spirits” and “soul” in these sections, he usesttha a very special manner. In
short Sections 7-8, devoted to the influence ofktdce on our passions, he uses
the word “soul” six times (more than in Book 3 bEflreatise Part 2 of Book |,
and the Appendix taken together) without any obsiceasori> At the same time
he does not use the word “spirits” in these sestatmall. He uses this word eleven
times (more than in the rest of Book 2 and Bookdether) in Sections 4-5, how-
ever (where, among other things, he discussesiéizedf a predominant passidh).
My guess is that while Sections 4-5 stem from & tivhen Hume wrote theetter
to a Physiciapnand when he was under the charm of the idea ydipdl explana-
tions of the mental operatioisSections 7—8 contain even earlier texts, probably
written about 1732 (this is a time at which, acaogdto Hume, he begun a real

2n fact, we might come to the similar conclusievithout such presupposition (we could just couetwords and
then make some conjectures concerning the prolsagjeence of different Parts). But as it surely makese re-
sults more convincing it is worth to defend it. Ateése defense helps to clarify a number of quitgortant points.

"3 Already in Part 2 of Book 2 we read that “Oursaiflependent of the perception of every other dbjedn real-
ity nothing” (T 2. 3. 2. 17; SBNT 340), which sounals a first version of his later theory of thd felm Book 1.

™ About this term — cf. David J. ChalmeT$)e Conscious MingOxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 122—129.
’® The mind—soul ratio here is 0, 8.

’® The mind-soul ratio in these sections is 5.

7 John Wright identifies as a possible source of Eisnnterest in such explanations some ideas ofddrMan-
deville. See higlume’s Treatise of Human Naty@-9.
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work on theTreatis€®). Hume’s position at that time seems more dualiatid
mentalistic, and he confined himself to showing,tlaa he said later, “in the pro-
duction and conduct of the passions, there is @ioeregular mechanism” (DP 6.
19) as regards causes of their arising or turmogn fthe calm to violent, for exam-
ple.

So, we can reconstruct the phases of evolution whéls general views
about 1732-34 in the following way: (1) soul-bodyatism in ontology and the
idea of an experimental account of mechanisms @fptissions as phenomena of
the soul (about 1732 (2) search for physical explanations of such phema
and beginning of the process of dissatisfactiom whe idea of soul as a substance
(about 1734); (3) limiting the area of physical kexm@tions due to their imperfec-
tion and elaboration of the experimental accourthefmachinery of the passions,
centered around the mechanisms of associatiomspréssions and ideas.

The latter stage (at which he probably wrote SacBimf Part 3 of Book 2
and so made a first attempt to use a kind of glagf syllogism while talking
about causes of our actions, but had not yet ezhbizspecificity of this new meth-
odological device) corresponds mostly to the iniiidry sections of th&reatise
and to the basic sections of Parts 1 and 2 of Bhyokhere he deals with indirect
passions, such as pride, humility, love, and hatad gives a complex associative
account of their generation and transformatiodoks not mean, however, that this
order of composition necessarily implies that Humae planned it as an order of
final presentation of his ideas. We have some reasm suppose that the section
on the direct passions, written after the sectmmshe indirect ones, was initially
intended to precede them in the final text. Indeed, natural to suppose that he
could begin exposing his theory of passions witlaaalysis of the direct passions.
This way is natural because they are more elemetitan indirect ones. And in
his Dissertation on the Passiome did just thal® We have already seen that when
writing of arising of secondary impressions eitlfrem the impressions or from
ideas in theDivision of the subject Hlume probably meant arising of direct and
indirect passions. And as it was an introductoigtisa we can suppose that such a
sequence indicates that he intended to begin widttdpassions. Then he saw that
they mostly presuppose ideas as well and rearrathget@xt: his theory of indirect
passions justly seemed to him much more origimafatt, we can suppose that he
did not start writing the book on passions with &t€ount of direct passions sim-
ply because initially he had not anything interggtio say about them. As he pro-
ceeded in developing his theory of understandirayydver, this situation had
changed. The fact that he probably wrote the seaio the direct passions (the
structure of which suggests that he favors thatigarof hisTreatisewhich opens
with Book 2) approximately at the time of writingf® 3 of Book 1 confirms that

"®HL 1. 158.

