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IS THERE A PRUSSIXN HUME? 

or 

How far Is I t  from Khisbetg to Edinburgh? 

L e w i s  White Beck has recently argued' thnt H u m e ,  in 
spite of hi6 empiricist commitment, implicitly recognized 
the limitations of that position when he incorporated in 
his thinking ideas that are essentially Kantian and hcoa- 
p a t i b l e  with his official em?iricisn. Beck is n o t ,  of 
course, the first so t o  argue; Robert Paul WolFf made a 

similar claim some year= ago in a well-known paper.2 
case hes, however, been challengedr3 and it is the aim of 
the present paper t o  challcnge Beck's soaevhat Gifferent 
case. 

Wolff's 

Beck argues4 that Hume has two causal principles: 

(1) Every event h a s  a cause 
( 2 )  Same cause, same effect 
the second of which he claims Iiurne defenSs, and t h e  first of 
which he claims Bume does not defend. He then turns to the 
case of perception, where w e  observe an object once inter- 
mittently ani? once continuously. The result is a gappy 
series of impressions in the first case, and a non-gappy one 
in the second. The existence of the gap falsifies principles 
(1) and ( 2 ) .  In order to save principle ( 2 ) ,  Beck argues, 
liunie relies on principle (1). The l a t t e r  enables Huine to 
" f e i g n "  unobserved events  to fill the gap. Bur (1) 3s also  
f a l s i f i e d  by the empirical data, that i s , t b e  exis tence of t h e  
gzp. So t h i s  appeal to (1) is illegitimate. ht least it is 
illegitimate if the only support we are p e r m i t t e d  t o  use  is 
observational data. And that is all that t h e  official Hume, 
committed to empiricism, i s  pemitted to use. licwever, Euqe 
docs use (I), contrary to what his officizl position allows. 
This suggests that he recognizes, what Rant explicitly argued, 
that there are non-empirical reasons justifying the acceptacce 
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of (l).' And it  is here  t h a t  w e  see t h e  Prussian a spec t s  
o f  t he  Sco t s  sceptic. 

Beck ' s  case depends upon three po in t s :  
(a) He must separate p r i n c i p l e s  (1) and ( 2 ) .  

(b) He m u s t  argue t h a t  gappy series of impressions 
are f i l l e d  by appeal ing t o  (1). 

(c! He must argue t h a t  (jappy series of impressions 
f a l s i f y  (11, rendering its use t o  f i l l  those 
gaps i lleqi t imately.  
In what follows it is argued t h a t  t h e  d i s t ance  from 

Konigsberg t o  Edinburgh cannot thus  be bridged, Spec i f i ca l ly ,  
it i s  argued, first,  t h a t  la) is f a l s e ,  or, more s p e c i f i c a l l y  
t h a t  for Hume ( 2 )  e n t a i l s  ( I ) ;  second, t h a t ,  when (1) and 
( 2 )  are so understood, then (b) is p a r t i a l l y  c o r r e c t :  and 
- t h i r d ,  t ha t ,  when (1) and ( 2 )  are taken as Kume takes them, 
then (c) is i n c o r r e c t :  t h e  gaps do n o t  f a l s i e y  (1). its 
use remains legitimate. 

I 

L e t  us begin w i t h  p r i n c i p l e  ( Z ) ,  t h e  "same cause,  

T h i s  p r i n c i p l e  is Rule 4 of Hume's rutas bg which  to 
same e f f e c t "  p r i n c i p l e .  

j u d g e  of cauaes and effeots.' 
cause a t w a y s  produces  the  @am8 ef feot ,  and t h o  same effect 
never ar i ses  but from t h e  same cause. (T173) Rules 1-3 give 
t h e  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  causal  r e l a t i o n  i n s o f a r  as it is  an ob- 
j e c t i v e  r e l a t i o n  among things.* Rule 4 then makes a claim 
about even t s  and causes. Rule 4 is  followed by four r u l e s  
which are t h e  best  s ta tement  of M i l l ' s  Methods of elimina- 
t i v e  induc t ion  p r i o r  to Hetschell's Preliminary Discourse. 
When one of these methods is used, t h e  data e l imina te  a l l  
p o s s i b l e  hypotheses b u t  one, and the conclusion is t h a t  this 
uneliminatod hypothesis  m u s t  be t r u e ,  c o r r e c t l y  desc r ib ing  
the  relevant causal relation. 
t h a t  w e  draw this conclusion not from t h e  data alone, b u t  

He states  it as T h e  same 

Humo c a r e f u l l y  points opt 
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a l s o  f r o x  t h e  "same cause,  s a m  effect" p r i n c i p l e .  %":?us, 

when H ~ m o  s t a t e s  Rule 5 ,  t h e  method of agreexent, h e  w r i t e s  
,r.c?r#,? is m o t h e r  .jr,Lnci?I;:, ~ h i c h  -II__. 7. 
%;:is [i.e., upon kule  4 ,  "same cause ,  sarric 
c f f c c t " ]  , - v i z .  t h a t  where sc?sraZ d i f f e r ; - t < L  
o b j e c t s  p roduce  t h e  same e f f e c - t ,  it n i u s t  b e  
by i z e a ~ ! s  of s o r e  q u a l i t y ,  wk*ich t r e  d i s e o u ~ r  
to 5e  common amongst t i zem.  For Like 
effcctr :  imp2y  Like c a ' u s ~ s ,  we m t t s t  a i w a 2 s  
ascribe t h e  causut ion  t o  t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e ,  
w h e r e i n  3 s  d i s c o v e r  t h e  resemblance.  
(T174, i t a l i c s  added) 
We can brin 'g o u t  t h e  l o g i c  of t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i f  we 

17, 1 

t r a n s l a t e  t h i s  i n t o  t h e  symbols o f  l o g i c .  Suppose w e  have  
t h r e e  hypotheses:  

