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phers seem
 inclin’d to think, that personal identity arises from

 conscious-
ness; and consciousness is nothing but a reflected thought or perception.
The present philosophy, therefore, has so far a prom

ising aspect. But all
m

y hopes vanish, w
hen I com

e to explain the principles, that unite our
successive perceptions in our thought or consciousness. I cannot discover
any theory, w

hich gives m
e satisfaction on this head.

* Book I. [1.4.6.17ff—
H

um
e’s cross-reference w

as by page num
ber.]

In short there are tw
o principles, w

hich I cannot render consis-
tent; nor is it in m

y pow
er to renounce either of them

, viz, that all our
distinct perceptions are distinct existences, and that the m

ind never per-
ceives any real connexion am

ong distinct existences. D
id our perceptions

either inhere in som
ething sim

ple and individual, or did the m
ind per-

ceive som
e real connexion am

ong them
, there w

ou’d be no difficulty in
the case. For m

y part, I m
ust plead the privilege of a sceptic, and confess,

that this difficulty is too hard for m
y understanding. I pretend not, how

-
ever, to pronounce it absolutely insuperable. O

thers, perhaps, or m
yself,

upon m
ore m

ature reflections, m
ay discover som

e hypothesis, that w
ill

reconcile those contradictions.
…1
5

1.4.2.41

1.4.5.6

1.4.5.7

interrupted Being m
ay, therefore, be som

etim
es present to the m

ind, and
som

etim
es absent from

 it, w
ithout any real or essential change in the Be-

ing itself. A
n interrupted appearance to the senses im

plies not necessarily
an interruption in the existence. The supposition of the continu’d exis-
tence of sensible objects or perceptions involves no contradiction. W

e
m

ay easily indulge our inclination to that supposition. W
hen the exact re-

sem
blance of our perceptions m

akes us ascribe to them
 an identity, w

e
m

ay rem
ove the seem

ing interruption by feigning a continu’d being,
w

hich m
ay fill those intervals, and preserve a perfect and entire identity

to our perceptions.
But as w

e here not only feign but believe this continu’d exis-
tence, the question is, from

 whence arises such a belief.…
 It has been

prov’d already, that belief in general consists in nothing, but the vivacity
of an idea; and that an idea m

ay acquire this vivacity by its relation to
som

e present im
pression. Im

pressions are naturally the m
ost vivid per-

ceptions of the m
ind; and this quality is in part convey’d by the relation

to every connected idea. The relation causes a sm
ooth passage from

 the
im

pression to the idea, and even gives a propensity to that passage. The
m

ind falls so easily from
 the one perception to the other, that it scarce

perceives the change, but retains in the second a considerable share of the
vivacity of the first. It is excited by the lively im

pression; and this vivac-
ity is convey’d to the related idea, w

ithout any great dim
inution in the

passage, by reason of the sm
ooth transition and the propensity of the

im
agination.

Section V. O
f the im

m
ateriality of the soul

…
 N

either by considering the first origin of ideas, nor by m
eans

of a definition are w
e able to arrive at any satisfactory notion of sub-

stance; w
hich seem

s to m
e a sufficient reason for abandoning utterly that

dispute concerning the m
ateriality and im

m
ateriality of the soul, and

m
akes m

e absolutely condem
n even the question itself. W

e have no per-
fect idea of any thing but of a perception. A

 substance is entirely differ-
ent from

 a perception. W
e have, therefore, no idea of a substance. Inhe-

sion in som
ething is suppos’d to be requisite to support the existence of

our perceptions. N
othing appears requisite to support the existence of a

perception. W
e have, therefore, no idea of inhesion. W

hat possibility then
of answ

ering that question, W
hether perceptions inhere in a m

aterial or
im

m
aterial substance, w

hen w
e do not so m

uch as understand the m
ean-

ing of the question?
There is one argum

ent com
m

only em
ploy’d for the im

m
aterial-

ity of the soul, w
hich seem

s to m
e rem

arkable. W
hatever is extended

consists of parts; and w
hatever consists of parts is divisible, if not in real-

ity, at least in the im
agination. But ’tis im

possible anything divisible can

……2
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 c
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or
 s

up
po

sin
g 

su
ch

 a
 c
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e 
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 o
n 
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e 
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of

 th
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 e
xt

en
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d
di

vi
sib

le
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n 

th
e 

su
rfa

ce
 o

r 
in
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 m
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dl
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 O
n 

th
e 

ba
ck

- 
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fo
re
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id

e 
of
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? 

If
 it

 b
e 

co
nj
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n’

d 
w

ith
 th

e 
ex

te
ns

io
n,

 it
 m

us
t e

xi
st

 so
m

e-
w

he
re

 w
ith

in
 it

s 
di

m
en

sio
ns

. I
f i

t e
xi

st
 w

ith
in

 it
s 

di
m

en
sio

ns
, i

t m
us

t e
i-

th
er

 e
xi

st
 in

 o
ne

 p
ar

tic
ul

ar
 p

ar
t; 

an
d 

th
en

 th
at

 p
ar

tic
ul

ar
 p

ar
t i

s 
in

di
vi

si-
bl

e,
 a

nd
 th

e 
pe

rc
ep

tio
n 

is
 c

on
jo

in
ed

 o
nl

y 
w

ith
 it

, n
ot

 w
ith

 th
e 

ex
te

ns
io

n:
O

r i
f t

he
 th

ou
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t e
xi

sts
 in

 e
ve

ry
 p

ar
t, 

it 
m

us
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lso
 b

e 
ex

te
nd

ed
, a

nd
 se

pa
-

ra
bl

e,
 a

nd
 d

iv
isi

bl
e,

 a
s w

el
l a

s t
he

 b
od

y;
 w

hi
ch

 is
 u

tte
rly

 a
bs

ur
d 

an
d 

co
n-

tra
di

ct
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y.
 F

or
 c

an
 a

ny
 o

ne
 c

on
ce

iv
e 

a 
pa

ss
io

n 
of

 a
 y

ar
d 

in
 le

ng
th

, a
 fo

ot
in

 b
re

ad
th

, a
nd

 a
n 

in
ch

 in
 th

ic
kn

es
s?

