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32. 

HUME ON MODES 

A s  thorough a c r i t i c  as Norman Kemp Smith s ta tes  
i n  h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of  t h e  Treatise t h a t  "Hume's t r e a t m e n t  
of .  . . the complex i d e a s  of modes.. .need n o t  d e t a i n   US."^ 
Whatever i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  i n  t h i s  b r i e f  t r e a t m e n t ,  Smith 
s u g g e s t s ,  rests on remarkable f e a t u r e s  of Humean d o c t r i n e  , 
e l sewhere  expounded a t  l e n g t h .  This  i s  t r u e ,  I would 

a g r e e ,  a s  a d e s c r i p t i v e  comment t o  t h e  fo l lowing  degree .  
The c a t e g o r y  of  modes i s  o f f i c i a l l y  regarded by Hume a s  
h i g h l y  marg ina l ,  even d i s p e n s i b l e .  But i t  i s  n o t  i n  f a c t  
t h e  c a s e  t h a t ,  i n t r a s y s t e m a t i c a l l y ,  the work of modes can 
be d u p l i c a t e d  i n  non-modal m a t e r i a l s .  I n  this d i s c u s s i o n  
I w i l l  show t h a t  Hume mis t akes  t h e  c a s e ,  and a t t e m p t s  t o  
d i agnose  t h e  e r r o r ' s  deep s o u r c e s ,  To t h e  naked eye ,  t h e  
mis t ake  seem perhaps  s m a l l  and r e p a r a b l e .  P l aced  under 
t h e  microscope , w e  f i n d  an impor t an t  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  con- 
c e p t i o n  i s  a t  s t a k e .  

Our raw m a t e r i a l  comprises t h e  e x p l a n a t i o n s  o f  
modal i ty  p rov ided  by Locke and Hume. Modes, acco rd ing  t o  

Locke I a r e  

complex i d e a s  which, however compounded, 
c o n t a i n  n o t  i n  t h e m  t h e  s u p p o s i t i o n  of  
s u b s i s t i n g  by themselves ,  b u t  a r e  con- 
s i d e r e d  a s  dependences on, or a f f e c t i o n s  
o f ,  subs t ances ;  such a r e  t n e  i d e a s  
s i g n i f i e d  by t h e  words , t r i a n g l e  , g r a t i -  
t u d e ,  murder, %. (2.12.4). 2 

Hume's accoun t  is s i m i l a r  i n  appearance.  

The i d e a  ... o f  a mode. . . i s  n o t h i n g  b u t  a 
c o l l e c t i o n  of s i m p l e  i d e a s . .  . . The s i m p l e  
i d e a s  of which  modes are  formed,  e i t h e r  
r e p r e s e n t  q u a l i t i e s ,  which  a r e  n o t  u n i t e d  
by c o n t i g u i t y  and c a u s a t i o n ,  b u t  a r e  
d i s p e r s ' d  i n  d i f f e r e n t  s u b j e c t s ;  O P  i.7 
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t hey  be a t 1  u n i t e d  t o g e t h e r ,  t h e  u n i t i n g  
p r i n c i p l e  i s  n o t  regarded a s  t h e  founda- 
t i o n  o f  t h e  complex i d e a .  The i d e a  of 

a dance i s  an i n s t a n c e  of t h e  f i r s t  k ind 
o f  modes; t h a t  o f  b e a u t y  of t h e  second 
( 1 . I . V I ) .  

The appearance o f  harmony i s  capped by t h e  u n i f o r m i t y  i n  
examples: Locke a l s o  mentions ' b e a u t y '  (2.12.5) as a modal 
t e r m ,  and between h i s  'murder '  and Hume's ' dance '  t h e r e  i s  
n o t h i n g  t o  choose. 

One sma l l  d i f f e r e n c e  remains.  The i d e a  o f  
dependence , prominent i n  Locke 's  s k e t c h ,  is a b s e n t  from t h e  
T r e a t i s e  passage quoted.  Th i s  d i s p a r i t y  i s  e l i m i n a t e d  by 
t h e  fo l lowing  remark , t e m p o r a r i l y  wi thhe ld  above : 

t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w i x t  [ shbs tances  and modes I 
c o n s i s t s  i n  t h i s ,  t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u Z a r  q u a l i t i e s ,  
which form a subs tance ,  are commonly r e f e r r ' d  
t o  an unknoon something, i n  which they  are 
supposed t o  inhere  ( 1 . I . V I ) .  

S u p e r f i c i a l l y  t h e n ,  bo th  Locke and Hume might be 

though t  t o  s u b s c r i b e  t o  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  t h e s e s .  The des ig -  
n a t a  of modal terms, b u t  n o t  of  s u b s t a n t i a l  terms, l a c k  
independence ( I  w i l l  c a l l  t h i s  ' t h e  Modal Dependence Thesis' 
o r  ' M D T ' )  . Modal terms d e s i g n a t e  complex i d e a s  i n  t h e  
same way a s  do t h o s e  s u b s t a n t i a l  terms which d e s i g n a t e  
complex i d e a s  ( t h i s  w i l l  be r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  ' t h e  Modal 
Complexity T h e s i s '  o r  ' M C T ' ) .  But w h i l e  Locke s u p p o r t s  
MDT, Hume rejects i t ,  and whereas Hume advocates  MCT, 

Locke -- when p r e s s e d  -- w i l l  be  found t o  d i s a g r e e  w i t h  it. 
L e t  us s t a r t  w i t h  MDT. T o  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  t h e  

ca t egory  of modes i s  regarded,  i n t r a s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  , as 
s u p e r f l u o u s  by Hume is t o  confirm t h e  disagreement  h e r e  
between t h e  two theorists. 

Hume c a t e g o r i c a l l y  d i s m i s s e s  what Locke d e s c r i b e s  
by t h e  ph rase  'a something I know n o t  what '  a s  ccntributing 
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t o  any p a r t i c u l a r  i d e a  of a subs t ance .  Accordingly,  t h e  
d e s i g n a t a  of modal a s  w e l l  as s u b s t a n t i a l  t e r m s  r e s o l v e  
i d e n t i c a l l y  under a n a l y s i s  , e. i n t o  combinations of s imple 
i d e a s .  Hume mentions a d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  f a c t o r :  t h e  
p r i n c i p l e  of  union o f  s imple  i d e a s  i n  t h e  case  of a sub- 
s t a n c e  s c o r e s  h i g h e r  i n  n a t u r a l n e s s  than  i n  t h e  case of  a 
mode. The components of  a s u b s t a n t i a l  i d e a  are " c l o s e l y  
and i n s e p a r a b l y  connec ted  by t h e  r e l a t i o n s  of c o n t i g u i t y  
and  c a u s a t i o n "  ( I . I . V I ) ,  which a r e  ' n a t u r a l ' .  But Hume's 
own examples expose t h i s  a s  an i n e f f e c t i v e  dev ice  of  d i f -  
f e r e n t i a t i o n ,  one t o  which Hume h imse l f  a t t a c h e s  l i t t l e  
importance.  Where i s  t h e  unna tu ra lness  i n  t h e  c a s e  of  t h e  
(modal) d e s i g n a t a  of  ' beau ty '  and ' d a n c e ' ?  How -- more 
p o i n t e d l y  -- i s  t h e  complexity invo lved  i n  t h e  ( s u b s t a n t i a l )  
d e s i g n a t a  of  'dog '  and ' t a b l e '  more n a t u r a l ?  Any d i f f e r -  
ence h e r e  i s  one t h a t  Hume does w e l l  t o  p l a y  down and 
n e u t r a l i s e  of a l l  b u t  s e n t i m e n t a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  

I n  adducing t h e  i d e a  of  n a t u r a l n e s s  t o  e x p l a i n  
t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  f e l t  by t h e  common t h i n k e r  between modes and 
Subs tances ,  Hume i s  i n  f a c t  undermining t h a t  f e e l i n g .  One 
who c i tes  n a t u r a l n e s s  i n  t h e  way t h a t  Hume does 
a l r e a d y  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  modes and subs t ances  , per sp icuous ly  
ana lysed ,  are uniform i n  c o n s t i t u t i o n .  Hume, i n  s h o r t ,  

rejects MDT. 