9 (i)  (5)  (G1S E DIX) 
(G2% z D XI -1- (ii) 

(iii) (5) (G3z E gl~) 

and t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n a l  d a t a  

( i v )  - Gla C C2g & G3a 
G b & -GzQ & -G3b -1- 

These d a t e  e l i m i n a t e  (ii) and (iii) as  f a l s e ,  and t end  t o  
confirm ( i ) .  But t h e  tendency i s  o n l y  modest. Clearly, w e  
cannot  from t h e s e  a lone  i n f e r  t h a t  (i) o b t a i n s . .  I n  o r d e r  t o  
draw t h e  L a t t e r  conclus ion  w e  need an a d d i t i o n a l  premiss .  I f  

w e  have 
( V )  

t hcn  ( i )  follows from ( i v )  i n  c a s e  t h a t  

Gg - : - g = G1 v f l -  G 2 "  p =  -3 G 

( v i )  ( 3 : q )  [c;s & (2) (s El"] 
Now, s i n c e  t h i s  is  t h e  premiss  t h a t  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  

make t h e  e l i m i n a t i v e  mechanisms work, and s ince  Hume a s s e r t s  
t h a t  i t  is Beck's p r i n c i p l e  ( 2 )  of "same cause ,  same e f f e c t "  
t h a t  makes t h o s e  mechanisms work,  t hen  we should ,  I s u g g e s t ,  
use  ( v i )  to h e l p  us  understanc! t h e  l o g i c a l  import  of H u m ' s  
princip1.e .  

( v i )  a s s e r t s  t h a t  f o r  every  Ill-event t h e r e  is a 
unique e v e n t - s o r t  of genus G such t h a t  an even t  of t h i s  sor t  
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i s  necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  t h e  Q1-event. 
t h i s  a s s e r t s  t h a t  f o r  t h i s  e f f e c t  t h e r e  a lways i s  a cause .  

But 

( v i i )  
also says  t h a t .  However, ( v i i )  pe rmi t s  bo th  

Paraphras ing ,  

(x )  - [ ( 3 % )  (a & gx) E ~1~x1 

51% Ella 

and 

5 5  Fi D l 5  

whereas ( v i )  a s s e r t s  t h i s  t o  be imposs ib le .  ( v i i )  a s s e r t s  
t h e  e f f e c t  always has  fi cause  b u t  allows it t o  be a d i f f e r -  
e n t  cause  on d i f f e r e n t  occas ions .  ( v i ) ,  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  a s -  
serts t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  always has  a cause  and t h a t  it is  a l -  
ways t h e  same. I n  o t h e r  words,  i f  ( v i )  h o l d s ,  t hen ,  f o r  
t h i s  e f f e c t  anyway, "same e f f e c t ,  same cause" .  

t h e  l o g i c a l  form of Beck 's  p r i n c i p l e  ( 2 ) .  In c o n t r a s t ,  ( V l i )  

g i v e s  t h e  l o g i c a l  form of  B e c k ' s  p r i n c i p l e  (1). I f  t h i s  i s  
so ,  then  t h e  l o g i c a l  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  two is  e v i d e n t :  
( v i )  e n t a i l s  ( v i i )  and t h e r e f o r e ,  s i m i l a r l y ,  ( 2 )  e n t a i l s  (1). 
This  i n  t u r n  makes it c l e a r  why H u m e  f i n d s  it "more conven- 
i e n t "  t o  answer t h e  q u e s t i o n  why sane-cause-same-effect and 
then  t o  " s ink"  t h e  q u e s t i o n  why every-event-same-cause i n  it, 
i n  t h e  e x p e c t a t i o n  t h a t  ' t w i l l ,  p e r h a p s ,  be  f o u n d  i n  t h e  e n d ,  
t h a t  t h e  some answer  w i l t  s e r v e  f o r  b o t h  q u e s t i o n s .  (T82) 
Hume d e s c r i b e s  how ( 2 )  i s  suppor ted ,  b u t  neve r  r e t u r n s  t o  
(1). Beck s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e r e f o r e  (1) i s  never  defended by 
Hume ( c f .  T171) though,  a s  Beck then  goes on t o  a rgue ,  Iiume 
l a t e r  i m p l i c i t l y  uses  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  (1) when he comes t o  d i s -  
c u s s  gappy series of impress ions .  Bowever, s i n c e  ( 2 )  e n t a i l s  
(11, i f  Hume gives  reasons  f o r  accep t ing  ( 2 )  hc has  ~2 ips0 
given  r easons  f o r  a c c e p t i n g  (1). Gnce w e  unders tand  t h e  
l o g i c ,  w e  unders tand  why Eume has  no need t o  r e t u r n  t o  (1) , 
once he has  defended ( 2 ) .  Thus, i f  w e  i n t e r p r e t  Hume as  I 
a m  sngges t iny ,  then  w e  can make sense of what he s a y s  dnd 
avoid  Beck ' s  a c c u s a t i o n  t h a t  Hume f a i l s  to defend a p r i n c i p l e  
upon which he n u s t  r e l y  a t  a c r u c i a l  p o i n t .  