 T
ho

ug
ht

, t
he

re
fo

re
, a

nd
 e

xt
en

sio
n

ar
e 

qu
al

iti
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 w
ho
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co
m
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tib

le
, 

an
d 
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ve

r 
ca

n 
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co
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e 
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th

er
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ne
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ec
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Th

is 
ar

gu
m

en
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ffe
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s n
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e 
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ta

nc
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e 
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, b

ut
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nl
y 

th
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 c
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g 
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ef
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m
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 c
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f a
 lo
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l c
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ju
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hi
s 
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 c
ur
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 q
ue
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ay
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so
m

e 
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f c
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en
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fir
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of

 s
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 d
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ol
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y 
fro

m
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e 
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f 
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 f
ee
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 n
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 th

er
e 

an
y 

th
in

g,
 b

ut
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ha
t 
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lo
ur

’d
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r 
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ng
ib

le
, t

ha
t h
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 p

ar
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 d
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 a
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r 
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ch
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 m
an

ne
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ea
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he
n 

w
e 

di
m

in
ish

 o
r e

nc
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e 

a 
re
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no
t a

fte
r t

he
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m
e 

m
an

ne
r t
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t w

e 
di

m
in
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r e
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e 
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bj
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t; 

an
d 

w
he

n
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ve
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l 
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ur
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g 
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e,
 c
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to

m
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n 
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e
m
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e 
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n 
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 o

f 
th

e 
de

gr
ee

s 
of

 th
e 

di
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nc
e 

an
d 

co
nt

ig
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 o

f
th

os
e 

bo
di
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, f

ro
m

 w
hi

ch
 th
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re
 d

er
iv

’d
. W

ha
te

ve
r m

ar
ks

 th
e 

pl
ac

e 
of

its
 e

xi
ste

nc
e 

ei
th

er
 m

us
t b

e 
ex

te
nd

ed
, o

r 
m

us
t b

e 
a 

m
at

he
m
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ic

al
 p

oi
nt

,
w

ith
ou

t p
ar

ts
 o

r 
co

m
po

sit
io

n.
 W

ha
t i

s 
ex

te
nd

ed
 m

us
t h

av
e 

a 
pa

rti
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la
r

fig
ur

e,
 a

s 
sq
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, r
ou
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, t

ria
ng

ul
ar

; n
on

e 
of

 w
hi

ch
 w

ill
 a

gr
ee

 to
 a

 d
es

ire
,

or
 in

de
ed

 to
 a

ny
 im

pr
es

sio
n 

or
 id

ea
, e

xc
ep

t o
f 

th
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e 
tw

o 
se

ns
es

 a
bo

ve
-

m
en

tio
n’

d.
 N

ei
th

er
 o

ug
ht

 a
 d

es
ire

, t
ho

’ i
nd

iv
isi

bl
e,

 to
 b

e 
co

ns
id

er
ed

 a
s 

a
m

at
he

m
at

ic
al

 p
oi

nt
. F

or
 in

 th
at

 c
as

e 
’tw

ou
’d

 b
e 

po
ss

ib
le

, b
y 

th
e 

ad
di

tio
n

of
 o

th
er

s,
 to

 m
ak

e 
tw

o,
 th

re
e,

 fo
ur

 d
es

ire
s,

 a
nd

 th
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e 
di
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’d
 a

nd
 s

itu
-
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ed

 in
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 m
an

ne
r, 
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 to
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e 
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te
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e 
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ng
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, b
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nd
 th

ic
k-

ne
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; w
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ch
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 e
vi

de
nt

ly
 a
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ur

d.
’T

w
ill
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ot

 b
e 

su
rp

ris
in

g 
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te
r t
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 I 
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ch
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 c
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m
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d 
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ns
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 e

ste
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’d
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e

m
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t c
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in
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 re
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s 

m
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at
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n 

ob
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nd
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et
 b
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he
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: a

nd
 I 
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se

rt,
 th

at
 th
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 is
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ot

 o
nl

y 
po

ss
ib

le
, b

ut
th

at
 th

e 
gr

ea
te

st
 p

ar
t o

f 
be

in
gs

 d
o 

an
d 

m
us

t e
xi

st
 a

fte
r 

th
is

 m
an

ne
r. 

A
n

ob
je

ct
 m

ay
 b

e 
sa

id
 to

 b
e 

no
 w

he
re

, w
he

n 
its

 p
ar

ts 
ar

e 
no

t s
o 

sit
ua

te
d 

w
ith

re
sp

ec
t t

o 
ea

ch
 o

th
er

, a
s 

to
 fo

rm
 a

ny
 fi

gu
re

 o
r 

qu
an

tit
y;

 n
or

 th
e 

w
ho

le
w

ith
 re

sp
ec

t t
o 

ot
he

r b
od

ie
s 

so
 a

s 
to

 a
ns

w
er

 to
 o

ur
 n

ot
io

ns
 o

f c
on

tig
ui

ty
or

 d
ist

an
ce

. N
ow

 th
is

 is
 e

vi
de

nt
ly

 th
e 

ca
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 w
ith

 a
ll 

ou
r 

pe
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ep
tio

ns
 a

nd
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A
ppendix

There is nothing I w
ou’d m

ore w
illingly lay hold of, than an op-

portunity of confessing m
y errors; and shou’d esteem

 such a return to
truth and reason to be m

ore honourable than the m
ost unerring judgm

ent.
A

 m
an, w

ho is free from
 m

istakes, can pretend to no praises, except from
the justness of his understanding: But a m

an, w
ho corrects his m

istakes,
shew

s at once the justness of his understanding, and the candour and in-
genuity of his tem

per. I have not yet been so fortunate as to discover any
very considerable m

istakes in the reasonings deliver’d in the preceding
volum

es, except on one article: But I have found by experience, that
som

e of m
y expressions have not been so w

ell chosen, as to guard
against all m

istakes in the readers; and ’tis chiefly to rem
edy this defect, I

have subjoin’d the follow
ing appendix.

I had entertain’d som
e hopes, that how

ever deficient our theory
of the intellectual w

orld m
ight be, it w

ou’d be free from
 those contradic-

tions, and absurdities, w
hich seem

 to attend every explication, that hu-
m

an reason can give of the m
aterial w

orld. But upon a m
ore strict review

of the section concerning personal identity, I find m
yself involv’d in such

a labyrinth, that, I m
ust confess, I neither know

 how
 to correct m

y form
er

opinions, nor how
 to render them

 consistent. If this be not a good general
reason for scepticism

, ’tis at least a sufficient one (if I w
ere not already

abundantly supplied) for m
e to entertain a diffidence and m

odesty in all
m

y decisions. I shall propose the argum
ents on both sides, beginning

w
ith those that induc’d m

e to deny the strict and proper identity and sim
-

plicity of a self or thinking being.
W

hen w
e talk of self or substance, w

e m
ust have an idea an-

nex’d to these term
s, otherw

ise they are altogether unintelligible. Every
idea is deriv’d from

 preceding im
pressions; and w

e have no im
pression

of self or substance, as som
ething sim

ple and individual. W
e have, there-

fore, no idea of them
 in that sense.