Humean d o c t r i n e :  t h e  o n t o l o g i c a l  census i s  exhausted by 
s imple  i d e a s  and t h e i r  combinations.  Consequently,  a s  
modes a r e  complex i d e a s ,  they must be o n t o l o g i c a l l y  uniform 
w i t h  complex subs t ances .  But can t h i s  uniform c a t e g o r i -  
s a t i o n ,  though it flows smoothly from t h e  mentioned premise 
of d o c t r i n e ,  be defended -- n o t  merely a s s e r t e d  -- a g a i n s t  
common thought?  What moves does Hume make t o  show t h a t  i f  
t h e r e  is a c l a s h  t h e  p r e r o g a t i v e s  of common thought  a r e  t o  
be summarily abrogated? 

The d i s m i s s a l  of MDT rests on a b a s i c  premise of 

As w e  saw, t h e  i d e a  o f  n a t u r a l n e s s ,  brought  t o  
b e a r  i n  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  complex i d e a s ,  c u t s  a c r o s s  o u r  normal 
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d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  i n t o  modes and subs t ances .  P l a i n l y ,  t h e  
f a i l u r e  of n a t u r a l n e s s  t o  provide a b a s i s  f o r  d u p l i c a t i n g  
t h e  p a t t e r n s  of common though t  would on ly  coun t  a g a i n s t  t h e  
l a t te r ,  and hence a g a i n s t  MDT, i f  independent  r easons  
could be advanced f o r  d i s r e g a r d i n g  t h e  common c l a s s i f i -  

c a t i o n s .  W e  would o t h e r w i s e  n o t  know why w e  are expec ted  
t o  a g r e e  t o  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of  n a t u r a l n e s s  t o  do work he re .  
Hume does b r i n g  such a reason forward, e. t h a t  common 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  i n v o l v e  r e f e r e n c e  t o  'an unknown somethin?' .  
Because t h e  l a t t e r  n o t i o n  i s  u t t e r l y  mys te r ious ,  'meta- 
p h y s i c a l '  i n  Hume's i n q u i s i t i o n a l  s e n s e  -- 'Commit it t o  
t h e  flames! ' -- w e  are o b l i g e d  as o n t o l o g i s t s  t o  expunge it. 

Th i s  reason i s  c l e a r l y  inadequa te .  N o  one d i s -  
p u t e s  t h e  c l a i m  t h a t  w e  commonly d i s t i n g u i s h  a mode such a s  

beauty from a substance such as a ( b e a u t i f u l )  vase by saying 
t h a t  t h e  former i s  dependent ,  t h e  l a t t e r  o n t o l o g i c a l l y  

s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t .  But w e  s imply do n o t  commonly say t h a t  
t h e  independence of  t h e  la t ter  l i n k s  w i t h  a subs t r a tum.  

Th i s  c r i t i c i sm f a l l s  f a r  s h o r t  o f  s u s t a i n i n g  t h e  
common view of  modes and subs t ances  a g a i n s t  Hume's. I t  

does however show t h a t  Hume's d i s c u s s i o n ,  cons ide red  a s  a 
p r o s e c u t i o n  of  and n o t  merely a v e r d i c t  a g a i n s t  common 
though t ,  h a s  t h e  form o f  an i g n o r a t i o  e l e n c h i .  By pinning 
a me taphys ica l  supplement on common though t ,  Hume i s  pre-  
judging i t s  d e f e n s i b i l i t y  on t h e  p o i n t  a t  i s s u e .  I t  i s  
s p e c i o u s  t o  c i t e  t h e  impotence of  H u m e ' s  own i d e a  of 
n a t u r a l n e s s ,  me taphys ica l ly  aboveboard though it  may b e ,  t o  
do work t h a t  i s  somehow done i n  common thought  -- +. t o  
d i s t i n g u i s h  modal from s u b s t a n t i a l  d e s i g n a t o r s  -- a s  a 
ground f o r  d i s m i s s i n g  common thought  as i n c o h e r e n t  o r  
o the rwise  s e v e r e l y  flawed. 

I f  w e  s c r u t i n i s e  Hume's own words w e  can d e t e c t  

t h a t  a s  soon a s  h i s  a t t e n t i o n  i s  d i v e r t e d  from t h e  emotive 
i s s u e  of t h a t  ' f i c t i o n  I ,  an e x t r a - e x p e r i e n t i a l  subs t r a tum,  
he f a l l s  h a p p i l y  i n t o  t h e  common mode of  t a l k  t h a t  i s  
supposedly t a i n t e d  the reby .  Consider  t h e  ph rase  ' d i f f e r e n t  
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s u b j e c t s '  which f i g u r e s  i n  t h e  passage quoted above from 
t h e  T r e a t i s e .  What cou ld  'subject '  mean h e r e ?  There i s  
n o  doubt  t h a t  Hume reads  it a s  synonymous wi th  ' s u b s t a n c e ' .  
But t h i s  r e a d i n g  i s  i n s u p p o r t a b l e .  For Hume would be 
a p p e a l i n g  t o  a p r i o r  unde r s t and ing  of  s u b s t a n t i a l  conps i t e s  
i n  o r d e r  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  modes, when t h e  e n t i r e  d i s t i n c t i o n  
i s  i n t r a s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  p rob lema t i c .  The c o n s t r u a l  might 1 

be defended i f  s u b s t a n t i a l  d e s i g n a t o r s  preceded modal ones 
i n t o  d i s c o u r s e .  But ,  i g n o r i n g  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  w e  have no 
r eason  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  c a s e ,  one cou ld  t h e n  
d i s t i n g u i s h  modal from s u b s t a n t i a l  terms by r e f e r e n c e  t o  
temporal  o r d e r  of  i n t r o d u c t i o n ,  and n a t u r a l n e s s  would be an 
i n e s s e n t i a l  mark. I n t r a s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  , t h e  o n l y  non- 
quest ion-begging r e a d i n g  o f  ' s u b j e c t '  i s  'combinat ion of 
s imple i d e a s ' .  But as a mode i s  i t s e l f  r ega rded  as a com- 
b i n a t i o n  o f  s imple  i d e a s  by Hume, t h e  account  would b e ,  i f  
n o t  c i r c u l a r ,  t hen  c e r t a i n l y  unhe lp fu l .  I t  i s  p l a i n  t h a t  
t h e  t e r m  ' s u b j e c t '  must be t aken  as a dummy f o r  t h e  common 
' t h i n g ' .  Th i s  e i t h e r  commits Hume t o  a subs t r a tum -- f o r  
he h imse l f  e x p l a i n s  ' t h i n g '  i n  c o n t r a s t  w i t h  ' s u b s t a n c e '  by 
r e f e r e n c e  t o  such a suppor t  -- o r  else (and t h i s  i s  of  
cour se  t h e  o p t i o n  t o  be s e l e c t e d )  it commits him t o  conced- 
i n g  t h a t  common p r a c t i c e  i n v o l v e s  no v i t i a t i n g  me taphys ica l  

supplements.  