What 1 am s u g g e s t i n g ,  of  cour se ,  i s  t h a t  ( v i )  g ives  
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The p r e c e d i n g  remarks c o n s t i t u t e  the car? o f  t h e  
c a s e  a g a i n s t  Beck ' s  c l a i m  t h a t  Hume d e f e n d s  prkI ic iple  ( 2 )  

b u t  noc 3r inc . ip l . e  (1).  A few more rernarks a r e  calleci f o r ,  
however. F o r ,  ( v i )  i s  n o t  e x a c t l y  Hume's Rule  4 ;  ( v i )  i s  
kn f a c t  f a r  t o o  s p e c i f i c .  We can  g e t  t o  Hume's Rule  b y  n o t -  
i n g  t h a t  ( v i )  would no rma l ly  be t a k e n  a s  a n  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  
a more g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e .  I f  w e  hcve ,  s a y ,  
( v i i i )  Df Z : f = D v f = D v f =  D - -1 - -2 -3 

so  t h a t  

( i x )  D l l 1  

I n  g e n e r a l ,  however,  w e  may e x p e c t  t h e  g e n e r a l C  and D t o  be 

g i v e n ,  n o t  by e n u m e r a t i o n  o r  e x t e n s i o n ,  a s  i n  ( v )  and  ( i x ) ,  
b u t  o n l y  i n t e n s i o n a l l y .  I f  we now t a k e  D t o  be t h e  most 
g e n e r i c  o f  p r e d i c a t e s ,  "is a p r o p e r t y  of e v e n t s " ,  and i f  w e  
t a k e  G t o  have  b u i l t  i n t o  i t  t h e  i d e a s  o f  c o n t i g u i t y  a n d  
t empora l  p r i o r i t y , "  which Hume's Ru les  1 and 2 l ay  down as  
d e f i n i t o r y  o f  c a u s e s ,  t h e n  ( x )  asserts t h a t  f o r  e v e r y  sor t  
of e v e n t  t . h e r e  i s  a c a u s a l  law t h a t  e x p l a i n s  e v e n t s  of  t h a t  
so r t - - i z . ,  " t h e  same e f f e c t  n e v e r  a r i s e s  b u t  from t h e  same 
c a u s e . "  The c o n v e r s e ,  " t h e  same c a u s e  a lways  p r o d u c e s  t h e  
same e f f e c t , "  w i l l  have  a s i m i l a r  l o g i c a l  form. 

We s h o u l d  a l so  n o t e ,  however,  t h a t  even t h o u s h  t h e  
form of  (x) i s  more complex t h a n  t h a t  o f  ( v i ) ,  o u r  p o i n t  
a g a i n s t  Heck r ema ins .  F o r ,  w e  c a n  s t i l l  d i s t i n g u i s h  ( X I - -  
"same e f f e c t ,  same c a u s e , "  t h a t  i s ,  Beck ' s  p r i n c i p l e  (2)--fmn 

( x i )  [of. = ( 5 )  [ (34) ( G q  & : frrl I 
which a s s e r t s  t h a t  "for e v e r y  e v e n t  t h e r e  is a c a u s e , "  t h a t  
i s ,  B e c k ' s  p r i n c i p l e  (1). A s  ( v i i )  i s  e n t a i l e d  by b u t  aces 

not e n t a i l  ( v i ) ,  so  ( x i )  i s  e n t a i l e d  by b u t  d o e s  n o t  e n t a i l  
(xi. I f ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  Hume can g i v e  r e a s o n s  f o r  a c c e p t i n g  
( 2 )  = ( x ) ,  t h e n  he h a s  g i v e n  reasons for a c c e p t i n g  (1) I- ( x i !  , 
and Beck ' s  c r i t i c i s m  t h a t  H u m e  d e f e n d s  o n l y  ( 2 )  and n o t  (1) 
d o e s  n o t  s t a n d .  
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Hame s a y s  of p r i n c i p l e  ( 2 )  , t h e  r u l e  "same cause ,  
same e f f e c t , "  when he in t roduces  it w i t h  t h e  " r u l e s  by which 
t o  judge G E  cacses and e f f e c t s , "  t h a t  

This p r i i z c i p l e  ue d e r i v e  f r o m  e z p e r i e n c z . .  . 
(T173) I t ,  cnd t h e r e f o r e ,  a s  we have j t r s t  
ai*guecl, p r i n c i p l e  ( I ) ,  r e c e i v e s  i n d u c t i v e  
s u p p o r t  f r o m  e x p e r i e n c e .  J u s t  how does Yume 
conce i ve  t h i s ?  
W e  can become c l e a r  on t h i s  i f  w e  1.ook a t  a n  example 

Hume has used e a r l i e r  i n  o r d e r  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  r o l e  t h a t  
t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  of "same cause ,  same effect" p l a y s  i n  o u r  
a t t r i b u t i o n  of  causes .  