9 At this stage Hume probably wrote hisstorical Essay on Chivalry and modern Honeusee M. A. Stewart,
“The Dating of Hume’s Manuscripts,” in Paul Woodl (e The Scottish Enlightenment: Essays in Reinterpmtiat
(University of Rochester Press, 2000), 267—314;Jofth Wright Hume's Treatise of Human Naturkl—13.

8 Of course, he could have additional reasons toraege the material in hiBissertationas well. See John Im-
merwahr, “Hume's Dissertation on the Passiodgtirnal of the History of Philosoph$2, 2 (1994): 225-240.
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he decided to rearrange theeatiseand begin it with his account of understanding
at a comparatively late stage.

Now, let us finally look at Part 2 of Book 2 of tleeatise which, as our re-
sults suggest, had been written after completio@®imost or all other sections of
Books 1 and 2. If this is true, we can expect mal fin this Part some independent
confirmation of this. Let us see if this is possildf we agree that while writing the
TreatiseHume had drifted from a kind of positive philosopbfya realistic type to
a radical skepticism, and if we agree that thigpeksm was closely connected
with a kind of phenomenalistic turn, we can exgedind in Book 2 some signs of
his phenomenalistic moods. And, indeed, in thig/\eart we find the most phe-
nomenalistic passage of the whdleeatise “Let us fix our attention out of our-
selves as much as possible: Let us chace our ilstagmto the heavens, or to the
utmost limits of the universeye never really advance a step beyond oursgh@s
can conceive any kind of existence, but those péres, which have appear’d in
that narrow compass. This is the universe of thegimation, nor have we any idea
but what is there produc’d” (T 1. 2. 6. 8; SBNT 68-my emphasis).

In this Part we can also find a few general consiitens about the type of
author’s philosophy, which resemble those we se8aationConclusion of this
Book which obviously is of a very late origin. In P&itas well as ir€onclusion
of this Book(see T 1. 4. 7. 2, 12; SBNT 264, 271), Hume charass his way of
philosophizing as “my philosophy”. He says alsa tfe “pretends only to explain
the nature and causes of our perceptions, or irsjores and ideas” (T 1. 2. 5. 26;
SBNT 64). The context of this passage is that wiventry to comprehend the
properties of bodies themselves, we face insurnaduetdifficulties, but when we
look at the appearances of these bodies to ouesen® can easily resolve all of
them. This position is quite specific for this Ramd it has clear parallels only in
Section 5 of Part 4 (where, it is interesting, ¢hex yet another example of “my
philosophy”), near the end of BooK'1land in the Appendix, where Hume says
that he “had entertain’d some hopes, that howesgcidnt our theory of the intel-
lectual world might be, it wou'd be free from thasantradictions, and absurdities,
which seem to attend every explication, that huneason can give of the material
world” (T Appendix 10; SBNT 633). If so, it is naial to suppose that in the Ap-
pendix he continues the line of thought presemtddart 2 and in Section 5 of Part
4% And this means that Part 2 might be completedr aftest sections of other
Parts.

These considerations could be important becauserttay help to clarify
the evolution of Hume's skeptical views in 1734-#Bave already mentioned that
his radical skeptical moods were probably initiabsdBerkeley’s idea® Hume
was convinced by Berkeley's argument concerningestibity of the primary
qualities, like extension or solidity. If such gtials are subjective then bodies ex-
Ist in their capacity as our perceptions only. Huais® believed that “the plainest
experience” can show that, while our perceptionghtnexist separately (this di-