t a n g l e s  by a s i n g l e  s t r o k e .  H e  could a s s e r t  t h a t  common 
though t  i s  h o p e l e s s l y  confused and d e c l i n e  t h e  t a s k  of  trying 
t o  make even marginal  s e n s e  of it. I f  common though t  is  
h o p e l e s s l y  confused,  i t  would n o t  t hen  be s u r p r i s i n g ,  o r  of 
any c r i t i c a l  n o t e ,  t h a t  Hume g e t s  i n t o  t h e  k ind  of t r o u b l e  
l a t e l y  desc r ibed .  H e  becomes embroi led because he over- 
generously t r ies  t o  g i v e  common thought  t h e  b e n e f i t  of a 
non-ex i s t en t  doubt.  

H u m e  cou ld  c u t  h i s  way through t h e  p reced ing  

But wh i l e  t h i s  b o l d  s t r o k e  e x t r i c a t e s  H u m e ,  it 
f a i l s  t o  reckon w i t h  t h e  back la sh .  Those who are n o t  con- 
vinced t h a t  common thought  i s  a hope le s s  cause w i l l  now 
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redouble t h e i r  defens ive  e f f o r t s .  For t h e  i d e a  behind t h e  

bold s t r o k e  i s  t o  abr idge  any examination of common thought 
i n  an e f f o r t  t o  persuade us ,  i t s  p r a c t i t i o n e r s ,  t h a t  i t  i s  
beyond salvage.  So it is  admitted t h a t  whatever i s  

e s s e n t i a l  t o  Hume's d i scuss ion  i s  n o t  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  
eva lua t ion  of common thought.  A l l  w e  a r e  o f f e r e d  i s  a 
competing t h e s i s  t h a t  is  incommensurate with f a m i l i a r  ca te -  
gor ies .  

This i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  w e  must follow some d i f f e r e n t  
l i n e  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  I have no doubt t h a t  i n  denying a 
d i f f e rence  between modes and substances Hume rel ies  on what 
looks l i k e  t h e  clear imposs ib i l i t y ,  f o r  one equipped onto- 
l o g i c a l l y  as  he i s ,  of l o c a t i n g  a dec i s ive  d i f f e r e n c e  
between them. B u t ,  as w e  have seen, t he  f a c t s  of  common 
p r a c t i c e  a r e  so inhosp i t ab le  t o  t h i s  conclusion as  t o  make 
it v i r t u a l l y  c e r t a i n  t h a t  o t h e r  f a c t o r s  are p lay ing  i n t o  
the  ensemble. 

L e t  us begin t o  unravel  t he  knots  by r e tu rn ing  t o  
t h e  c o n t r a s t  between Hume and Locke. On H u m e ' s  d iagnos is ,  
t he  superaddi t ion  of a substratum should t ake  a Lockean mo& 

i n t o  a Lockean substance;  f o r  t h e  re ference  t o  a substance 
is  the  s o l e  d i f f e rence  t h a t  H u m e  anywhere acknowledges i n  
h i s  c r i t i c a l  a l l u s i o n s  t o  Locke's account. But Locke 
would have an easy t i m e  blocking t h i s  imputation. ( I t  w i l l  
be noted t h a t  Locke c i tes  a substratum i n  a h ighly  i r o n i c  

way, s t y l i n g  it ' t h e  supposed o r  confused idea  of substance '  
( 2 . 1 2 . 6 )  .) Consider Locke's mode 'murder'. A s  Locke claim, 

w e  regard a murder a s  dependent o r  non-se l f - subs is ten t .  
But on what does it depend? Locke would c e r t a i n l y  r ep ly ,  
with the  man i n  the  s t reet ,  t h a t  it depends on a murderer 
and a v ic t im,  both of which are q u i t e  knowable, n o t  on an 
unknowable substratum crouching behind t h e  appearances.  
Note how w e  can translate t h i s  i n t o  favoured Humean t e r m s  
wi thout  pre judice .  I f  modes and substances are, onto- 
l o g i c a l l y  speaking, c o l l e c t i o n s  of i deas ,  then the  mllecticn 
des igna ted  by , say ,  ' t h e  murder i n  Ford's Theatre  ' depends 
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on t h e  c o l l e c t i o n s  des igna ted  by 'John Wilkes Booth' and 
'Abraham Lincoln ' .  Again no mention of a substratum. 

The dependence of  modes on subs tances  i n  t h i s  
f a s h i o n  is so c l e a r  t h a t  it i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  see how Hume 
could mistake t h e  case .  A u s e f u l  move h e r e  is  t o  p o i n t  
back t o  Hume's ontology and remark t h a t  it i s  hard  t o  see 
how one c o l l e c t i o n  could depend on another .  I f  t h e r e  are 
two d i s c r e t e  c o l l e c t i o n s ,  they  are, it seems, i p s 0  f a c t o  
independent .  But t h i s  d i r e c t s  us t o  examine whether t h e  
s e n s e  i n  which modes are dependent i s  t h e  very sense  i n  
which co l lec t ' ions  can be. 

There i s  of course a c l e a r  and a v a i l a b l e  sense  i n  
which c o l l e c t i o n s  can depend on one another .  I f  c o l l e c t i o n  
- x i n c l u d e s  c o l l e c t i o n  y. a s  a proper  p a r t ,  then x depends on 

i f  y w e r e  n o t ,  then  5 
would n o t  be.  I n  s h o r t ,  wholes a r e  dependent on t h e i r  
p a r t s .  But i f  w e  look more c l o s e l y ,  we see t h a t  t h e  dep- 
endence of modes on subs tances  cannot  be i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  t h e  
sugges ted  fashion-. 

i n  a q u i t e  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  sense :  

Consider t h e  mode 'murder'. I f  w e  fo l low t h e  pre-  
ceding l i n e ,  w e  w i l l  be d r i v e n  t o  s a y  t h a t  a murder, qua 
dependent ,  is a whole of which independent  subs tances  a r e  
p a r t s .  But t h i s  is  something which w e  would s tubbornly  
resist say ing .  Forced t o  employ t h e  language of p a r t s  and 
wholes w e  would much r a t h e r  say  t h a t  a s p e c i f i c  murder i s  a 
p a r t  o f  t h a t  whole i n  which one man, a murderer,  s h o o t s  

another ,  h i s  v i c t i m ,  o r  o therwise  does him i n .  
Without p r e t e n d i n g  t o  any e x a c t i t u d e  of  expres-  

s i o n ,  w e  can conclude t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a rough asymmetry between 
t h e  dependence of  a whole on i t s  c o n s t i t u e n t  p a r t s ,  and that  
of  a mode on a subs tance .  I f  w e  ho ld  t o  t h e  f i r s t  sense  
of ' dependence ' , t h i s  provides  something of an excuse f o r  
Hume's d e n i a l  o f  MDT. This  d e n i a l  would of course  mean 
n o t  t h a t  modes a r e  independent  i n  t h e  way t h a t  subs tances  
are, b u t  t h a t  t h e i r  dependence i s  n o t  a dependence of  wholes 
on c o n s t i t u e n t  p a r t s .  But i t  i s  wholly implaus ib le  t o  
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suppose t h a t  t h i s  f r a g i l e  opt ion captures  anything t h a t  
Hume has i n  mind i n  r e j e c t i n g  MDT. H e  obviously means 
t o  a s s e r t  t h a t  i n  every sense t h a t  counts ,  modes a r e  as  
independent a s  substances.  