Y h s  vuZ2cr ,  uko  t a k e  t h i n g s  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t i z e i r  
pZrs: appearance ,  a t t r i b u t e  t h e  u n c e r t a i n t y  o f  
z v e n t s  t o  s u c h  an u n c e r t a i n t y  i n  t h e  c a t s e c ,  
a s  makes them o f t e n  f a i l  o f  t h e i r  usuaz i7rJ'Zu- 
s n c e ,  t h o '  t h e y  meet  w,ith no o b s t a c l e  n o r  
imped imen t  in t h e i r  o?euiat i o n .  B u t  phizosophers 
o b s e r v i ~ g ,  t h a t  a l m o s t  in e v e r y  p a r t  of n a t u r e  
t h z r e  i s  e o n t a i n ' d  a v a s t  v a r i e t y  of s p r i n g s  arid 
? r i n c < p Z e s ,  which a r e  h i d ,  b? r e a s o n  of t h z i r  
m i n u t e n a s s  o r  r e m o t e n e s s ,  f i n d  t h a t  ' t i s  a t  
l e a s t  p o a s i b l e  t h e  c o n t r a r i e t y  o f  e v e n t s  m!zy n o t  
p r o c e e d  f rom any c o n t i n g e n c y  i n  t h e  c a m e ,  b u t  
f r o m  t h e  s e c r e t  o p e r a t i o n  o f  c o n t r a r y  c a u s e s .  
This p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  c o n v e r t e d  i n t o  c e r t a i n t y  by  
f a r t h e r  o b s e r v a t i o n ,  when t h e y  r e m a r k ,  t h a t  upon 
an e x a c t  s c r t r t i n y ,  a c o n t r a r i z t y  o f  zffacts 
a lways  b e t r a y s  a c o n t r a r i e t y  o f  c a u s e s ,  azd p r o -  
c e e d s  f r o m  t h e i r  mutual  h i n d r a n c e  ar.d o p p o s i t i o n .  
A p e a s a n t  curr g i v e  no b e t t c r  r e a s o n  f o r  t h e  
s t o p p i n g  of any c i o c k  o r  s a t c h  t h a n  t o  s a y ,  t h a t  
commor,ly i t  does  riot 90 r i g h t :  Rut an a r t i x c n  
e a s i l y  p e r c e i v e s ,  t h a t  t h e  same f o r c z  i n  t h e  
s p r i n g  o r  pendulum h c s  nluayjs t 3 z G  sane  inf7,uer.ce 
on  t h e  w h e e l s ;  Sut f cs iZc  o,c its u s u a l  zf-feet, 
perhaps  b y  r e a s o n  of a gra i r .  o f  d u c t ,  which p u t 3  
c s t o p  t o  t h e  who le  rno3emer.t. From t>.e o b s e r v a -  
t i n n  of s e v e r a l  p a r c t l l e l  i n s t a n c e s ,  p h i l o s o p h e r s  
f o r m  a maxim, t h a t  t h e  connexion b e t w i x t  a l l  
cuunes and  e f f e c t s  is e q v a l l y  necsssarly,  and t k n t  
i t s  s seming  u n c e r t a i n t y  z n  some? i n s t a n c e s  p r o -  
coeds  f r o m  t h e  s z c r e t  o p p o s i t i o n  o f  co~crary 
c a u s e s .  (T132) 
W e  have an even t  of type  ( t h e  watch is  w o u ~ d )  fol low- 

ed  sometimes by an even t  o f  type  D ( t h e  watch hands t u r n )  and 
sometimes an e v e n t  of  t ype  D ( t h e  watch hands are s t a t i o n a r y ) .  

-1 
-2 



h'ote thi:t these a re  p i s t e n t i a l  kypptheses: I-__." tiicy a s s e r t  t h a t  

certain G ' s  e x i s t ,  t h a t  there axe thcse event-types, b u t  they 
do not say  what, s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  these t y p s  a r e .  ( x i i )  permi ts  
u s  t o  i n t rodace a d e f i n i t e  description, s a y  '$: t o  r e f e r  t o  
the type it a s s e r t s  is  t h e r e ;  and ( x i i i )  permi ts  LIS t o  i n t r o -  
duce ano the r ,  say  ' ( I~ ' ,  t o  r e f e r  t o  t he  type ik asser t s  is 
t he re .  This permi t s  us t o  rewrite ( x i i )  and (.xiii) rcspcct-  

--.-...___I_- 

Ix "I--__. 

i v c l y  2s 

( x i s )  

and 

( x )  ( S I X  .. U,x) 
-.L- I 



a. 
o r ,  what amounts t o  t h e  same, t h a t  
( x v i i i )  (5) [(z & glx) G g151 
and 

(5) [ {SC: & -2- C; x Z D -2- X I  
The Ciscovery of t h e s e  laws confirms t h e  e x i s k e n t i a l  - GE- 
t h e s e s  ( x i i )  ar.d ( x i i i )  by a c t u a l l y  i d e n t i f y i q  t h e  causes  
t h a t  t h e  hypotheses  a s s e r t  a r e  there .  

ies like t h i s  t h c i t  the  "same cause ,  same e f f e c t "  p r i n c i p l e  
may ba t aken  as cor,firmed. L e t  us suppose we have confirmed 
t h e  laws t h a t  gi i s  t h e  unique cause  of I l l ,  G 

cause  of l33, and G3 t h e  unique cause  of D3. 
G .  a r e  a l l  GIs, i t  fol lows imnedia tc ly  t h a t  for i = 1, 2 ,  3 

I n d c c d ,  i t  is  p r e c i s e l y  because thixe a r e  d iscovcr -  

t h e  unique 
Assuaing t h e  

-2 

-1 
(xx)  (2:s) [;;a & (xj - ( C J X  z IliX) I 

Assuming the gj a re  all D's, w e  can immediately g e n e r a l i z e  
from t h e s e  spec i fTc  laws t o  t h e  law about  laws ( x )  . We now 
come a c r o s s  a h i t h e r t o  unexamined D ,  s a y  I&. 

i n f e r  t h a t  
From (x) w e  

and t h e  r e s e a r c h  t a s k  i s  t hen  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  C t h a t  t h ? k  
e x i s t e n . t i a l  hypo thes i s  a s s e r t s  t o  e x i s t .  Suppose w e  do iden- 
t i f y  such il u n i q w  C; l e t  it be  G+. 

the l a w  t h a t  G i x  t h e  unique cause  of g4. 
( x x i )  which was what w e  p r e d i c t c d  a t o u t  g4 by m a n s  of (s). 
S i n c e  w e  have t h u s  confirmed what ( X I  p r e d i c t s ,  w e  have there- 
by confirmed ( x ) .  

We have than  confirnied 

But Lhis e n t a i l s  -4 
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The p a t t e r n  is t h i s :  we d i s c o v e r  r e g u l a r i . t i e s  
amor,g e v e n t s .  But t hen  w e  d i s c o v e r  t h a t  t h e s e  var ious  s p e c i f i c  
r e g u l a r i t i e s  theYtselves s h a r e  a c e r t a i n  forin, t h a t  is, t h a t  
t h e r e  is a r e g u l a r i t y  about  r e g u l a r i t i e s .  W e  move from laws 
t o  laws abou t  laws.  l2 These laws about  laws enable us  t o  
prceciict the sort of lsw t h a t  ho ids  i n  h i t h c x t o  unexplorcd 
x c a s .  The d iscovcry  t h &  a sp~cific I.aw o f  this s o r t  o b t a i n s  
c o n f i r m  t h e  law a b u t  Laws. O f  t h e  laws aboat laws t h a t  

gu ide  r e s e a r c h ,  t h e  most g e n e r i c  is  "sane ciiusc,  same eXect." 