W
hatever is distinct, is distinguishable; and w

hatever is distin-
guishable, is separable by the thought or im

agination. A
ll perceptions are

distinct. They are, therefore, distinguishable, and separable, and m
ay be

conceiv’d as separately existent, and m
ay exist separately, w

ithout any
contradiction or absurdity.

W
hen I view

 this table and that chim
ney, nothing is present to

m
e but particular perceptions, w

hich are of a like nature w
ith all the other

perceptions. This is the doctrine of philosophers. But this table, w
hich is

present to m
e, and the chim

ney, m
ay and do exist separately. This is the

doctrine of the vulgar, and im
plies no contradiction. There is no contra-

diction, therefore, in extending the sam
e doctrine to all the perceptions.

In general, the follow
ing reasoning seem

s satisfactory. A
ll ideas

are borrow
’d from

 preceding perceptions. O
ur ideas of objects, therefore,

…1
3

1.4.5.15

1.4.5.16

1.4.6.1

objects, except those of the sight and feeling. A
 m

oral reflection cannot
be plac’d on the right or on the left hand of a passion, nor can a sm

ell or
sound be either of a circular or a square figure. These objects and percep-
tions, so far from

 requiring any particular place, are absolutely incom
pat-

ible w
ith it, and even the im

agination cannot attribute it to them
. A

nd as
to the absurdity of supposing them

 to be no w
here, w

e m
ay consider, that

if the passions and sentim
ents appear to the perception to have any par-

ticular place, the idea of extension m
ight be deriv’d from

 them
, as w

ell as
from

 the sight and touch; contrary to w
hat w

e have already establish’d. If
they appear not to have any particular place, they m

ay possibly exist in
the sam

e m
anner; since w

hatever w
e conceive is possible.

But tho’ in this view
 of things w

e cannot refuse to condem
n

the m
aterialists, w

ho conjoin all thought w
ith extension; yet a little re-

flection w
ill show

 us equal reason for blam
ing their antagonists, w

ho
conjoin all thought w

ith a sim
ple and indivisible substance. The m

ost
vulgar philosophy inform

s us, that no external object can m
ake itself

know
n to the m

ind im
m

ediately, and w
ithout the interposition of an im

-
age or perception. That table, w

hich just now
 appears to m

e, is only a
perception, and all its qualities are qualities of a perception. N

ow
 the

m
ost obvious of all its qualities is extension. The perception consists of

parts. These parts are so situated, as to afford us the notion of distance
and contiguity; of length, breadth, and thickness. The term

ination of
these three dim

ensions is w
hat w

e call figure. This figure is m
oveable,

separable, and divisible. M
obility, and separability are the distinguishing

properties of extended objects. A
nd to cut short all disputes, the very idea

of extension is copy’d from
 nothing but an im

pression, and consequently
m

ust perfectly agree to it. To say the idea of extension agrees to any
thing, is to say it is extended.

The free-thinker m
ay now

 trium
ph in his turn; and having

found there are im
pressions and ideas really extended, m

ay ask his antag-
onists, how

 they can incorporate a sim
ple and indivisible subject w

ith an
extended perception? A

ll the argum
ents of Theologians m

ay here be re-
torted upon them

. Is the indivisible subject, or im
m

aterial substance, if
you w

ill, on the left or on the right hand of the perception? Is it in this
particular part, or in that other? Is it in every part w

ithout being ex-
tended? O

r is it entire in any one part w
ithout deserting the rest? ’Tis im

-
possible to give any answ

er to these questions, but w
hat w

ill both be ab-
surd in itself, and w

ill account for the union of our indivisible percep-
tions w

ith an extended substance.

Section V
I. O

f personal identity
There are som

e philosophers, w
ho im

agine w
e are every m

o-
m

ent intim
ately conscious of w

hat w
e call our self; that w

e feel its exis-

……4
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d 
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-
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hi
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n 
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er
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ns
, ’
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 to

 b
e 
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id
er

ed
, u
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n 
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t c
hi

efl
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s 
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e 

so
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 o

f p
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na

l i
de
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ity

. H
ad

 w
e 

no
 m

em
or

y,
 w

e
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ve
r 

sh
ou

’d
 h
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e 

an
y 
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tio

n 
of

 c
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sa
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n,
 n

or
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qu
en

tly
 o

f 
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n 
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 c

au
se

s 
an

d 
ef

fe
ct

s, 
w

hi
ch

 c
on

sti
tu

te
 o

ur
 se

lf 
or

 p
er

so
n.

 B
ut

 h
av

-
in

g 
on

ce
 a

cq
ui

r’
d 

th
is

 n
ot

io
n 

of
 c

au
sa

tio
n 

fro
m

 th
e 

m
em

or
y,

 w
e 

ca
n 
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-

te
nd

 th
e 

sa
m

e 
ch

ai
n 
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 c
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se

s, 
an

d 
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ns
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ue
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 th

e 
id

en
tit
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of

 o
ur

 p
er

-
so

ns
 b

ey
on

d 
ou

r m
em

or
y,

 a
nd

 c
an

 c
om

pr
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en
d 

tim
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, a
nd

 c
irc
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es

,
an

d 
ac

tio
ns

, 
w

hi
ch

 w
e 

ha
ve

 e
nt

ire
ly

 fo
rg

ot
, 

bu
t 

su
pp

os
e 

in
 g

en
er

al
 to

ha
ve

 e
xi

ste
d.

 F
or

 h
ow

 fe
w

 o
f 

ou
r 

pa
st

 a
ct

io
ns

 a
re

 th
er

e,
 o

f 
w

hi
ch

 w
e

ha
ve

 a
ny

 m
em

or
y?