8. See also T 2. 2. 6. 1-2; SBNT 366. These paragrapBook 2 are probably also of a very late origin
82T 1.4.5.1; SBNT 232.
8 Hume himself suggests this (EHU 12. 15, note; 9BH), and many commentators tend to agree.
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rectly follows from his Separability Principle), fact they are tied in bundles, that
is, depend on us (cf. T 1. 4. 2. 44; SBNT 210).t@m other hand, we firmly be-
lieve that bodies exist independently of oursel&s.here is an obvious contradic-
tion, and contradictions feed skeptical moods. Hameations this “direct and total
opposition betwixt our reason and our senses” ih. B. 4. 15. It is interesting,
however, that in the concluding skeptical sectibrBook 1, when talking about
this contradiction he refers notonly to T 1. 4.8yt also to T 1. 3. 14, where he
considers an inclination of our reason to extemeabur inner data. It seems as if
he wants to strengthen his claim by reference i® iticlination. But why? The
probable answer is that at the time of writing doacluding section of Book 1
Hume had realized that his expositiorthe thesis and antithesis of that contradic-
tion had no equal weight: while our belief that lsddo not exist independently of
us was based on what he considered as very povaguments, our belief in an
independent existence of bodies (as he provedrndRa Book 1) seemed to be a
result of an elementary misidentification of sormailar entities (see especially T
1. 4. 3. 56; SBNT 217 But if thesis and antithesis have no equal weighy
cannot form a basis of a skeptical position. Néedess it looks like he still be-
lieves that theyhavethe equal weight and therefore tries to find some way to
show this. That is why he refers in T 1. 4. 7 tattimclination or tendency. But he
could feel the need for additional reinforcementhait thesis, because his account
of that inclination was rather unelaborated amvda$ not at all clear that it could be
applied to the present case. And it seems thatainZof Book 1 he makes his final
attempt to solve this task, using his time-testeddhiod of explanation of mental
operations by workings of the animal spirits (itjigte probable that such explana-
tion was a hidden source of that thesis all the)indVe should not forget that his
position in this Part is very phenomenalistic, st ino surprise that he says here
that, in general, he tends to avoid such explanatiecause they go beyond the
limits of experience (T 1. 2. 5. 20; SBNT 60). Bt suggests that time has come
when he really needs them. And he tries to show dlia misidentifications of
similar items could be explained by some naturaventents of animal spirits
(ibid.).®® If this is so, our belief in the independent extiste of bodies might be no
less necessary than our belief that they do nat @xisuch a way. But soon after
providing this explanation Hume had probably resdithat this way leads to noth-
ing. Indeed, to reinforce our belief in an indepamdexistence of bodies by assum-
ing their existence (as animal spirits) is simplyoeg the question.

After realizing the uselessness of such explanationthat case (which
might happen when he was finishing Part 2 of Bopkdme seemed to change his

8 We consider consequent similar spatial impressisnilentical and then, noticing their distinctiassume that
they are still identical, which means that theydtddiave had a continued existence when we dig@ateive them.
% He says that operations producing these conftjdigliefs are “equally natural and necessary” (¥.T.. 4; SBNT
266).

8 While he uses this explanation for a differentgmse here he indicates that it will be useful imeotsections too.
And when he discusses the origins of our beliafXistence of bodies in T 1. 4. 2 he refers to phate in T 2. 5 (T
1. 4. 2. 32, note; SBNT 202). He says here that th 5 he has “already prov’d and explain’d” thanpiple. It is
quite plausible that he inserted this passage @kas the relevant discussion in Part 2) somewdtat, because
otherwise he writes here in such a manner as lifasgjust introduced this important principle (T412. 32; SBNT
203), that is, a principle, according to which veeré a natural tendency to identify resembling ameeted entities.
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view on this topic, and decided to go even furihehe direction of phenomenal-
ism. He suggested that while we could not talk =testly about bodies as some-
thing independent of us, there is no contradichetween our belief in bodies as
independent entities and as something that exrdisin the actual perception —
simply because the former is illegitimate. In otlnards, he was ready to admit
that there is nothing at all except our perceptidng in the world of perceptions
there are no contradictions. This is the very pmsihe outlines at the end of Part 2
of Book 1, and this is the view to which he refier$ection 5 of Part 4 (1 think it is
quite possible that this section had been writiéerlthan other sections of Patt, 4
and even after Part 2) and in the Appendiut, as Hume suggests in the Appen-
dix, this view has led him to a “labyrinth” when kaw that now he could not
make consistent his theory of the $8Ile famously claims here that he cannot
“render consistent” two principles: that “our dmtt perceptions are distinct exis-
tences, and that the mind never perceives anycogalexion among distinct exis-
tences”. He means that as (1) our perceptions tdbelong to “something simple
and individual” and as (2) we see no inner conpectietween them, we have no
way to explain how they can be connected “in owuthht or consciousness” (T
Appendix 20; SBNT 636). This claim, however, makesse only if he rejects a
possibility of explaining such connections by woigs of the animal spirits. In-
deed, in Part 2 of Book 1 he clearly states thel suorkingscan explain the unity
of perceptions (T 1. 2. 5. 20; SBNT 68But if | am right, and if soon after saying
this he had realized that such explanations cetasled an option for him, he really
should face the problem which he stresses in thEeAgix™