9. 

i3y v i r t u e  of our  success  i n  d i scove r ing  causes  "expz r i ence"  
t e s t i f i e s  t o  t h e  t r u t n  of Hume's c a u s a l  Rule 4 ,  t h a t  i s ,  
Bcck's p r i n c i p l e  ( 2 )  --thouc_h, of course  t h e  testi inony of 
"exper ience"  i n  t h e s e  ma t t e r s  can ,  as Xume hzs a rgued ,  never  

:no!-e t!:an f a l l ~ , ~ : , e ,  can r,over yi,?.ic zhso la t c .  c e x a i n t y ;  
ba.t as Iiu;ile also argues  , s i n c e  such absolcite c e r t a i n t y  i s  
humanly imposs ib l e ,  it i s  unreasonable  t o  demsnti i t ,  and, on 
t h e  o t h e r  hand,  r easonab le  t o  s e t t l e  for tnc f a l l i b l e  know- 
Xedgc t h a t  a lone  we can a s p i r e  t o  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  c a u s a t i o n .  

the watch's s topp ing .  Most of us  do n o t  c a r r y  our r e s e a r c h e s  
through so  f a r .  B u t  i f  wc a r e  p!iilosophers we do n o t  do as  
t h e  v u l y m r ,  and z i t t r i b u t e  the s topp in9  of t h e  watch t o  chance. 
Rather, w e  r e l y  upon t h e  "sanic cause ,  same effect" p r i n c i p l e  
t o  conclude t h a t  t h e r e  is  a C ~ U S C  f o r  the watch's s t o p p i n g .  
T h i s  p r i n c i p l e  he has  found t o  hold  i n  o t h e r  cases ;  this 
exper ience  j u s t i f i e s  h i s  ex tcnding  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  case, u s i n g  

13 

l h c  watchmaker can a c t u a l l y  d i scove r  t h a  c a u s e  of 

i t  t o  j u s t i f y  a s s e r t i n g  the e x i s t e n t i a l  hypothes is  I ._I_--. t h a t  t h e r e  
is a cause o p e r a t i n g ,  cven though he hcis not a c t u s l l y  obse rved  
chis cause t h a t  h e  has  j u s t i f i a b l y  in ie r rcc l  i s  Lhere. As Eiuma 

p u t s  it: 
F r o ~ n  t h e  o l s e r v a t i o i i  of s e v e r a l  p c r r n l Z s i  
instances, p h i l j s o p h e r s  f o r m  u maxirii, t k c t  
t h e  z o n n s z i o n  5 i z i ,  ail c"usL?I; c 

~ ' y ,  an2 t h a t  its 

t k c :  ...-_ sc?r:i-~ai, o p p o c i t i o n  of contrax.3 ea t i ses ' .  
(T132 , i t a l i c s  added) 
NOW, observed c o n s t a n t  con junc t ions  g ive  r ise t o ,  

i . e . ,  c a u s e I X 4  c a u s a l  i n f e r e n c e  h a b i t s .  
at t h e  s p e c i f i c  l e v e l .  For t h e  more cjcncric in5eerer:ce h a b i t s ,  
which a r e  h a b i t s  c o n t r o l l i n g  h n b i t s ,  t h e  c a u s a l  proccss is  

more complicated.  Having given h i s  example, F1u:ne proceeds  
kninediatcly (T133ff) t o  o u t l i n e  t h e  p rocess  by which these 
complex h a b i t s  a r i s e  and c o n t r o l  o t h e r  h a b i t s .  We need n o t  go 
i n t o  t h e  d e t a i l s  of Huine's account .  It  is impor tan t  to n o t i c e ,  

This  is  d i r e c t  on ly  

however, h i s  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of t h e  process :  o u r  r e n s o z i n g s  

of t h i s  k i n d  arise not d i r e c t l y  from t h c  hubit, b k t  in an  
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c3Zi.7uc- manizs?’. . . . ( T 1 3 3 )  I t  is impor tan t  t o  n o t e ,  too, 
t h a t  t h i s  appea l  t o  g e n e r a l  rales c o r r e c t s  nore s p e c i f i c  
judgmsnts ,  (T150) t h a t  i s ,  when i t  is based  upon a r u l e  l i k e  
. t ha t  of “saxe cailse,  same e f f e c t , ”  t h a t  cxper iencc  has ade- 
q u a t e l y  t e s t i f i e d  t o ,  an6 n o t ,  of cour se ,  when i t  i s  based 
upon a rul? 1.ikc “Izishii icn lack w i t ”  (T146) t h a t  e x p e r i m c e  
d o e s  n o t  supper,:, As Hwne pu ts  it i n  his s l i g h t l y  i r o n i c  
way : 

T h e  f o l l o u i n g  of g e n e r a ;  r x l e s  is a v c r y  
unphilosonhicul species of p r o D s b i L i t ; ~ ;  

wi C C E  C O P P ~ ~ ;  t h i s ,  arid r;ll other ~ i i i -  

pkilo.sophicc2 probabilities. (T150) 1 5  

We a r e  now i n  a p o s i t i o n  t o  t u r n  t o  t h e  c a s e  of 

cad  L i e t  ’ ~ i 6  O K L Y  b y  j.”oZl~~ti~g th , ,  th~2t. 