 W
ho

 c
an

 te
ll 

m
e,

 fo
r i

ns
ta

nc
e,

 w
ha

t w
er

e 
hi

s t
ho

ug
ht

s
an

d 
ac

tio
ns
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e 

fir
st 
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f M
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e
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f A
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 O

r w
ill

 h
e 

af
fir

m
, b

ec
au

se
 h

e 
ha

s 
en

tir
el

y 
fo

rg
ot

 th
e

in
ci

de
nt

s 
of

 th
es

e 
da

ys
, t

ha
t t

he
 p

re
se

nt
 se

lf 
is

 n
ot

 th
e 

sa
m

e 
pe

rs
on

 w
ith

th
e 

se
lf 

of
 th

at
 ti

m
e;

 a
nd

 b
y 

th
at

 m
ea

ns
 o

ve
rtu

rn
 a

ll 
th

e 
m

os
t e

sta
bl

ish
ed

no
tio

ns
 o

f p
er

so
na

l i
de

nt
ity

? 
In

 th
is

 v
ie

w,
 th

er
ef

or
e,

 m
em

or
y 

do
es

 n
ot

 so
m

uc
h 

pr
od

uc
e 

as
 d

isc
ov

er
 p

er
so

na
l i

de
nt

ity
, b

y 
sh

ew
in

g 
us

 th
e 

re
la
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n 
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an
d 

ef
fe

ct
 a

m
on

g 
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r d
iff

er
en

t p
er
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ill
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e 
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n
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ho
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 th
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 m
em

or
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pr
od
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ire
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 p
er
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de
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o
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 a
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r m
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s d
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 c
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 b
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 b
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 d
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 d
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join’d by the greatest difference and rem
oteness. ’Tis, therefore, on som

e
of these three relations of resem

blance, contiguity and causation, that
identity depends; and as the very essence of these relations consists in
their producing an easy transition of ideas; it follow

s, that our notions of
personal identity, proceed entirely from

 the sm
ooth and uninterrupted

progress of the thought along a train of connected ideas, according to the
principles above-explain’d.

The only question, therefore, w
hich rem

ains, is, by w
hat rela-

tions this uninterrupted progress of our thought is produc’d, w
hen w

e
consider the successive existence of a m

ind or thinking person. A
nd here

’tis evident w
e m

ust confine ourselves to resem
blance and causation, and

m
ust drop contiguity, w

hich has little or no influence in the present case.
To begin w

ith resem
blance; suppose w

e cou’d see clearly into
the breast of another, and observe that succession of perceptions, w

hich
constitutes his m

ind or thinking principle, and suppose that he alw
ays

preserves the m
em

ory of a considerable part of past perceptions; ’tis evi-
dent that nothing cou’d m

ore contribute to the bestow
ing a relation on

this succession am
idst all its variations. For w

hat is the m
em

ory but a
faculty, by w

hich w
e raise up the im

ages of past perceptions? A
nd as an

im
age necessarily resem

bles its object, m
ust not the frequent placing of

these resem
bling perceptions in the chain of thought, convey the im

agi-
nation m

ore easily from
 one link to another, and m

ake the w
hole seem

like the continuance of one object? In this particular, then, the m
em

ory
not only discovers the identity, but also contributes to its production, by
producing the relation of resem

blance am
ong the perceptions. The case is

the sam
e w

hether w
e consider ourselves or others.

A
s to causation; w

e m
ay observe, that the true idea of the hu-

m
an m

ind, is to consider it as a system
 of different perceptions or differ-

ent existences, w
hich are link’d together by the relation of cause and ef-

fect, and m
utually produce, destroy, influence, and m

odify each other.
O

ur im
pressions give rise to their correspondent ideas; said these ideas in

their turn produce other im
pressions. O

ne thought chaces another, and
draw

s after it a third, by w
hich it is expell’d in its turn. In this respect, I

cannot com
pare the soul m

ore properly to any thing than to a republic or
com

m
onw

ealth, in w
hich the several m

em
bers are united by the recipro-

cal ties of governm
ent and subordination, and give rise to other persons,

w
ho propagate the sam

e republic in the incessant changes of its parts.
A

nd as the sam
e individual republic m

ay not only change its m
em

bers,
but also its law

s and constitutions; in like m
anner the sam

e person m
ay

vary his character and disposition, as w
ell as his im

pressions and ideas,
w

ithout losing his identity. W
hatever changes he endures, his several

parts are still connected by the relation of causation. A
nd in this view

 our
identity w

ith regard to the passions serves to corroborate that w
ith regard

to the im
agination, by the m

aking our distant perceptions influence each
other, and by giving us a present concern for our past or future pains or

1
1

1.4.6.4

1.4.6.5

1.4.6.6

But setting aside som
e m

etaphysicians of this kind, I m
ay ven-

ture to affirm
 of the rest of m

ankind, that they are nothing but a bundle or
collection of different perceptions, w

hich succeed each other w
ith an in-

conceivable rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux and m
ovem

ent. O
ur eyes

cannot turn in their sockets w
ithout varying our perceptions. O

ur thought
is still m

ore variable than our sight; and all our other senses and faculties
contribute to this change; nor is there any single pow

er of the soul, w
hich

rem
ains unalterably the sam

e, perhaps for one m
om

ent. The m
ind is a

kind of theatre, w
here several perceptions successively m

ake their ap-
pearance; pass, re-pass, glide aw

ay, and m
ingle in an infinite variety of

postures and situations. There is properly no sim
plicity in it at one tim

e,
nor identity in different; w

hatever natural propension w
e m

ay have to
im

agine that sim
plicity and identity. The com

parison of the theatre m
ust

not m
islead us. They are the successive perceptions only, that constitute

the m
ind; nor have w

e the m
ost distant notion of the place, w

here these
scenes are represented, or of the m

aterials, of w
hich it is com

pos’d.
W

hat then gives us so great a propension to ascribe an identity
to these successive perceptions, and to suppose ourselves possest of an
invariable and uninterrupted existence thro’ the w

hole course of our
lives? In order to answ

er this question, w
e m

ust distinguish betw
ixt per-

sonal identity, as it regards our thought or im
agination, and as it regards

our passions or the concern w
e take in ourselves. The first is our present

subject; and to explain it perfectly w
e m

ust take the m
atter pretty deep,

and account for that identity, w
hich w

e attribute to plants and anim
als;

there being a great analogy betw
ixt it, and the identity of a self or person.