87 Section 5 looks like a continuation of Sectiorbd, in fact, it presupposes a reinterpretatioitsofonclusions in
the way indicated above. And Section 5 is in a lcnfvith Hume’s conclusions, summarized in Sectgrwhich
also can be treated as a continuation and develupohdis results obtained in Section 4 (and Sectipof Part 4.

8 | mean his second thoughts on his theory of tife Iseanother fragment of the Appendixf 1. 2. 5. 26, note),
presumably written earlier for insertion in Pamf2Book 1, he seems to approve his former linehofight. Indeed,
this fragment is a part of Hume’s addendum to theehdix. The main body of the Appendix, includihg second
thoughts on the self, has a kind of introductiod &me end, and from the start is presented as penajx. As for
that additional part, so it was probably writtemlyén 1740, when Hume hoped to arrange the seealitibn of the
Treatise(cf. HL 1. 38-39). In other words, it seems tovirétten when Hume had not planned his Appendix kfet.
this is so, then it was written before his texttba self. See for a discussion Udo Thigle Early Modern Subject:
Self-Consciousness and Personal Identity from Déss#0 HumegOxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 398.
8 He claims here that “relations ofsemblancecontiguity andcausatiori are “principles of union among ideas”;
that he could succeed in “explaining the relatiofiddeas” by appealing to animal spirits; agivesa general
schema of such explanations and a detailed exanat mistakes (discussed above) connected wikelprinci-
ples. In Section on personal identity, criticizedhe Appendix, he explains our belief in identifyour self by ap-
plying the very “three relations above-mention’die claims that “that identity depends” on “theseéhrelations of
resemblance, contiguity and causations” as “unitinigciples in the ideal world” (T 1. 4. 6. 16; SBN60). So, the
whole puzzle can be reformulated in such a way: imhyie Appendix Hume rejects those methods ofanagtions
of his principles of association which he has usadier? And in such a form this puzzle can bernilefiy solved.

O This interpretation is close to that given by Relbergelin. He also claims that Hume could not miikeprinci-
ples consistent because of his “phenomenalist staSeze Robert J. Fogelilume’s Skeptical Crisis: A Textual
Study 121-124; cf. his “Hume’s Worries about Persominitity” in hisPhilosophical InterpretationgNew York:
Oxford University Press, 1992), 92. Fogelin, howeve not sensitive to the relevant changes of Hamesition
during his writing of theTreatise and therefore his interpretation is not so cocivig as it might be. His views on
this issue were criticized by Abraham Roth, whedrto show that if Hume really was dissatisfiedhwits theory
because of the lack of explanation of the connaatibperceptions, his worries would be extrapolatethe other
parts of his account of understanding (Abraham lge&oth, “What was Hume’s Problem with Personahtitg’