gappy series of pe rcep t ions .  W e  watch a f i r e :  even t s  pro- 
ceec! i n  an order ,  Th i s  o r 2 e r  r e p e a t s  itsel: when wc watch 
f i r e s :  i t  is a regular p a t t e r n .  Bu t  t hen  w e  t u r n  o u r  head 
away, and then  t u r n  back:  t h e  series of e v e n t s  now has il gap 
i n  it. Schemat i ca l ly ,  w e  have several series like t h i s  

(a) na -1 -2 l a  2 5 3  

(61 K b  -1 -2 Ib  J b 3  

where w e  have al and a2 s t a n d i n g  i n  the r e l a t i o n  I1 of s p t i o -  
tempora l  contiguity16-(Hume s Rules  1 and 2 )  : 
a -2 
series 

and s i rn i lo r ly  

and c3, br and b2, and k2 and b3. But now w e  observe a 

! E l  --1 i f  e J e 3  

where e and e a r e  n o t  spa t io - t empora l ly  cont iguous.  1lurr.e‘~ 

s t o r y  ( T 1 9 6 E f )  i s  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  make GUT perccp t ionc  
cohe ren t  ( T 1 9 5 ) 1 7  w e  fill i n  t h e  gappy series: w e  “ fc igr?”  
(T208)18  t h e  e x i s t e m e  of an ;-type even t  between e ,  and e 

The sequences ( a ) ,  ( 3 )  , e tc . ,  g i v e  r ise  t o  i? h a b i t  of i n f e r e n c e ,  
that of i n f e r r i n g  an - I - type  ever.t w i l l  succeed an 5- type even t .  
I f  we d e f i n e  

-1 -3 

--* -3 * 

wx I_ = Df (3:y) (Ex & a) 
t h e n  t o  have t h i s  h a b i t  amounts co a s s e r t i n g  a s  a law t h a t  t h e  



11. 
gc::ic r a 1 i t y  

{ x )  (:% z *%) 
1 -  ii 'J\~,Ever, ( c  ) is COntrtrxJ Y:, ~ x c z e n c e  haSic. ('ZL56) I n  

OYCET to c l imina . te  t h i s  ca:::.ic;aictia;:, Jlme suppcises, thitt i s ,  
i-c;rms t h e  e x i s t e n t i a l  h y p a - h c s i s ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an 2-type 
cvr3:~t s u c c e e d i n g  e 

-..---L 

-~ 

-1" 
'4x2 $ h i s  s u p p o s i t i o n ,  iJ w c s  a t  f i r s t  

. , t , > n ~  7. * .: t h e  o r ; l y  one, up;n ; t h i c k  I caa 

6 2  71 !, 2' r e  ?, y (I rb i t i-u x'y c: r: d h '20 th u3 % i cu I. , 
8iccjv..ircr; a fr /rce o f i d  E ; ) ~ : ~ B Y ; c c  b y  i t s  

~ ~ ' i ' o i ? o ^ o  !,I? ' t h e s e  c o r : % r a , l i c t i o n s .  (T197) 
The q u e s t i o n  is, of course, whethe r  our acccptar icc  o f  t h i s  
existential h y p o t h e s i s  can b e  j u s t i f i e d .  

.- 

Iiurne describes t h i s  m a s o n i n g  as  f o l l o w s :  
8v.t t h o  this eonc l z t s i cn  from t h e  c o h e r e n c e  
o;? nppeurances may s e e m  t o  b e  of the sumc 
z a t t c r u  w i t h  o u r  rzcrsonincga concerning <:i22(Sc?S 
and z ) f f a c : t s ;  u s  b e i n g  dr?rdiv  ' 2  j.rcmi cu  > 

$ P l d  r . s g u l u t e d  bli ;? e s p c r i s n c a ;  iA)c i, 1 

;'i rr d u p  0 >? c 5U"m i nc: 2 t h a L  s h c y  0.2-G (i: t?,? 

c)?.!?e;o, :1nd t h a t :  t h  n fk? r e K C E  (i r i s R n from 
t i i a  understanding, cnd f r o m  c u s t o m  i n  a n  
i n d i r e c a t  and o b l i q u e  n c i n y ~ e ~ .  iTl97)  

;; i j  t t C O X  s i dc ;nab 7, f f e r e n t  j'rom eac..k 

csce i s  o n e  of t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  and  n o t  m e r e l y  of 
i x m g i n a t i o n .  (cf. TL48) T h i s  by i t s e l f  shows Eume t a k e s  

.it tz be r e a s o n a b l e .  Ile a l s o  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  t he  reasonings as 

us .I.)ascd o n  t h e  
~ t e r  is used 

-_1__ i.i) correct  t h e  contrsriety i.n our j udgmen t s  t h a t  occurs  when 
si.c;rt?t, i . e . ,  unobserved causes, o p e r a t e .  T h i s  of c o u r s e  

ilrcjilcs that it i s  s i m i l a r  r e a s o n i n g  t h a t  i s  g o i n g  on  when the 
gaps are f i l l e d .  
these l i n e s .  

.. - l l . . ~ _ _ _ l _ _ _ _ .  

Let u s  see i f  w e  can  r e c o n s t r u c t  it a l o n g  

I t  might  go something l i k e  t h i s .  SupImse t h a t  2 is 
:)f genus 1, a n d ,  corrcs!;ondincjly, t h a t  W - is  of genus  i?r- K'e 

CXI u s e  t h e  "same p i u s e ,  sane e f f e c t "  p r i n c i p l e ,  G., p r i n -  
ci$Le (x), o r  more specific instances of i t ,  t o  i n f e r  about 

I iI-typi! e v a n t s ,  t h a t  



12.  