What -- w e  may now ask with g r e a t e r  con t ro l  -- i s  
t h e  sense i n  which modes a re  dependent? Consider t h e  
following example. A t r i o  of s tones  depends on t h e  s tones  
which compose it. The t r i o  is  a whole of which t h e  ind i -  
vidual  s tones  a re  p a r t s .  But a t r i a n g l e  of s tones  (each 
marking a ver tex)  depends no t  only on the  s tones ,  bu t  on 
t h e i r  being disposed non-l inear ly .  Now ' t r i a n g l e '  i s  a 
modal designator .  I f  t h e r e  is a t r i a n g l e  then,  a s  Locke 
would say ,  t he re  must be add i t iona l  elements,  e.g. s tones ,  
and these  must be disposed i n  a s p e c i f i c  way, %. as  
v e r t i c e s .  S imi la r ly  a mode l i k e  murder depends n o t  only 
on two a c t o r s ,  bu t  on t h e i r  being disposed i n  a s u i t a b l e  
way vis-a-vis  each o the r ,  9. as  shooter  and t a r g e t  o r  a s  
s t abbe r  and stabbed. Over and above t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of 
p a r t s  t o  a whole -- of t h e  ind iv idua l  s tones  t o  t h e  t r i o ,  
of t h e  ind iv idua l  a c t o r s  t o  the  p a i r  -- w e  must, i n  explairi- 
ing  t h e  na tu re  of a mode, a l lude  t o  some s p e c i f i c  fashion 
i n  which the  p a r t s  a r e  arranged o r  disposed. I f  t h e  
dependence of modes connects with t h e  d i spos i t i on  of p a r t s  
over and above t h e i r  mere cont r ibu t ion  as  cons t i t uen t s  t o  
a l a r g e r  whole, t h i s  would provide a b a s i s  f o r  g iv ing  sense 
t o  t h e  term 'dependence', which d i f f e r s  from t h e  sense i n  
which wholes depend on their pa r t s .  3 

The quest ion which a r i s e s  a t  t h i s  po in t  -- and it 
i s  of ca rd ina l  s ign i f i cance  t h a t  t he  ques t ion  i s  a good one 
even wi th in  t h e  r e s t r i c t i v e  borders  of Hume's ontology -- 
i s  a s  follows. What prevents  Hume from acknowledging t h i s  

d i f f e r e n t  s t y l e  of dependence? Obviously, given simple 
ideas ,  they may be disposed i n  d i f f e r e n t  ways, and whatever 
language i s  used t o  descr ibe  t h e  var ious  d i spos i t i ons  may 
be domesticated by H u m e  without s t r e t c h i n g  h i s  ontology. 
As I s a i d  a t  the  s t a r t ,  it seems t h a t  H u m e  is int rasystem- 
a t i c a l l y  mistaken i n  t r e a t i n g  modes a s  comprising a 
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d i s p e n s i b l e  ca t egory ;  h e  would seem t o  be  i n  a p o s i t i o n  t o  
make t h e  c a t e g o r i c a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  wi thou t  v i o l a t i n g  h i s  
b a s i c  o n t o l o g i c a l  commitments. 

Because Hume appears  capab le  o f  making t h e  d i s t -  
i n c t i o n  it i s  p u z z l i n g  t h a t  h e  f a i l s  t o  make it i n  a 
c o n s i s t e n t  way. But t h i s  i s  n o t  i n  f a c t  a r e p a r a b l e  over- 
s i g h t  on h i s  p a r t .  To g e t  a t  t h e  deepe r  r easons  f o r  h i s  
s t a n d ,  w e  may proceed by f o c u s s i n g  on Locke's.  MCT, t h e  
t h e s i s  t h a t  modal terms, i n  t h e  f a s h i o n  o f  subs t ance  terms, 
d e s i g n a t e  complex i d e a s ,  e n t e r s  h e r e .  Locke, I s a i d ,  
d i s a g r e e s .  But h e  c e r t a i n l y  seems -- does he n o t ?  -- t o  be 
ag ree ing .  

appearance p r e s e n t s  i t s e l f .  Why does Locke s a y  'complex 
i d e a s  , however compounded' ? Unless Locke were u s i n g  
'complex' and 'compound' s o  t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r  does n o t  -and 
on t h e  former,  n o t h i n g  would be l o s t  i f  t h e  q u a l i f y i n g  
c l a u s e  were dropped e n t i r e l y .  A n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  a v a i l -  
able which makes s e n s e  of  t h e  p r e c i s e  way i n  which Locke 
fo rmula t e s  h i s  thought .  On t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  t h e  words 
would be composed b e t t e r  t h u s :  
i d e a s  which c o n t a i n  n o t  t h e  s u p p o s i t i o n  of  s e l f - s u b s i s t e n c e ,  
and however b a s i c  modes a r e  compounded, t h e  r e s u l t i n g  com- 
pounds a r e  a l s o  modal and t h e r e f o r e  do n o t ,  i n  t u r n ,  contain 
i n  themselves  t h e  i d e a  o f  independence ' .  I f  t h i s  i s  
c o r r e c t ,  Locke i s * m a k i n g  two d i s t i n c t  p o i n t s .  F i r s t ,  he  
i s  s a y i n g  t h a t  modes which are n o t  themselves  compounded 
of  o t h e r  modes -- ' b a s i c  modes' a s  I have c a l l e d  them -- 
a r e  n e v e r t h e l e s s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  complex. (Locke neve r  
s p e l l s  o u t  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h i s  complexi ty ,  s ave  by p o i n t -  
i n g  t o  i t s  s a l i e n t  consequence , t h a t  modal d e s i g n a t o r s  are 
n o t  t aken  t o  d e s i g n a t e  independent  e n t i t i e s . )  So w e  are 
d i r e c t e d  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  complexity of modes from t h e  
complexi ty  of  compounds, t h e  l a t t e r  of  which, as w e  s a w ,  i s  
a l s o  d e s c r i b a b l e  i n  terms of dependence: a compound 
depends on i t s  c o n s t i t u e n t s .  Second, Locke is making a 

S c r u t i n i z i n g  t h e  pas sage ,  a way of  o v e r r u l i n g  t h e  

' b a s i c  modes4 a r e  complex 
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f u r t h e r  p o i n t  about t h e  genera t ive  reach of  modal compound- 
ing.  N o  addi ton of modes t o  modes ( i f  'murder' and 
'dance'  are modal terms, 'murder-dance', an in s t ance  of 
which I recall see ing  i n  a r ecen t  007 f i lm ,  i s  a compound 
modal t e r m )  w i l l  genera te  a substance.  This second po in t  
c lashes  with a view t o  which Hume is committed. Because 
modes a r e  combinations of ideas  f o r  Hume,  a s  are subs tances ,  
t h e r e  is  no reason why two modal des igna tors  might n o t ,  
when compounded, des igna te  j u s t  those  elements which a 
s u b s t a n t i a l  des igna to r  p icks  out .  