in Philosophy and Phenomenological Reseafih 1 (2000): 93). We can partly agree with thig, it does not con-
tradict Hume’s position as he says that he hasdfdnconsistencies in his account of intellectuatidioand this can
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In other words, Hume had realized that if we actleat our belief in the in-
dependent existence of the bodies is an illegignoaie, and, consequently, that we
must accept the thesis that there is nothing exaepactual perceptions, then we
should admit (assuming that there is no soul asiting substance, and no inner
connections between our perceptions — these assummpiume still holds as true)
that our perceptions could not be connected. Bug matter of fact, they are con-
nected. And this is an inconsistence. In the AppeHdme says that this is a new
evidence in favor of skepticism, and for this rease can consider the Appendix
as the highest point of his skepticism. But thiswat his final position. In the first
Enquiry he makes a step which seems to be a natural cimelderived from the
above premises. Indeed, if the thesis that thebielithe independent existence of
bodies is an illegitimate one leads us to incoanaEes we can deny it. To deny it
IS to say that this belief results not from cogrtmistakes, but from some strong
and a kind of basic instinct. And Hume says somethike this in hisEnquiry
(EHU 12. 7-9; SBN 151-2}. This again could lead to a contradiction in our be
liefs, but in the firsEnquiry Hume suggests that it can be ignored or even ddfve

This account of a possible evolution of Hume’s catlskeptical views was
intended to show that the idea that Part 2 of Bbakas written after most other
parts of Books 1 and 2 may be plausible on indepeihgirounds. And this, in turn,
shows that the method of comparative dating ofsRPafrtheTreatise,used in this
paper, seems to work. But the very method showsBbak 2 of theTreatisehad
been written before Book 1. And that is what | veshto prove in this section.

VIi

So | hope that the above reasons give a suffi@enfirmation of the hy-
pothesis that Hume had written the IntroductiomitTreatiseand Book 20f the
Passionsbefore writing Book 1. And this means that by gt of the science of
human nature in that Introduction he really measttheory of passions. But this
theory is an experimental one. And that is why Hiemggested that the only basis

be interpreted in a broad sense. On the other l@selwhere Hume could simplgethe principles of association,
but he mightexplaintheir possibility by appealing to the self as astance. As his own theory of the self cannot
provide such an explanation, this theory is inal t@uble and can hardly be treated as a consisten For recent
reviews of other explanations of Hume’s second ginsi see Pitsorijume’s Philosophy of the Se#6—-80; Jona-
than Ellis, The Contents of Hume’s Appendix and Swrce of His Despair, iHume Studie82, 2 (2006): 195-
232.

1 Annemarie Butler tries to show that there is mpdifference in this respect between Theatiseand theEnquiry,
because Hume mentions the relevant “instinct” im Thieatise— see her “Natural Instinct, Perceptual Relativity
and Belief in the External World in HumeEnquiry’, in Hume Studigs34, 1 (2008): 115-158. It is clear, however,
that he describes this instinct differently in #rquiry, and never says that it is based on any obviostkes.

%2 presumably by notion of “unknown, inexplicalsiemething as the cause of our perceptions; a notion sorimpe
fect, that no sceptic will think it worth while tontend against it ” (EHU 12. 16; SBN 155). We ddaemember,
however, that this passage was added by Hume orlly77 ed. In the previous editions it seemed &g i€onsid-
ered this contradiction as a kind of not very intpot anomaly that could be ignored without muchseguence.

% | have discussed here only Hume’s skepticism “withard to the senses”. As for his radical “skegticwith
regard to reason”, it could be at least partly owtliby his discovery of the impotence of our reasonnected, on
the one hand, with the fact that reason cannatiaitiesires, on the other — that it does not timac empirical in-
ferences. From these discoveries it was easy t@radinal step and claim that reason cannot evppastiitself.
This sort of skepticism is notoriously absent ia finst Enquiry, and this emphasizes the positive spirit of thaitkw
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of the science of human nature is experience. Botg firstEnquiry Hume identi-
fies the science of human nature with the moralgbphy as such, including the
account of understanding. As in his theory of ustdgrding he widely uses syllo-
gisms he cannot claim here that the science of humature is based only on ex-
perience. But it does not mean that he had chahgedethodology in th&n-
quiry. What he had actually changed was his treatintpefscience of human na-
ture. Still this is not the whole story. We havers¢hat the main text of thierea-
tise indicates that Hume had already changed his cdiocepf the science of hu-
man nature before publication of Books 1 and tisf work® So, if we set the In-
troduction aside and look only at Books 1 and 2 see that under the “science of
human nature” he understood not only his theongasisions but also his theory of
understanding, where he widely used syllogismsbtaio truths about human na-
ture. But something like an inertia had preventied fo realize that he must make
corrections in his descriptions of his methodshm introduction to th&@reatise In