( L z )  (3:y) r2.q & (5 )  (@ ’1 $2): 

we mi1y suppose 
all. I s a v e  nnr! therefore all k’ save 5 .  (L1,) acd thest:: data 
t h e n  permit us tc\ concludd t h a t  

t t h e  da.tii about g2,  k2, e t c . ,  eiiiniziate 

( 5 )  (fi f z, 
- i . e . ,  (Idl) , hoi.ds. Thus, (L1) is  both derived 6irectI.y by 
ctistorn from, that i s ,  i s  direct , ly ___I.”- c o n i i r i x x i  by t h e  d a t e  I 

! 6 ) ,  c t c . ,  and  i s  a l so  suppor . ted i r i d i r a c t l y  by the ''same: 

cause, Sanie e f f e c t ”  p r i n c i p l e ,  arid all the d a t a  t h i i t  support  
t3is law about laws. NOW, i f  the ir-ir‘crence h a b i t  r e p r e s e n t e d  
by (Ll) were sapparted only 6 i r e c t l y  by cilstoni from ( = ) ,  

( 3 )  , c t c . ,  tkcn ( 5 )  would i n d e e d  undermine it. However, it 
a l s o  r e c e i v e s  indirect support  from t h e  “same cause,  sane 
e f f c c t “  principle, And this j u s t i f i e s  r e t a i n i n g  (J i l l  in t h e  
face of the apparent ly  contrary {E). 

deduce fron? 
Using (Ll) w e  can 

HC -1 
t h a t  

( A )  (3:xj mCLX & 2) 
T h i s  e x i s t e n t i a  L :?ypotkesis permits one t o  introduce t h e  

de finite de s c r i. p t i on 1 9  

6 = ( R e  & a) -1y. 
It  follows t h a t  

Re 6 -1 
and 

16 - 
which permits us t o  f i l l  i n  t h e  sappy series ( E )  as 

( c * )  -1 I I6 2.23 Se  

W e  may conclude, then, t h a t  Beck i s  c o r r e c t  when kc  

suqgests  that. Hune uses h i s  causal p r i n c i p l e s  t o  f i l l  . in  gappy 
sa ies  of imprcssions. B u t  he i s  wrong i n  suggesting that H-me 
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uses  or1117 t h e  weaker p r i n c i p l e  ( I . ) ,  "every even!: i.ns a cause.'' 
P o r ,  if t":e izbove r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  c o r r e c t ,  t h e  . v h a t  Ii3:?7e 

re l ics  011 is  t k e  s t r o n g e r  p r i n c i p l e  ( 2 3 ,  "sa~ne cacse, SCLXX 

efr'ecr. '' (in the o t h c r  
m..l u ~ r 3 s ,  1 t h a t  IIum needs 

- e x i s  t e n  k i z i  hypo-thcs is 

htlnc?, r.he c r u c i a l  p o i n t  t h a t  Beck 
a p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  j u s t i f i e s  an 
l i k e  ( A )  is p e r f e c t l y  c o r r e c t .  

I11 

3eck's argument f o r  a P r u s s i a n  Hune is  t h a t  a gappy 
series like (E) f a l s i f i e s  t h e  "same cause ,  same e f f e c t "  
p r i n c i p l e ,  and t h a t  Hune must r e l y  on some princl1)le t h a t  is  
not base3  on e spe r i ence  i n  o rde r  to  j u s t i f y  t h e  e > : b s t e n t i a l  

(ti. T h i s  n e c e s s i t y  of relyirk9 oil ' 

lacks empi r i ca l  suppor t  shows t h a t  1: 

rscoqnj.  zcis t h e  Kantian i n s i g h t  t h a t  exper ience  can be  f i l l e d  
i n  of i ly  on the b a s i s  of s y n t h e t i c  a p r i o r i  causal p r i n c i p l e s .  
WP.ether Kant i s  c o r r e c t ,  w e  cannot  h e r e  d i s c u s s .  3ut whether  
Beck i s  c o r r e c t  i n  a rguing  t h a t  Hume must r e l y  on an a p r i o r i  
principle is  ano the r  t h i n g .  I n  f a c t ,  Beck is mistaken.  

The ques t ion  i s ,  does t h e  gappy sense ( c )  f a l s i f y  

the law (IJl)  t h a t  i s  i n f e r r e d  from t h e  non-gappy series 
( , $ I ,  eke.:> If it does,  t hen  it also shows (as  Bsck c l a i m s )  
tilat t:he "snmc cause, same e f f e c t "  p r i n c i p l e  is f a l s e ,  s i n c e  
we a r e  a s scming  t h a t  t h e  d a t a  e l i m i n a t e  all a l t e r n ' a t i v e s  per -  
mitted by (;; ) except ( L l ) .  NOW, the p r i n c i p l e  w i l l  be f a l s e  

on1.y i f  t h e  Fjrecliction (A) which i t  y i e l d s  Is f a l s e .  S o  t h e  
c : :uc ia l  ques t ion  is  equivalent :  t o  t h e  ques t ion  whether (I:) 

shows ( A ) ,  o r ,  w!iat i s  t h e  same, ( c * )  is f a l s e .  

(a), 

2 

3 u t  w!ir=t does t h e  gap i n  a series l i k e  ( E )  r e p r e s e n z ?  
%or i!umc, anyway, i t  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  f z i i l u r e  t o  observe. an even t  
of the r--type bctween c _ ,  and e,. So t h e  ques t ion  can also be 

put t h i s  way: does t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  observe an I - t y p e  w e n t  i r ,  

r e l a t i o n  11 t o  c e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  ( A )  i s  f a l s e ,  that no s c c h  
event  e x i s t s ?  