While Locke does n o t  t he re fo re  advance t h e  c r u c i a l  
ques t ion  -- What i s  it about modes t h a t  makes them depend- 
en t?  -- he does a t  least  make clear t h a t  modal complexity 
i s  n o t  fundamentally a complexity of p a r t s .  

t h a t  t he  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f f e r e d  of Locke's words i s  co r rec t .  

A t  h i s  b e s t ,  Locke i s  a maddeningly careless wri ter .  But 
t he  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  p l a u s i b l e  and gains  important  
add i t iona l  support  from t h e  surrounding t e x t s .  Locke goes 
on, f o r  example, t o  adduce 'dozen' as des igna t ing  a modal 
compound: ' [ i t  i s ]  noth ing  but  t he  ideas  of  so many 
d i s t i n c t  u n i t s  added toge the r '  (2.12.5).  So here  modal 
compounding, c a r r i e d  however f a r ,  t o  ' s c o r e ' ,  ' g r o s s ' ,  
' b i l l i o n ' ,  a., remains wi th in  t h e  modal circle.  But of 
what is t he  idea  of a dozen compounded? Of t h e  i d e a  of a 
u n i t .  But then t h e  l a t t e r  must i t s e l f  be modal and non- 
compound. I t  must be modal because,  ex hypothes i ,  a com- 
pound mode is Compounded of modes. Consequently, Locke's 
c la im t h a t  modes are complex ideas  app l i e s  t o  t h i s  mode, 
though i t  i s  non-compound o r  bas i c .  

Why doesn ' t  Locke say  these  th ings  more c l e a r l y ?  
One reason i s  t h a t  he uses ' u n i t '  , a s  does H u m e ,  p r imar i ly  
as  a s u b s t a n t i a l  des igna to r  ( c f .  2.12.6 and I .II .II) ,  which 
prevents  him from mentioning it as des igna t ing  t h e  b a s i c  
mode of which t h e  idea  of a dozen i s  compounded. To make 

t h e  requi red  d i s t i n c t i o n  here  would have taken a l o g i c a l  
s u b t l e t y  which was s e v e r a l  hundred yea r s  d i s t a n t .  Locke's 

I do no t  have t h e  temer i ty  t o  say unreservedly 
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cho ice  of  ' s imp le  mode' t o  p i ck  o u t  what w e  would now 
d e s c r i b e  a s  a ' un i fo rm compound mode' a l s o  nught be  res- 
p o n s i b l e  f o r  h i s  f a i l u r e  t o  p u t  t h e  p reced ing  p,oints  more 
s h a r p l y .  Note how Locke uses  ' s i m p l e '  i n  an asymmetric 

f a s h i o n  i n  t h e  c a s e  of subs t ances .  'Simple s u b s t a n c e '  
does n o t  d e s i g n a t e  a compound of b a s i c  s u b s t a n c e s  o f  t h e  
same k i n d ,  b u t  any s i n g l e  one of t h e  l a t t e r .  Had Locke 
k e p t  to  t h e  same s t y l e  of  expres s ion  f o r  modes, he would 
q u i c k l y  have found h imse l f  s a y i n g  t h a t  s imple  modes a r e  
complex, and t h i s  would obv ious ly  have f o r c e d  a r e t h i n k i n g  

a long  t h e  l i n e s  fol lowed above. 
W e  may conclude t h e n  t h a t  Locke d i s a g r e e s  w i t h  

Hume on MCT. Locke's c l a i m  t h a t  modal i d e a s  a r e  complex 
i s  n o t  i n t e n d e d  t o  imply t h a t  t hey  a r e  made up of  s imple  
i d e a s  i n  t h e  compos i t iona l  f a s h i o n  d e s c r i b e d  by Hume. Con- 
s e q u e n t l y ,  Locke does n o t  g e t  i n t o  any embarrassment ove r  
an i n a b i l i t y  t o  d i s c e r n  any d i f f e r e n c e  between modes and 
subs t ances .  

A p a r t i c u l a r l y  i l l u m i n a t i n g  r e s u l t  of  t h e  fo re -  
going i s  t h a t ,  - Hume's e x p l i c i t  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  t h e r e  i s  
no incoherence i n  t h e  i d e a  of a mode o f  t h e  designatum of  
a term f o r  a s imple.  T h i s  p rov ides  a v i v i d  s e n s e  of  Hume's 
e r r o r  on MDT and KCT. Concerning MDT: I f  a modal term 
may apply t o 6  a s imple i d e a  (G. an o n t o l o g i c a l l y  b a s i c  
Humean s u b s t a n c e )  t h e n  modes w i l l  of cour se  be dependent  
on s u b s t a n c e s ,  and asymmetr ical ly  so. Concerning MCT: By 
roughly t h e  same token,  t h e  complexity of  modal i d e a s  i s  
n o t  fundamental ly  composi t ional  ( though compound modes , 
l i k e  murder-dance, can be concocted ad l i b ) .  

While it i s  n o t  necessa ry  t o  adduce t h i s  l i m i t i n g  
type  of case t o  r e f u t e  Hume, it has  t h e  s i n g u l a r  advantage 
o f  e n a b l i n g  us t o  diagnose e x a c t l y  why he s a y s  what h e  does 
The key i s  t h i s .  Suppose a modal d e s i g n a t o r  a p p l i e s  t o  
t h e  designatum of  a s imple  subs t ance  t e r m .  Logic  l e a v e s  
two o p t i o n s .  The c o n t e n t  of  t h e  mode is e i t h e r  i d e n t i c a l  
t o  t h a t  o f  t h e  s u b s t a n c e ,  o r  it d i f f e r s .  Now Hume's 
c l a ims  commit him t o  t h e  f i r s t  op t ion .  That  h e  does n o t  
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e x p l i c i t l y  s ta te  t h i s  i s  due t o  t h e  f a c t  that h i s  d i scus-  
s ion  of modes i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  arena of t h e  onto logi -  
c a l l y  complex, G. combinations of simple subs tances ,  
where it i s  much easier t o  mistake t h e  case, e.g. t h e  mode 
can be taken t o  d i f f e r  from t h e  compound substance i n  con- 
t e n t  by tak ing  i n  only p a r t  of t h e  compound. Hume 
v i r t u a l l y  says  t h a t  the c o n s t i t u e n t s  of modal i deas  are 
taken from d i f f e r e n t  s u b j e c t s .  But i n  this l i m i t i n g  case  
t h e  l i ke l ihood  of committing such an e r r o r  d i sappears :  
t he re  i s  only a s i n g l e  s u b j e c t ,  and it i s  a simple idea .  
So Hume would have t o  s t a t e  c l e a r l y  t h a t  t h e  conten t  of t h e  
two i s  i d e n t i c a l .  Thus H u m e ' s  r e j e c t i o n  of MDT. 

But t h i s  c lashes  with MCT, which Hume suppor ts .  
I f  t h e  conten t  of a modal t e r m  i s  i d e n t i c a l  with t h a t  of 
a simple substance t e r m ,  then t h e  former can have no more 
complexity than t h e  l a t t e r .  And t h e  l a t t e r ,  ex  hypothesi ,  
is a simple idea.  C lea r ly ,  something has gone wrong. 