a few years, however, he fully realized that andiensome corrections in then-
quiry.

Realizing the importance of syllogistical, or detiee methods in the sci-
ence of human nature did not lead Hume, howevailet@loping an explicit the-
ory of such deductions. And it seems to me thaldbk of such a theory was one
of the main reasons why such deductions of a Hurhgsnwere obviously under-
estimated in the numerous discussions concerninigpspphical methodology.
And in this final part of my paper | will try to elwv that they have a potential even
now.

We have seen that Hume’s deductions in Book 1 efftlkeatiseand in his
first Enquiry help us to clarify the real relations between ideas of some opera-
tions of the mind, for example, between demonstaand factual reasonings.
Such reasonings produce beliefs of a different Keliefs are mental states which
can be expressed in some statements. Note, tha theo need to restrict an
analysis of the relations of statements to a simggemblance between them. It is
possible, for example, to interpret equivalencea(agyh degree of resemblance) of
statements or propositions as their mutually immgyeach other, and implication
gives us an idea of dependence between proposibiostatements. Now, it is a
common place in analytic philosophy that our belidépend on other beliefs. If,
for example, | look at a clock and form a beliedttit is 1 p. m., this belief presup-
poses another one — that the clock works propetty, It is interesting, however,
that analytic philosophers have not paid much @tgerto analysis of dependence
among our natural beliefs, that is, our deepesefsebf an ontological kind. One
notable exception is “descriptive metaphysics” etd? Strawson and his follow-
ers? Strawson, however, came to his views from Kanltiosophy. But Humean
way to something similar is equally possible. Anaginte himself had tried to show
the dependence of our belief in identity on oursedileliefs (T 1. 3. 2. 2; SBNT

% S0 in this respect the difference betweenTtreatiseand the firsEnquiryis not an important one (cf. HL 1. 158).
% See for example, P. F. Strawstndividuals: An Essay in Descriptive Metaphysjcendon: Methuen, 1959).
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74)° To see how this project could be further developedss take as an example
two statements expressing our natural beliefs &oavhow their relation can be
clarified by a deduction: (1) “l believe that theucse of nature will not change”;
(2) “I believe that every event has a cause”. log®othem because Hume had dis-
cussed both at length. He, however, did not fulglain their relation. This rela-
tion is not quite clear from the start. And evewd clarified it we might not grasp
it directly. But we can prove that the second statet depends on the first. Let us
suppose that we believe in the existence of casseleents. The cause is an event
A, which always immediately precede another e@nthe effect. If we believe in
the existence of causeless events we believehtbet fire no such events immedi-
ately preceding (causeless) evBrieproducing of which would be always accom-
panied withB in the next moment of time. But this belief isan obvious conflict
with our belief that the course of nature will mbiange. So, if we believe that the
course of nature will not change we also belieat évery event has a ca-use.
Now, the belief that the course of nature will sthange is an expression of
our belief in the exact correspondence betweepaiseand the future experiences.
That is, if we believe that the course of natur# mot change we believe that if
any event given in experience in an environmentladvbe reproduced in the same
environment it would be followed by the event, exgeced after it at its first oc-
currence. As the belief in causality depends o ltkelief, and as we surely believe
in such correspondence in ordinary life, we alskelse that every event given in
experience has a cause which might be given iregperience (if not, we would
not believe that reproduction of an experientiatestof affairs preceding an event
which has a non-experiential cause would be foltbtwe the event in question).
Hume was sure that causal inferences are involveaeichanisms of sympa-
thy, which helps us to be a kind of mirrors of atpeople (T 2. 1. 11. 2-8; SBNT
316-20). He believed that we know passions of ofle@ple only by their external
effects. And if we agree with Hume and with mostteonporary philosophers that
such qualitative mental states of other people @abe given in our experience,
we must believe that their behavior has publicatperienced, that is, physical
causes. But sympathy presupposes our belief iexistence of other minds. We
cannot observe qualitative states of other pedpiestill we naturally believe that
such states exist. Now let us suppose that weueetieat mental states of other
people have no causal impact on their behaviosutrh a case those mental states
would be unnecessary for them. And the world witbhsmental states would be
overloaded with superfluous entities and would heimless elegant and simple
than the world without thefff. Our belief in conformity between the past and the
future, however, arguably implies another belieh-the simplest possible picture
of the world we live in. Then, if we believed inetltausal impotency of possible
mental states of other people, we would not belis\tee existence of other minds.