W
e have a distinct idea of an object, that rem

ains invariable and
uninterrupted thro’ a suppos’d variation of tim

e; and this idea w
e call

that of identity or sam
eness. W

e have also a distinct idea of several dif-
ferent objects existing in succession, and connected together by a close
relation; and this to an accurate view

 affords as perfect a notion of diver-
sity, as if there w

as no m
anner of relation am

ong the objects. But tho’
these tw

o ideas of identity, and a succession of related objects be in
them

selves perfectly distinct, and even contrary, yet ’tis certain, that in
our com

m
on w

ay of thinking they are generally confounded w
ith each

other. That action of the im
agination, by w

hich w
e consider the uninter-

rupted and invariable object, and that by w
hich w

e reflect on the succes-
sion of related objects, are alm

ost the sam
e to the feeling, nor is there

m
uch m

ore effort of thought requir’d in the latter case than in the form
er.

The relation facilitates the transition of the m
ind from

 one object to an-
other, and renders its passage as sm

ooth as if it contem
plated one con-

tinu’d object. This resem
blance is the cause of the confusion and m

is-
take, and m

akes us substitute the notion of identity, instead of that of re-
lated objects. H

ow
ever at one instant w

e m
ay consider the related succes-

sion as variable or interrupted, w
e are sure the next to ascribe to it a per-

fect identity, and regard it as enviable and uninterrupted. O
ur propensity

6
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e 
ab

str
us

er
 sc

ie
nc

es
 a

re
 st

ud
y’

d 
w

ith
 a

 p
e-

cu
lia

r a
rd

ou
r a

nd
 a

pp
lic

at
io

n.
 A

nd
 h

er
e 

’ti
s 

ev
id

en
t, 

th
e 

sa
m

e 
m

et
ho

d 
of

re
as

on
in

g 
m

us
t 

be
 c

on
tin

u’
d,

 w
hi

ch
 h

as
 s

o 
su

cc
es

sf
ul

ly
 e

xp
la

in
’d

 th
e

id
en

tit
y 

of
 p

la
nt

s, 
an

d 
an

im
al

s, 
an

d 
sh

ip
s, 

an
d 

ho
us

es
, a

nd
 o

f a
ll 

th
e 

co
m

-
po

un
de

d 
an

d 
ch

an
ge

ab
le

 p
ro

du
ct

io
ns

 e
ith

er
 o

f a
rt 

or
 n

at
ur

e.
 T

he
 id

en
tit

y,
w

hi
ch

 w
e 

as
cr

ib
e 

to
 th

e 
m

in
d 

of
 m

an
, i

s 
on

ly
 a

 fi
ct

iti
ou

s 
on

e,
 a

nd
 o

f 
a

lik
e 

ki
nd

 w
ith

 th
at

 w
hi

ch
 w

e 
as

cr
ib

e 
to

 v
eg

et
ab

le
s 

an
d 

an
im

al
 b

od
ie

s. 
It

ca
nn

ot
, t

he
re

fo
re

, h
av

e 
a 

di
ffe

re
nt

 o
rig

in
, b

ut
 m

us
t p

ro
ce

ed
 fr

om
 a

 li
ke

op
er

at
io

n 
of

 th
e 

im
ag

in
at

io
n 

up
on

 li
ke

 o
bj

ec
ts.

Bu
t l

es
t t

hi
s 

ar
gu

m
en

t s
ho

u’
d 

no
t c

on
vi

nc
e 

th
e 

re
ad

er
; t

ho
’ i

n
m

y 
op

in
io

n 
pe

rfe
ct

ly
 d

ec
isi

ve
; 

le
t 

hi
m

 w
ei

gh
 th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

re
as

on
in

g,
w

hi
ch

 is
 s

til
l c

lo
se

r 
an

d 
m

or
e 

im
m

ed
ia

te
. ’

Ti
s 

ev
id

en
t, 

th
at

 th
e 

id
en

tit
y,

w
hi

ch
 w

e 
at

tri
bu

te
 to

 th
e 

hu
m

an
 m

in
d,

 h
ow

ev
er

 p
er

fe
ct

 w
e 

m
ay

 im
ag

in
e

it 
to

 b
e,

 is
 n

ot
 a

bl
e 

to
 ru

n 
th

e 
se

ve
ra

l d
iff

er
en

t p
er

ce
pt

io
ns

 in
to

 o
ne

, a
nd

m
ak

e 
th

em
 lo

se
 th

ei
r c

ha
ra

ct
er

s 
of

 d
ist

in
ct

io
n 

an
d 

di
ffe

re
nc

e,
 w

hi
ch

 a
re

es
se

nt
ia

l t
o 

th
em

. ’
Ti

s 
sti

ll 
tru

e,
 th

at
 e

ve
ry

 d
ist

in
ct

 p
er

ce
pt

io
n,

 w
hi

ch
 e

n-
te

rs
 in

to
 th

e 
co

m
po

sit
io

n 
of

 th
e 

m
in

d,
 is

 a
 d

ist
in

ct
 e

xi
ste

nc
e,

 a
nd

 is
 d

iff
er

-
en

t, 
an

d 
di

sti
ng

ui
sh

ab
le

, a
nd

 s
ep

ar
ab

le
 fr

om
 e

ve
ry

 o
th

er
 p

er
ce

pt
io

n,
 e

i-
th

er
 c

on
te

m
po

ra
ry

 o
r s

uc
ce

ss
iv

e.
 B

ut
, a

s, 
no

tw
ith

sta
nd

in
g 

th
is

 d
ist

in
ct

io
n

an
d 

se
pa

ra
bi

lit
y,

 w
e 

su
pp

os
e 

th
e 

w
ho

le
 tr

ai
n 

of
 p

er
ce

pt
io

ns
 to

 b
e 

un
ite

d
by

 id
en

tit
y,

 a
 q

ue
sti

on
 n

at
ur

al
ly

 a
ris

es
 c

on
ce

rn
in

g 
th

is
 re

la
tio

n 
of

 id
en

-
tit

y;
 w

he
th

er
 it

 b
e 

so
m

et
hi

ng
 th

at
 re

al
ly

 b
in

ds
 o

ur
 se

ve
ra

l p
er

ce
pt

io
ns

 to
-

ge
th

er
, o

r o
nl

y 
as

so
ci

at
es

 th
ei

r i
de

as
 in

 th
e 

im
ag

in
at

io
n.