There i s  however another  op t ion  f o r  Hume, y&. 
t h a t  the content  of t h e  mode d i f f e r s  from t h a t  of t h e  
substance.  But how could this be when t h e  s u b s t a n t i a l  idea 
is simple? Hume himself provides  t h e  answer, i n  h i s  discus- 
s ion  of what he cal ls  ' d i s t i n c t i o n s  of r e a s o n '  (c f . I . I .VI1) .  
Such d i s t i n c t i o n s  -- Hume o f f e r s  as  an example t h e  
d i s t i n c t i o n  between an o b j e c t  and i ts  shape -- a r e  t h e  
r e s u l t s  of abs t r ac t ion ,  and can be generated from simple 
ideas .  I t  immediately fu rn i shes  a very clear explanat ion 
both of what Locke regards as the  non-combinatorial complex- 
i t y  of modes and of t h e  kind of dependence which modes show 
upon substances t o  say  t h a t  modal i deas  a r e  the  r e s u l t s  of 
a b s t r a c t i o n  from s u b s t a n t i a l  ones. Note how the  Humean 

problem thereby vanishes .  A modal des igna tor  may apply t o  
the  designatum of a simple substance t e r m  without  co l l aps ing  
i n t o  the l a t t e r  inasmuch a s  the  conten t  of t h e  modal term is 
a b s t r a c t  vis-a-vis  t h e  substance.  The designatum of t h e  
modal term, a mode, i s  t o  be d i s t ingu i shed  from the  substancz 
of which it i s  a mode. 

But Hume's own i d e a  of d i s t i n c t i o n s  of reason i s  
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adduced here  t o  b a i l  him out .  Why doesn ' t  he  use it him- 
s e l f ?  

One s ignpos t  i s  provided by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  modes, 
l i k e  compound subs tances ,  a r e  t r e a t e d  by Hume as ontologi-  
c a l l y  r e a l ,  both being complexes of o- i to logica l ly  r e a l  
s imples .  On the  preceding account ,  modes, qua dependent 
upon a b s t r a c t i o n ,  l o se  t h e i r  r e a l i t y .  For d i s t i n c t i o n s  of 
reason c o n t r a s t  with r e a l  ones. So our  query may be 
sharpened. Why doesn ' t  Hume agree t o  demoting modes t o  a 
secondary on to log ica l  s t a t u s ?  

To apprec i a t e  why, w e  must go a t  t h e  intrasystem- 
a t i c  opt ion w i t h  g r e a t e r  de l icacy .  From a commonsense 
viewpoint,  t he  usual  a b s t r a c t  r e s u l t s  of d i s t i n c t i o n s  of 
reason a r e  q u a l i t i e s .  For example, I may d i s t ingu i sh  
t h e  colour  of an ob jec t  from i t s  shape. Thus, t h e  copula 
i n  'The table is red '  would l i n k  an on to log ica l  a b s t r a c t i o n  
with something which i s  on to log ica l ly  real. Now a q u a l i t y  
t e r m  l i k e  ' r e d '  i s ,  i n  common usage,  an ad jec t ive  and no t  a 
noun: ' r e d '  does n o t  permit  ' r e d s ' ,  ' t h e  r e d ' ,  ' a  r e d ' ,  
and so f o r t h ,  t hese  l a t t e r  'forms be ing  permiss ib le  f o r  
nouns alone. (I con t inua l ly  stress t h a t  these  rerharks 
a r e  made from t h e  viewpoint of common usage f o r  t h e  follow- 
ing  reason. 'Red' i s  a des igna to r  of a simple idea  f o r  
Hume. Note how he  speaks of ' c o l z e c t i o n s  of p a r t i c u l a r  
q u a t i t i e s f  (I.I.VI). S o  it would permit  noun-like 
manipulations l i k e  p l u r a l i s a t i o n .  The remarks made here  
thus  have t o  be taken formally or s t r u c t u r a l l y  and reappl ied 
t o  examples t h a t  Hume would accept .  I do n o t  do t h i s  
because,  f i r s t ,  Hume's own i l l u s t r a t i o n s  of d i s t i n c t i o n s  of 
reason a r e  from common usage, and second, t he  subtle formal 
f a c t s  would be t h a t  much more d i f f i c u l t  t o  grasp  i f  a 
problem of unfami l ia r  and odd examples was added.) Modal 

terms a r e  however nominal. P l u r a l  forms and combinations 
wi th  ar t ic les  are completely n a t u r a l  f o r  'dance ' ,  'murder ' ,  
I t r i a n g l e ' ,  and t h e  l i k e .  

The d i f f e rence  here  emerges c l e a r l y  i f  w e  no te  
t h a t  t h e  noun form r e l a t e d  t o  ( t h e  ad jec t ive )  ' r e d '  i s  
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' r edness ' .  This l a s t  does n o t  des igna te  o r  apply t o  any- 
t h i n g  i n  space-time. I n  modern terminology, it corresponds 
t o  the  concept red: t o  speak of redness  i s  ak in  t o  speaking 
of t he  concept,  and n o t  of what t h e  concept app l i e s  t o  o r  
subsumes. But 'murder' app l i e s  s t r a igh t fo rward ly  t o  
regions of space-time without  des igna t ing  a spat io- temporal  
substance,  j u s t  as  does t h e  a d j e c t i v e  ' r e d ' .  I f  w e  seek a 
form l i k e  ' redness '  f o r  t h e  modal t e r m ,  w e  f i n d  it, on the  
model of 'dogkind' o r ' c a n i n i t y ' ,  in'murderhood'. 

Now suppose Hum were t o  co-c lass i fy  modal 
des igna tors  along with o t h e r  terms a r r i v e d  a t  by a b s t r a c t i o n  
A severe problem would face  him. The behaviour of paradigm 
substance nouns l i k e  'dog' is exac t ly  l i k e  t h a t  of t h e  
modal t e r m  'murder ' .  But 'murder ' ,  ex hypothesi  a r r i v e d  
a t  by a process  of a b s t r a c t i o n ,  does n o t  des igna te  anything 
on to log ica l ly  r e a l .  I t  des igna tes  a mode. Accordingly,  
l i k e  ' r ed '  which des igna tes  a q u a l i t y ,  it a t  b e s t  app l i e s  
t o  real  i t e m s .  Murders would thus  e s s e n t i a l l y  have a 
conceptual ly  mediated cha rac t e r .  For d i s t i n c t i o n s  of 
reason a r e ,  p r e c i s e l y ,  conceptual d i s t i n c t i o n s :  they con- 
cern how w e  conceive r e a l i t y  as opposed t o  how it is  i n  
i t s e l f . '  
'murder' i n  a grammatically des igna t ive  fashion would 
correspond, i n  l o g i c ,  t o  a s i m i l a r  app l i ca t ion  of ' r e d ' ,  
conceived as a b s t r a c t .  From Hume's on to log ica l  viewpoint,  
both uses pick o u t  non-concrete aspec ts  of on to log ica l ly  
b a s i c  i t e m s .  (Hume uses  t h e  word ' a s p e c t ' ,  t h e  Engl ish 
t r a n s l a t i o n  of t h e  La t in  'modus', a t  I . I . V I 1 . )  I n  s h o r t ,  
any f a c t u a l  s ta tement  with a modal nominal i n  s u b j e c t  
p o s i t i o n  would no t  be on to log ica l ly  perspicuous.  The r e a l  
form of 'The murder is h o r r i f y i n g '  would be l i k e  t h a t  of 
'The r ed  is f l a s h i n g ' .  The s u b j e c t  t e r m  of t h e  l a t t e r  

works ou t  thus:  ' t h a t  t o  which red  a p p l i e s '  ( i n  t h i s  case ,  
u sua l ly  a l i g h t ) .  As such,  it i s  pseudo-designative.  
Mutatis mutandis, t h e  s u b j e c t  t e r m  of t h e  former is  more 
perspicuously taken thus ,  i n  a clear non-designative manner: 
' t h a t  t o  which 'murder' a p p l i e s ' .  