% Later he modified his view on this subject (cfLT4. 2. 21; SBNT 197). Note, that here he discusse belief in
“continu’d existence of objects”, but belief in m#y is connected with such belief in a contingistence.

7 Of course, in this world would exist at least om-elegant entity — the epiphenomenalist. Butitildt be better
to suppose for her that she is the only oddithaworld, than take the whole world as a one hulgkty
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And if we actually believe in their existence, weaabelieve that their qualitative
states have a causal impact on their behadVior.

So we see a conflict between our natural beliefed £ solve it we might
say that mental states of other people (and owesplre naturally supervenight
on physical aspects of reality in such a way that possible world, differing from
the actual one only by the lack of actual qualiatmental states, human beings
would not behave themselves in the same way asliblegve in the actual world.
Such a solution gives its due to both conflictiredjéfs and avoids contradictions.

Indeed, we can say that human behavior is detedriyephysical factors,
because in the actual world these factors arecseiti for producing human behav-
ior. At the same time, we can claim that mentakesthave a causal relevancy, be-
cause without them those physical factors wouldprotiuce the same behavior.
The physical factors are sufficient neverthelessabse the mental states are su-
pervenient on them. Of course, we must explain sdme physical systems need
mental states for realization of their causal pewehile others, as we believe, do
not need anything like this. And such explanationght give as a clue to solving
the mind-body problem. But this is not my purposeehto make attempts of such
explanation. | have just wanted to show that we wsa deductions of a Humean
type to clarify relations between our natural Wsliand that such clarifying can
open a way to plausible solutions of some deepphgtacal problems.

Note also that these brief remarks have a relatothe much discussed
topic of the future of conceptual analysis. Somigopbphers claim that conceptual
analysis is not so powerful as once belie¥8df we look at the history of analytic
philosophy, we see, however, that such analysisusaally focused on word us-
age. But this level of the ordinary word usageaswore than a surface of our con-
ceptual schemes. Their deep structures lay ateted bf our natural beliefs. In-
deed, such beliefs can be interpreted as a kintbo€eptual schemes which we
impose on our experience. And | have just triedhow that it is possible to clarify
the relations between such conceptual schemesquite rigorous arguments. If
this is correct, and if such clarifications candda solving some metaphysical
problems, then we can hope that conceptual andigsisiot said its last word yet.

Conclusion

In this paper | have argued that an analysis ofterrainological anomaly in
Hume’s firstEnquiry not only helps us to clarify his understandindnisf own phi-
losophical methodology but also gives us some dine®mprehending the evolu-
tion of his interpretation of the science of humature and the order of his writing
of the different parts of the first two books o lireatise Moreover, these consid-
erations may throw some light on the nature of epheal analysis and make us a
bit more optimistic about prospects of conceptimllosophy.

% This argument can be easily supported by a feeratbmmon arguments contra epiphenomenalism.
% On natural supervenience, see David Chalniérs,Conscious MinB4—38.
10 gee, for a recent example, Timothy Williams®he Philosophy of Philosopti@xford: Blackwell, 2008).
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