 T
ha

t i
s, 

in
 o

th
er

w
or

ds
, w

he
th

er
 in

 p
ro

no
un

ci
ng

 c
on

ce
rn

in
g 

th
e 

id
en

tit
y 

of
 a

 p
er

so
n,

 w
e

ob
se

rv
e 

so
m

e 
re

al
 b

on
d 

am
on

g 
hi

s 
pe

rc
ep

tio
ns

, o
r o

nl
y 

fe
el

 o
ne

 a
m

on
g

th
e 

id
ea

s 
w

e 
fo

rm
 o

f t
he

m
. T

hi
s 

qu
es

tio
n 

w
e 

m
ig

ht
 e

as
ily

 d
ec

id
e,

 if
 w

e
w

ou
’d

 re
co

lle
ct

 w
ha

t 
ha

s 
be

en
 a

lre
ad

y 
pr

ov
’d

 a
t 

la
rg

e,
 th

at
 th

e 
un

de
r-

sta
nd

in
g 

ne
ve

r o
bs

er
ve

s a
ny

 re
al

 c
on

ne
xi

on
 a

m
on

g 
ob

je
ct

s, 
an

d 
th

at
 e

ve
n

th
e 

un
io

n 
of

 c
au

se
 a

nd
 e

ffe
ct

, w
he

n 
str

ic
tly

 e
xa

m
in

’d
, r

es
ol

ve
s 

its
el

f i
nt

o
a 

cu
sto

m
ar

y 
as

so
ci

at
io

n 
of

 id
ea

s.
 F

or
 fr

om
 th

en
ce

 it
 e

vi
de

nt
ly

 fo
llo

w
s,

th
at

 id
en

tit
y 

is
 n

ot
hi

ng
 re

al
ly

 b
el

on
gi

ng
 to

 th
es

e 
di

ffe
re

nt
 p

er
ce

pt
io

ns
,

an
d 

un
iti

ng
 th

em
 to

ge
th

er
; b

ut
 is

 m
er

el
y 

a 
qu

al
ity

, w
hi

ch
 w

e 
at

tri
bu

te
 to

th
em

, b
ec

au
se

 o
f t

he
 u

ni
on

 o
f t

he
ir 

id
ea

s i
n 

th
e 

im
ag

in
at

io
n,

 w
he

n 
w

e 
re

-
fle

ct
 u

po
n 

th
em

. N
ow

 th
e 

on
ly

 q
ua

lit
ie

s, 
w

hi
ch

 c
an

 g
iv

e 
id

ea
s a

n 
un

io
n 

in
th

e 
im

ag
in

at
io

n,
 a

re
 th

es
e 

th
re

e 
re

la
tio

ns
 a

bo
ve

-m
en

tio
n’

d.
 T

he
re

 a
re

 th
e

un
iti

ng
 p

rin
ci

pl
es

 in
 th

e 
id

ea
l w

or
ld

, a
nd

 w
ith

ou
t t

he
m

 e
ve

ry
 d

ist
in

ct
 o

b-
je

ct
 is

 se
pa

ra
bl

e 
by

 th
e 

m
in

d,
 a

nd
 m

ay
 b

e 
se

pa
ra

te
ly

 c
on

sid
er

ed
, a

nd
 a

p-
pe

ar
s 

no
t t

o 
ha

ve
 a

ny
 m

or
e 

co
nn

ex
io

n 
w

ith
 a

ny
 o

th
er

 o
bj

ec
t, 

th
an

 if
 d

is-
1
0

1.
4.

6.
7

to
 th

is
 m

ist
ak

e 
is

 s
o 

gr
ea

t f
ro

m
 th

e 
re

se
m

bl
an

ce
 a

bo
ve

-m
en

tio
n’

d,
 th

at
w

e 
fa

ll 
in

to
 it

 b
ef

or
e 

w
e 

ar
e 

aw
ar

e;
 a

nd
 th

o’
 w

e 
in

ce
ss

an
tly

 c
or

re
ct

 o
ur

-
se

lv
es

 b
y 

re
fle

ct
io

n,
 a

nd
 re

tu
rn

 to
 a

 m
or

e 
ac

cu
ra

te
 m

et
ho

d 
of

 th
in

ki
ng

,
ye

t w
e 

ca
nn

ot
 lo

ng
 su

sta
in

 o
ur

 p
hi

lo
so

ph
y,

 o
r t

ak
e 

of
f t

hi
s b

ia
ss

 fr
om

 th
e

im
ag

in
at

io
n.

 O
ur

 la
st 

re
so

ur
ce

 is
 to

 y
ie

ld
 to

 it
, a

nd
 b

ol
dl

y 
as

se
rt 

th
at

 th
es

e
di

ffe
re

nt
 re

la
te

d 
ob

je
ct

s 
ar

e 
in

 e
ffe

ct
 th

e 
sa

m
e,

 h
ow

ev
er

 in
te

rru
pt

ed
 a

nd
va

ria
bl

e.
 In

 o
rd

er
 to

 ju
sti

fy
 to

 o
ur

se
lv

es
 th

is
 a

bs
ur

di
ty

, w
e 

of
te

n 
fe

ig
n

so
m

e 
ne

w
 a

nd
 u

ni
nt

el
lig

ib
le

 p
rin

ci
pl

e,
 th

at
 c

on
ne

ct
s 

th
e 

ob
je

ct
s 

to
ge

th
er

,
an

d 
pr

ev
en

ts
 th

ei
r i

nt
er

ru
pt

io
n 

or
 v

ar
ia

tio
n.

 T
hu

s 
w

e 
fe

ig
n 

th
e 

co
nt

in
u’

d
ex

ist
en

ce
 o

f 
th

e 
pe

rc
ep

tio
ns

 o
f 

ou
r 

se
ns

es
, t

o 
re

m
ov

e 
th

e 
in

te
rru

pt
io

n;
an

d 
ru

n 
in

to
 th

e 
no

tio
n 

of
 a

 so
ul

, a
nd

 se
lf,

 a
nd

 su
bs

ta
nc

e,
 to

 d
isg

ui
se

 th
e

va
ria

tio
n.