A s  a r e s u l t ,  a d i r e c t  app l i ca t ion  of t h e  t e r m  
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These r e s u l t s  a r e  i n t r a s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  c a t a s t r o p h i c  
f o r  Hume. One could e a s i l y  say  t h a t  'dog ' ,  or any o t h e r  
underived nominal, is  of t h e  same c h a r a c t e r ,  and hence t h a t  
a use  t h e r e o f  involves  conceptua l  i n t e r f e r e n c e  wi th  t h e  
o n t o l o g i c a l l y  b a s i c  c h a r a c t e r  of t h i n ~ s .  
d e s i g n a t i v e  use  of  'dog'  would amount, i n  l o g i c ,  t o  an 
a p p l i c a t i o n  t h e r e o f  which i s  b e t t e r  r e p r e s e n t e d  t h u s  : 
'whatever  i t  i s  about  t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  of r e a l i t y  which 
enables  it t o  be t r u l y  subsumed under dog', on t h e  p a t t e r n  
of t h e  u s e  of ' r e d '  above. There would be no l i n g u i s t i c  
r e s o u r c e  Hume could reasonably s i n g l e  o u t  as d e s i g n a t i n g  
something r e a l .  

A grammatically 

One l a s t - d i t c h  response might be at tempted.  It  

may be i n s i s t e d  t h a t  t h e  t r u t h  of  MDT l o c a t e s  a d i f f e r e n c e .  
Dogs are real  because they  do n o t  depend on anyth ing  else. 
Modes l i k e  murder, though spoken of by means of nouns, are 
dependent  on subs tances  which are independent.  

But t h i s  response,  a very i l l u m i n a t i n g  one coming 
from t h e  Hurnean q u a r t e r ,  f a i l s .  I t  rests, f i r s t  of a l l ,  
on t h e  common sense  view which Hume rejects,  i n  accordance 
wi th  which w e  d i s t i n g u i s h  modes from subs tances .  But w e  
do n o t  make t h a t  d i s t i n c t i o n  -- any more than t h e  d i s t i n c t -  
i o n  between modes and q u a l i t i e s  -- by way of s i n g l i n g  o u t  
c o n c r e t e  from non-concrete e lements  of r e a l i t y .  The 
d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  made as a conceptua l  one p r i m a r i l y ,  n o t  as 
an o n t o l o g i c a l  one,  k. t o  mark a conceptual  dependence 
o r  asymmetry. For example, w e  could s a y ,  a l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  
t h a t  it is p a r t  of o u r  understanding of 'murder' t h a t ,  when 
it a p p l i e s ,  t h e  nouns 'murderer '  and ' v i c t i m '  w i l l  also, 
and i p s 0  f a c t o ,  apply.  As I noted  i n  p a s s i n g ,  t h e  common- 
s e n s e  t r u t h  of MDT i s  n o t  t h e  same as t h a t  of  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  
t h e s i s  of  s u b s t a n t i a l  independence. 

I t  i s  n o t  then  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  Hume's o n t o l o g i c a l  
p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  l e a d  t o  h i s  r e j e c t i o n  of MDT. F a i l i n g  
such a r e j e c t i o n ,  he  would be d r i v e n  t o  g r a n t  t h e  pre-  
sumptive t r u t h  of t h e  c la im t h a t  a l l  subs tance  d e s i g n a t o r s  
are e q u a l l y  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  dependence t h e s i s  which makes 
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nonsense o f  h i s  o n t o l o g i c a l  d o c t r i n e  t h a t  s imple  i d e a s  
a l o n e  are b a s i c  e n t i t i e s ,  s e l f - s u b s i s t e n t ,  c o n c r e t e ,  
genu ine ly  s u b s t a n t i a l ,  and a r e  a founda t ion  for a l l  else. 

T h i s  completes my d i a g n o s t i c  t r e a t m e n t .  The r e s u l t  
s e r v e s  as a u s e f u l  sp r ingboa rd  f o r  s e v e r a l  panoramic remarks 
on t h e  h i s t o r y  of phi losophy.  As I sugges t ed ,  Hume's 
dilemma h e l p s  us  t o  p i n p o i n t  a p a r t i n g  of t h e  ways. 

Begin w i t h  t h e  word ' a s p e c t ' .  For Hume, s p e c i f i -  
c a l l y  concep tua l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  , d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  r eason  , a r e  
d i s t i n c t i o n s  between a s p e c t s  of  r e a l  o b j e c t s ,  b u t  do n o t  
themselves mark boundar i e s  between r e a l  , 2. f u l l y  concrete  
o r  o n t o l o g i c a l l y  independent ,  i t e m s  i n  t h e  world.  The 
ove r tones  of  t h e  word ' a s p e c t '  i d e n t i f y  two ways i n  which a 
t h e o r i s t  might s eek  t o  hand le  Hume's dilemma, e. t h e  
p rob lema t i c  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between modes and 
subs t ances .  One way i s  b e s t  i l l u s t r a t e d  by Spinoza;  t h e  
o t h e r  by Kant. The c rude  l i ne -up  f i n d s  in Hume a confused 
S p i n o z i s t ,  i n  Locke an ur-Kantian.  

Spinoza ag rees  t h a t  a l l  human r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of 
r e a l i t y  is a s p e c t u a l :  w e  g r a s p  s u b s t a n c e ,  through t h o s e  
a t t r i b u t e s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  us ,  v i a  modes of  t h e  l a t t e r ,  e.g. 
material o b j e c t s  as modes o f  subs t ance  under t h e  a t t r i b u t e  
ex tens ion .  Because o u r  g r a s p  o f  subs t ance  i s  modal, 
Spinoza d e p l o r e s  human c o g n i t i o n  a s  unequal t o  t h e  t a s k  o f  
r e p r e s e n t i n g  r e a l i t y  a s  it is.' 
unequivocal ,  t o  be s u r e .  Themselves modes of  t h e  r e a l i t y  
they  seek t o  know, human r e p r e s e n t e r s  i p s 0  f a c t o  have some 
l i n e  on t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  l a t t e r  i n  t h e i r  own nature ,s .  
But he i n s i s t s  t h a t  on ly  'God does n o t  know t h i n g s  through 

a b s t r a c t i o n s  o r  from g e n e r a l  d e f i n i t i o n s  [sc. conceptu- 
a l l y ]  ' . lo 

of human c o g n i t i o n ,  and t h u s  rejects any s t y l e  of t hough t  
whose main r e s o u r c e  i s  concep t s  a s  unequal t o  t h e  
p h i l o s o p h e r ' s  o n t o l o g i c a l  e n t e r p r i s e .  From a concep tua l  
viewpoint ,  an o n t o l o g i s t  can say  no more than  t h i s ,  t h a t  
r e a l i t y  i s  whatever  concep tua l  t e r m s  apply t o  ( n o t  
d e s i g n a t e ) ,  and t h e r e  i s  no t e l l i n g  whether t h e  concep t s  

