Hume argues that ‘self’ is no more than a contingent bundle of fleeting occurrent sensations, which cannot be taken to mean a subject of experience. Why does he say this? Is he right?
Hume’s contribution to the field of personal identity in 1738 sparked much debate among philosophers about whether we, as breathing, thinking beings, have a “core self”.  Hume argues that this notion of a core self within personal identity is an impossibility.
Over the years there have been several critiques of Hume’s theory. I will go on to look at some of the reasons why many find Hume’s argument to be insufficient further, later in this essay. However, these critiques do not always offer an alternative solution to the crisis of personal identity, in other words they believe we must in some way have a “core self”, but do not always seem to offer up an explanation as to what this core self is. I think that there are two main reasons why Hume’s theory is unpopular. One; that Hume’s appendix to Treaties is often read in a way that seems to express a deep concern regarding his own theory, if Hume doubts himself how can others be expected to agree with, and follow his thought process? And two; that we as human beings, from an emotional perspective, struggle with the thought of being so easily influenced and sculpted by our surroundings and past experiences. Our lives are based around our identity, a persistent sameness throughout our lifetime. If Hume is successful in disproving the idea of a core self, then we are always changing. Not having this central enduring part of us, that has moral bearing and stability causes a whole plethora of problems, in all walks of life from medicine and science (from an ethical perspective) to simple, governed forms of identity regulations. Not to mention a feeling loss for your own individual,” developed” self. However, I think Hume’s view of personal identity is a valid one, despite the problems that it would bring about.[image: ] 
When Hume says, we are no more than a bundle of perceptions, he is suggesting that a collection of experiences and sensations determine our actions and belief systems. In other words, they determine who we are, not some inner self that remains the same throughout our lives. There is no part of us that is entirely static and unchanging.  
Before Hume considers the notion of personal identity, he first attempts to determine what identity (if it exists at all) is, noting that Hume sees identity as a strict numerical one to one relation, that he calls “perfect identity”. He begins to determine identity by first examining objects in relation to numbers and persistence. Is there an object that is both numerically and qualitatively identical to another object? The only way that this would be possible is if an object was identical to its self at one moment in time i.e. object A is, at T1, identical to object A at T2. This would mean that the object is identical to itself at one moment in time, only. However, Hume argues that looking at a single object will never give us a true idea of identity, only that of unity. For there to be identity we would need something to reference our object to, we would need another object. Hume briefly considers the idea of numbers but concludes that an idea of numbers alone would also be insufficient to convey identity, as it would lead us to assume, we are looking at several different objects, not at the same one. We now have an idea of unity and one of numbers but neither, Hume insists, is enough to give us an idea of identity. He suggests that this concept of identity could be found somewhere between numbers and unity. If we look at an object at one point in time, we get the idea of unity and by viewing this object at another point in time gives us the idea of numbers (Nielsen, L.: Defending Hume’s Theory of Personal Identity and Discarding the Appendix. In: Ostium, roč. 12, 2016, č. 2). The metaphysical idea of identity is what allows us to connect unity and numbers in order to perceive the same, persistent object. I.e. Hume is saying that, identity is a construct for the mind not of the senses. 
 When it comes to personal identity, Hume asks us to look inward, at our most profound, rooted beliefs, in order to find what/who we consider to be our true core self. What we see, says Hume, is a cocktail of numerous different perceptions, sadness, love, grief, pleasure, pain no single thing that makes us who we consider ourselves to be. He concludes that because there is no persistent, unchanging, singular part of us, we are merely a bundle of brief perceptions, that pop up and dip back down into our memories ready to be recalled when the senses are reminded of it. Imagine that, the emotions and experiences we have had in the past join to form a spider web of impressions, always creating new and changing connections. But where is the spider? Where is this persistent thing, that supposedly makes these connections, and is this thing, like a real spider, changing along with the connections it makes over time? In his appendix to treaties, it seems that Hume is unable to account for what creates these links.
 This is a problem that many philosophers have picked up on, including Thomas Reid, who rejects Hume’s empiricist views in general. Reid says that, for us to think, there must be some sort of self, something that does the thinking. The foundation onto which we apply thoughts and emotions. Many philosophers find it difficult to believe that there is not this foundation, in some form or other. Reid also remarks that if we were to take Hume’s opinion of personal identity on board, then we would have to adjust our language i.e. we would be unable to use pronouns such as, I and we. This would make conversation and communication much harder. However, Leeser argues that it is daft to reject any kind of philosophical or indeed scientific theory based on its degree of impracticality on a conversational level (LESSER, H.: Reid’s Criticism of Hume’s Theory of Personal Identity. In: Hume Studies, Vol. 4, 1978, No. 2). 
 One of, what I think, is the most convincing arguments against Hume’s theory of personal identity is Reid’s third objection. Reid reminds us that we punish people for crimes committed in the past. If, as Hume suggests, we are always changing, would it be considered just to penalize someone for something that their past self, did? I would argue that you do not need the connection between crime and punishment to have a “perfect identity”, do not convict a person on the grounds of a persistent self, instead, it could be hereditary link.
This problem of persistence/continuity is what drives Hume to argue against the idea of a core self. Backed up (if we assume that Hume is correct in his belief that the self is a compound I.e.made up of different parts) by the mereological theory of identity (MTI). The MTI states that, for any compound object, X and Y to be identical i.e. X=Y, if and only if every part of X is a part of Y and every part of Y is a part of X. Adding that an object only continues to exist if, it is composed of all the same components at T1 as it is at T2. Sameness of parts, according to the mereological theory of identity, is a necessary condition for identity. If we insert this idea of self into the MTI equation, we find that, we do not have this sameness required for a persistent, unchanging self.  Hume says that in order to determine whether a persistent self is present we need something unchanging and persistent to act as a reference point, some immutable object or being. The problem here of course is that, as Hume has already said, an object or being such as this does not, in his view, seem to exist.
                                    [image: ]
 “If any impression gives rise to the idea of self, that impression must continue invariably the same, thro’ the whole course of our lives; since self is supposed to exist after that manner. But there is no impression constant and invariable. Pain and pleasure, grief and joy, passions and sensations succeed each other, and never all exist at the same time. It cannot, therefore, be from any of these impressions, or from any other, that the idea of self is derived; and consequently, there is no such idea.” (Ibid. Sect 6, P. 299-300)
In conclusion, although there are many implications involved in Humes argument against this predisposed view of self, I think that he is justified and rational in his thought process. When considering the objections made above, and many others in more detail, I feel that they do not cast enough doubt over Hume’s theory for them to discount its validity when questioning identity and the self. 
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