 B
ut

 w
e 

m
ay

 fa
rth

er
 o

bs
er

ve
, t

ha
t w

he
re

 w
e 

do
 n

ot
 g

iv
e 

ris
e 

to
su

ch
 a

 fi
ct

io
n,

 o
ur

 p
ro

pe
ns

io
n 

to
 c

on
fo

un
d 

id
en

tit
y 

w
ith

 re
la

tio
n 

is
 s

o
gr

ea
t, 

th
at

 w
e 

ar
e 

ap
t t

o 
im

ag
in

e*
 s

om
et

hi
ng

 u
nk

no
w

n 
an

d 
m

ys
te

rio
us

,
co

nn
ec

tin
g 

th
e 

pa
rts

, b
es

id
e 

th
ei

r r
el

at
io

n;
 a

nd
 th

is
 I 

ta
ke

 to
 b

e 
th

e 
ca

se
w

ith
 re

ga
rd

 to
 th

e 
id

en
tit

y 
w

e 
as

cr
ib

e 
to

 p
la

nt
s a

nd
 v

eg
et

ab
le

s. 
A

nd
 e

ve
n

w
he

n 
th

is 
do

es
 n

ot
 ta

ke
 p

la
ce

, w
e 

sti
ll 

fe
el

 a
 p

ro
pe

ns
ity

 to
 c

on
fo

un
d 

th
es

e
id

ea
s, 

th
o’

 w
e 

ar
e 

no
t a

bl
e 

fu
lly

 to
 sa

tis
fy

 o
ur

se
lv

es
 in

 th
at

 p
ar

tic
ul

ar
, n

or
fin

d 
an

y 
th

in
g 

in
va

ria
bl

e 
an

d 
un

in
te

rru
pt

ed
 to

 ju
sti

fy
 o

ur
 n

ot
io

n 
of

 id
en

-
tit

y. * 
If

 th
e 

re
ad

er
 is

 d
es

iro
us

 to
 se

e 
ho

w
 a

 g
re

at
 g

en
iu

s m
ay

 b
e 

in
flu

en
cd

 b
y 

th
es

e 
se

em
-

in
gl

y 
tri

vi
al

 p
rin

ci
pl

es
 o

f t
he

 im
ag

in
at

io
n,

 a
s 

w
el

l a
s 

th
e 

m
er

e 
vu

lg
ar

, l
et

 h
im

 re
ad

m
y 

Lo
rd

 S
ha

fts
bu

ry
’s

 re
as

on
in

gs
 c

on
ce

rn
in

g 
th

e 
un

iti
ng

 p
rin

ci
pl

e 
of

 th
e 

un
iv

er
se

,
an

d 
th

e 
id

en
tit

y 
of

 p
la

nt
s 

an
d 

an
im

al
s.

 S
ee

 h
is

 M
or

al
ist

s:
 o

r, 
Ph

ilo
so

ph
ic

al
 rh

ap
-

so
dy

.

Th
us

 th
e 

co
nt

ro
ve

rs
y 

co
nc

er
ni

ng
 id

en
tit

y 
is

 n
ot

 m
er

el
y 

a 
di

s-
pu

te
 o

f 
w

or
ds

. F
or

 w
he

n 
w

e 
at

tri
bu

te
 id

en
tit

y,
 in

 a
n 

im
pr

op
er

 s
en

se
, t

o
va

ria
bl

e 
or

 in
te

rru
pt

ed
 o

bj
ec

ts,
 o

ur
 m

ist
ak

e 
is

 n
ot

 c
on

fin
’d

 to
 th

e 
ex

pr
es

-
sio

n,
 b

ut
 is

 c
om

m
on

ly
 a

tte
nd

ed
 w

ith
 a

 fi
ct

io
n,

 e
ith

er
 o

f s
om

et
hi

ng
 in

va
ri-

ab
le

 a
nd

 u
ni

nt
er

ru
pt

ed
, o

r 
of

 s
om

et
hi

ng
 m

ys
te

rio
us

 a
nd

 in
ex

pl
ic

ab
le

, o
r

at
 le

as
t w

ith
 a

 p
ro

pe
ns

ity
 to

 su
ch

 fi
ct

io
ns

. W
ha

t w
ill

 su
ffi

ce
 to

 p
ro

ve
 th

is
hy

po
th

es
is 

to
 th

e 
sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n 
of

 e
ve

ry
 fa

ir 
en

qu
ire

r, 
is 

to
 sh

ew
 fr

om
 d

ai
ly

ex
pe

rie
nc

e 
an

d 
ob

se
rv

at
io

n,
 th

at
 th

e 
ob

je
ct

s, 
w

hi
ch

 a
re

 v
ar

ia
bl

e 
or

 in
te

r-
ru

pt
ed

, a
nd

 y
et

 a
re

 su
pp

os
’d

 to
 c

on
tin

ue
 th

e 
sa

m
e,

 a
re

 su
ch

 o
nl

y 
as

 c
on

-
sis

t o
f a

 su
cc

es
sio

n 
of

 p
ar

ts,
 c

on
ne

ct
ed

 to
ge

th
er

 b
y 

re
se

m
bl

an
ce

, c
on

tig
u-

ity
, o

r 
ca

us
at

io
n.

 F
or

 a
s 

su
ch

 a
 s

uc
ce

ss
io

n 
an

sw
er

s 
ev

id
en

tly
 to

 o
ur

 n
o-

tio
n 

of
 d

iv
er

sit
y,

 it
 c

an
 o

nl
y 

be
 b

y 
m

ist
ak

e 
w

e 
as

cr
ib

e 
to

 it
 a

n 
id

en
tit

y;
an

d 
as

 th
e 

re
la

tio
n 

of
 p

ar
ts,

 w
hi

ch
 le

ad
s 

us
 in

to
 th

is
 m

ist
ak

e,
 is

 re
al

ly
no

th
in

g 
bu

t 
a 

qu
al

ity
, 

w
hi

ch
 p

ro
du

ce
s 

an
 a

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
of

 id
ea

s,
 a

nd
 a

n
ea

sy
 tr

an
sit

io
n 

of
 th

e 
im

ag
in

at
io

n 
fro

m
 o

ne
 to

 a
no

th
er

, i
t 

ca
n 

on
ly

 b
e

fro
m

 th
e 

re
se

m
bl

an
ce

, w
hi

ch
 th

is
 a

ct
 o

f t
he

 m
in

d 
be

ar
s 

to
 th

at
, b

y 
w

hi
ch

w
e 

co
nt

em
pl

at
e 

on
e 

co
nt

in
u’