H i s  s t a n d  h e r e  is  n o t  

Spinoza t a k e s  very s e r i o u s l y  t h e  modal character 
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a p p l i e d  r e f l e c t  i t s  n a t u r e .  So Spinoza coun te rposes  an 
a b s o l u t e  s e n s e  of  o n t o l o g i c a l  conc re t eness  w i t h  a r e j e c t i o n  
of  a l l  concep tua l  r e sources  of r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  a s  fundament- 
a l l y  modal, a s  r e p r e s e n t i n g  r e a l i t y  a b s t r a c t l y .  I t  is  
indeed  by p roceed ing  along t h e s e  l i n e s  t h a t  t h e  unde r ly ing  
i m p l i c a t i o n s  of Humean d o c t r i n e  must be developed. 

Kant t o o  a g r e e s  t h a t  a l l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i s  
a s p e c t u a l .  H e  p u t s  t h i s  by a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  w e  cogn i se  
appearances and n o t  t h i n g s  i n  themse lves ,  which i s  a trans- 
form o f  the c l a i m  t h a t  w e  cogn i se  t h i n g s  a s  t h e y  appea r ,  or 
a s p e c t s  of t h i n g s ,  and n o t  t h i n g s  as t h e y  are. But K a n t  
draws p r e c i s e l y  t h e  o p p o s i t e  conc lus ion .  For  him t h e  
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  e n t e r p r i s e  ceases to be  an o n t o l o g i c a l  one as 
conceived by t h e  p reced ing  t h e o r i s t s ,  and h e  i s  accord ing ly  
f r e e  t o  make t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between c o n c r e t e n e s s  and 
a b s t r a c t n e s s  w i t h i n  t h e  concep tua l  realm.  The p rope r  
s e n s e  of  ' c o n c r e t e ' ,  a cco rd ing  t o  Kant, is  t h e  s e n s e  i n  
which d i s t i n c t  p r i n c i p l e s  of knowledge can be d i s c l o s e d ,  nct 
t h e  s e n s e  i n  which d i s t i n c t  f o u n d a t i o n a l  e n t i t i e s  can be 
l o c a t e d .  Thus,  t o  t a k e  j u s t  one example, t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  
appe rcep t ion  i s  a founda t ion  of  Kant ian metaphysics .  But 
appe rcep t ion  i s  n o t  r ega rded ,  Descartes, as s e l f -  
s u b s i s t e n t  m e n t a l i t y :  it i s  a f u n c t i o n  whose r equ i r emen t  
of s a t i s f a c t i o n  can  be  c e r t i f i e d  a p r i o r i .  S i m i l a r l y  for 
s p a c e ,  t i m e ,  c a u s a l i t y ,  and SO f o r t h .  

From o u r  h i s t o r i c a l  van tage  p o i n t ,  Kant c o d i f i e s  
h i s  new s t a n d  w i t h  g r e a t  adep tness .  Note, f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  
how h e  i n s i s t s  t h a t  ' [ t l h e  knowledge y i e l d e d  by under- 
s t a n d i n g ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  by t h e  human unde r s t and ing ,  must.. .be 
by means of concepts ' , ' '  wh i l e  h o l d i n g  t h a t  ' eve ry  concept  
is an a b s t r a c t  c o n c e p t ' .  l2 

of t h e  world i s ,  i n  o t h e r  words, a s p e c t u a l .  But t h i s  does 
n o t  p r e v e n t  Kant from s u p p l y i n g  -- i n  f a c t  it l i b e r a t e s  
him t o  g i v e  -- new and i n t r a c o n c e p t u a l  s e n s e s  t o  n o t i o n s  
l i k e  c o n c r e t e n e s s  and s u b s t a n t i a l i t y .  The c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  
d i f f i c u l t i e s  Hume runs  up a g a i n s t  i n  t r y i n g  t o  s u s t a i n  h i s  
r e j e c t i o n  o f  MDT have a l r e a d y  shown us t h a t  t h e s e  new s e n s e s  

AU c o g n i t i v e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
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are c l o s e  t o  t h o s e  r o o t e d  i n  common thought :  t o  t h i s  e x t e n t  
Kant i s  a d e s c r i p t i v e  metaphysician.  I n  Locke's i n s i s t e n c e  
on t h e  c e n t r a l i t y  of concep tua l  r e sources  f o r  human know- 
l edge  ( c f .  3 . 3 . 1 - 4 )  , as w e l l  as i n  h i s  equ ivoca l  s t a n d  on 
whether MDT e n t a i l s  t h e  t h e s i s  t h a t  subs t ances  a r e  i n  some 
a b s o l u t e  s e n s e  c o n c r e t e  and independent ,  w e  see t h e  ragged 
o u t l i n e s  of a p o s i t i o n  t h a t  i n v i t e s ,  even i f  i t  does n o t  
o b l i g e ,  development a long  Kant ian l i n e s .  
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Ben Gurion U n i v e r s i t y  
of t h e  Negev. 
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References i n  t h i s  form are t o  book, c h a p t e r  and 
s e c t i o n  of Locke's Fs say ;  
book, p a r t  and s e c t i o n  of  Hume's Treatise. 

t h o s e  i n  roman numerals t o  

I t  i s  worth remarking t h a t  t h i s  de fense  of  MDT i s  n o t  
a de fense  of  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  t h e s i s  t h a t  s u b s t a n c e s  a r e  
independent .  Locke seems t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  
e n t a i l s  t h e  second. I a m  n o t  t h e r e f o r e  s a y i n g  t h a t  
Locke i s  r i g h t  where Hume is  wrong. Both may be  
wrong. 

I t  would be more n a t u r a l  t o  speak he re  of ' s i m p l e '  
t han  of ' b a s i c '  modes. But Locke co-opts t h e  former 
a d j e c t i v e  t o  d e s c r i b e  compounds o f  modes of  a s i n g l e  
kind.  

I a l l u d e  o f  c o u r s e  t o  Frege.  

'Apply t o '  h e r e  i s  t o  be  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  s c r u p u l o u s l y  
from ' d e s i g n a t e ' .  A modal t e r m  d e s i g n a t e s  a mode. 
The mode i s  a mode o f  a subs t ance .  The modal t e r m  
t h e r e f o r e  a p p l i e s  t o  and does n o t  d e s i g n a t e  t h e  
subs t ance .  

Th i s  copu la  i s  p r e d i c a t i v e .  The b a s i c  Humean pro- 
p o s i t i o n a l  l i n k  i s  d i f f e r e n t .  Hume's b a s i c  ' A  is  B '  
l i n k s  t h e  r e a l  i d e a s  d e s i g n a t e d  by ' A '  w i t h  t h o s e  
d e s i g n a t e d  by ' B ' ,  t h e  l i n k  be ing  a d d i t i v e  o r  
combina to r i a l .  Hume's f a i l u r e  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  
two copu las  obv ious ly  has  a hand i n  p r e v e n t i n g  t h e  
r i g h t  conc lus ions '  b e i n g  drawn. 
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