d 
ob

je
ct

, 
th

at
 th

e 
er

ro
r 

ar
ise

s.
 O

ur
 c

hi
ef

bu
sin

es
s,

 th
en

, m
us

t 
be

 to
 p

ro
ve

, t
ha

t 
al

l 
ob

je
ct

s,
 to

 w
hi

ch
 w

e 
as

cr
ib

e
id

en
tit

y,
 w

ith
ou

t 
ob

se
rv

in
g 

th
ei

r 
in

va
ria

bl
en

es
s 

an
d 

un
in

te
rru

pt
ed

ne
ss

,
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1.4.6.12

1.4.6.13

1.4.6.14

terials hinder us from
 ascribing an identity to it. The com

m
on end, in

w
hich the parts conspire, is the sam

e under all their variations, and af-
fords an easy transition of the im

agination from
 one situation of the body

to another.
But this is still m

ore rem
arkable, w

hen w
e add a sym

pathy of
parts to their com

m
on end, and suppose that they bear to each other, the

reciprocal relation of cause and effect in all their actions and operations.
This is the case w

ith all anim
als and vegetables; w

here not only the sev-
eral parts have a reference to som

e general purpose, but also a m
utual de-

pendence on, and connexion w
ith each other. The effect of so strong a re-

lation is, that tho’ every one m
ust allow, that in a very few

 years both
vegetables and anim

als endure a total change, yet w
e still attribute iden-

tity to them
, w

hile their form
, size, and substance are entirely alter’d. A

n
oak, that grow

s from
 a sm

all plant to a large tree, is still the sam
e oak;

tho’ there be not one particle of m
atter, or figure of its parts the sam

e. A
n

infant becom
es a m

an, and is som
etim

es fat, som
etim

es lean, w
ithout any

change in his identity.
W

e m
ay also consider the tw

o follow
ing phaenom

ena, w
hich

are rem
arkable in their kind. The first is, that tho’ w

e com
m

only be able
to distinguish pretty exactly betw

ixt num
erical and specific identity, yet it

som
etim

es happens, that w
e confound them

, and in our thinking and rea-
soning em

ploy the one for the other. Thus a m
an, w

ho bears a noise, that
is frequently interrupted and renew

’d, says, it is still the sam
e noise; tho’

’tis evident the sounds have only a specific identity or resem
blance, and

there is nothing num
erically the sam

e, but the cause, w
hich produc’d

them
. In like m

anner it m
ay be said w

ithout breach of the propriety of
language, that such a church, w

hich w
as form

erly of brick, fell to ruin,
and that the parish rebuilt the sam

e church of free-stone, and according to
m

odern architecture. H
ere neither the form

 nor m
aterials are the sam

e,
nor is there any thing com

m
on to the tw

o objects, but their relation to the
inhabitants of the parish; and yet this alone is sufficient to m

ake us de-
nom

inate them
 the sam

e. But w
e m

ust observe, that in these cases the
first object is in a m

anner annihilated before the second com
es into exis-

tence; by w
hich m

eans, w
e are never presented in any one point of tim

e
w

ith the idea of difference and m
ultiplicity; and for that reason are less

scrupulous in calling them
 the sam

e.
Secondly, W

e m
ay rem

ark, that tho’ in a succession of related
objects, it be in a m

anner requisite, that the change of parts be not sudden
nor entire, in order to preserve the identity, yet w

here the objects are in
their nature changeable and inconstant, w

e adm
it of a m

ore sudden tran-
sition, than w

ou’d otherw
ise be consistent w

ith that relation. Thus as the
nature of a river consists in the m

otion and change of parts; tho’ in less
than four and tw

enty hours these be totally alter’d; this hinders not the
river from

 continuing the sam
e during several ages. W

hat is natural and
essential to any thing is, in a m

anner, expected; and w
hat is expected
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are such as consist of a succession of related objects.
In order to this, suppose any m

ass of m
atter, of w

hich the parts
are contiguous and connected, to be plac’d before us; ’tis plain w

e m
ust

attribute a perfect identity to this m
ass, provided all the parts continue

uninterruptedly and invariably the sam
e, w

hatever m
otion or change of

place w
e m

ay observe either in the w
hole or in any of the parts. But sup-

posing som
e very sm

all or inconsiderable part to be added to the m
ass,

or subtracted from
 it; tho’ this absolutely destroys the identity of the

w
hole, strictly speaking; yet as w

e seldom
 think so accurately, w

e scruple
not to pronounce a m

ass of m
atter the sam

e, w
here w

e find so trivial an
alteration. The passage of the thought from

 the object before the change
to the object after it, is so sm

ooth and easy, that w
e scarce perceive the

transition, and are apt to im
agine, that ’tis nothing but a continu’d survey

of the sam
e object.

There is a very rem
arkable circum

stance, that attends this ex-
perim

ent; w
hich is, that tho’ the change of any considerable part in a

m
ass of m

atter destroys the identity of the w
hole, let w

e m
ust m

easure
the greatness of the part, not absolutely, but by its proportion to the
w

hole. The addition or dim
inution of a m

ountain w
ou’d not be sufficient

to produce a diversity in a planet: tho’ the change of a very few
 inches

w
ou’d be able to destroy the identity of som

e bodies. ’Tw
ill be im

possi-
ble to account for this, but by reflecting that objects operate upon the
m

ind, and break or interrupt the continuity of its actions not according to
their real greatness, but according to their proportion to each other: A

nd
therefore, since this interruption m

akes an object cease to appear the
sam

e, it m
ust be the uninterrupted progress of the thought, w

hich consti-
tutes the im

perfect identity.
This m

ay be confirm
’d by another phenom

enon. A
 change in

any considerable part of a body destroys its identity; but ’tis rem
arkable,

that w
here the change is produc’d gradually and insensibly w

e are less
apt to ascribe to it the sam

e effect. The reason can plainly be no other,
than that the m

ind, in follow
ing the successive changes of the body, feels

an easy passage from
 the surveying its condition in one m

om
ent to the

view
ing of it in another, and at no particular tim

e perceives any interrup-
tion in its actions. From

 w
hich continu’d perception, it ascribes a con-

tinu’d existence and identity to the object.
But w

hatever precaution
 w

e m
ay

 use in
 introducing

 the
changes gradually, and m

aking them
 proportionable to the w

hole, ’tis
certain, that w

here the changes are at last observ’d to becom
e consider-

able, w
e m

ake a scruple of ascribing identity to such different objects.
There is, how

ever, another artifice, by w
hich w

e m
ay induce the im

agina-
tion to advance a step farther; and that is, by producing a reference of the
parts to each other, and a com

bination to som
e com

m
on end or purpose.

A
 ship, of w

hich a considerable part has been chang’d by frequent repa-
rations, is still considered as the sam

e; nor does the difference of the m
a-

8