-3 - 

-1 
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And whcn i t  is p u t  t h i s  w a y  thc answer i s  c l e a r  

enouc,.h. 
f a i l u r e  t o  0bscr-~7e a so-and-so does n o t  f a l s i f y  t h e  exist- 
e n t i a l  c la im:  e x i s t e n t i a l  clai.ms a r e  n o t  fal .si .f i i lble,  We 

may s a y ,  then,  t h a t  s o  f a r  a s  concerns t h e  l o g i c  of the s i t u -  

I f  we have a c l a im t h a t  t.her;,. is a :;o ._- and :xo t hen  a 

-- 

I- I._I_ . -._.-_I - 

a t i o n ,  Beck i s  mistaken:  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of g a p D  series of 
--- imFressinns doe:; - n o t  f a l s i f y  the_l’same cause, s ~ n e  e f f e c t ”  
p r i n c i p l e ;  hencc,  i n s o f a r  as  t h a t  p r i n c i p l e  Ls jus t iEicd ,  

Hume is 2us t i f i ec l  i n  u s ing  it to f i l l  i n  t h e  gaps i n  t h e  qappx 
series: and that p r i n c i p l e  can i n  f-- appea l  
t o  expe r i ence ;  
t o  a pricciqJ:,l_t4iat has no fo2,EGation i n  expe r i ence ;  o r ,  i n  
o t h e r  words, there i s  no th ina  P r u s s i a n  about  t h e  reasoning  by 
which Hume f i l l s  ir, t h e  gappy series.  

11- 

.-_I 

--- ,..- 

which  means t h a t  Hum has  no need t o  appea l  

O f  cou r se ,  t o  s ay  t h a t  t h e  “same cause ,  same e f f e c t ”  
p r i n c i p l e  i s  n o t  f a l s i f i a b l e  is  n o t  t o  assert t h a t  t h e  p r i n -  
c i p l e  i s  somehow non-empir ical .  The  non-empir ical  is n o t  
f a l s i f i a b l e  b u t  (Popper no twi ths t and ing)  t h e  n o n - f a l s i f i a b l e  
is n o t  t h e  non-empir ical .  Nor is  it t o  say  t h a t  no exper ience  
would e v e r  count  a g a i n s t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e .  Thus, i f  w e  have con- 
ducted a sea rch  €or  an ;-type even t  and f a i l e d  t o  d i scove r  one, 
and can normally expec t  t o  d i s c o v e r  such an even t  i n  t h e  cour se  
of such a s e a r c h  i f  such a n  even t  e x i s t s ,  then  that woulc! 
provide  grounds f o r  q u e s t i o n i n g  t h e  c a u s a l  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  l e a d s  
us t o  conclude such an e v e n t  e x i s t s .  

We can l a y  o u t  t h e  l o q i c  of t h i s  somewhat more 
formal ly  as fo l lows .  We have i t  as a law about  pe rcep t ion  
something t o  t i i s  e f f e c t :  
(0 )  For any  person 5, under normal. c o n d i t i o n s ,  

i f  p l a c e  r-, i s  i n  5 ‘ s  v i s u a l  f i e l d ,  t h e n  x_ 
SCCS a n  I - t y p e  even t  a t  p i f  and o n l y  i f  
an ;-type even t  e x i s t s  a t  E 

Assume t h a t  our observer  h i s  a person and t h a t  conditions 

a r c  normal.  I f  we h a v e  
- 



t hen  it fo l lows  t h a t  

( u )  No I - type  event  e x i s t s  a t  p l ace  p 

i f  the "sane causc, sztie e f f e c t "  princip1.e l e a d s  u s  t3 pre- 
d i c t  an L-type event  e x i s t s  a t  E ( l e t  2 be p r e c i s e l y  t h a t  
p l ace  t h a t  is  5-ed by t h e  p l ace  a t  which el occurs), t h e n  w e  
have i n  ( u )  grounds f o r  c a l l i n g  t h a t  c a u s a l  p r i n c i p l e  i n t o  
ques t ion ,  Of cour se ,  w e  can a l s o  argue t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  con- 
c l u s i o n  drawn f r o 3  t h e  causa l  p r i n c i p l e  c o n t r a d i c t s  ( c )  , t h e  
causal. p r i n c i p l e  c a l $ s  i n t o  q u e s t i o n  the law ( 0 ) .  T h i s  i s  
indeed so: e i t h e r  t h e  causa l  p r i n c i p l e  o r  t h e  law ( 0 )  con- 
ce rn ing  pe rcep t ion  must be rejected as f a l s e .  which one w i l l  

be ques t ion2d f i r s t  w i l l  depend on t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  i n d u c t i v e  
support.  B u t  however t h e  d e c i s i o n  is made it w i l l  i n v o l v e  

r e f e r e n c e  t o  d a t a  beyond t h e  s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  d e s c r i b e d  by 

( u )  . I n  any case, however, g iven  t h a t  ( 0 )  has i n d u c t i v e  
suppor t ,  t hen  f a i l i n g  t o  observe an  L-type e v e n t ,  does, t o  
somc e x t e n t  a t  l e a s t ,  t end  t o  c a l l  i n t o  qucst ior!  t h e  c a u s a l  
p r i n c i p l e .  

On t h e  o t h c r  har.d, even if it is  t r u e  t h a t  
does n o t  see an I - type  even t  a t  place E 

i f  it i s  alsa t r u e  t h a t  

t hen  we cannot  i n f e r  from ( 0 )  t h a t  ( u )  

.Place p i s  n o t  i n  k ' s  v i s u a l  f i e l d  

N o  - I - type  even t  e x i s t s  a t  p l ace  

- 

holcis. T?I?US, if one i s  not i.n a pos i t io r i  t o  - - - - . ~ - -  observe something,  
then  f n i l i n q  t o  observe  such a-,-G>inq i n  no w a y  imp l i e s  t h a t  

tha:: t h i n g  202s no t  exi.str. I f  one is watching s. s e r i e s  of 
e v e n t s ,  ar,d t h e n  t a r n s  o n e ' s  head sway f o r  a mcmc.nt, the f a i l -  
u re  t o  observe  an even t  i n  t h e  series does n o t  eriable US t o  
conclude t h a t  such an even t  does n o t  e x i s t .  'i'hc causal.  p r in -  
c i p l e  l e a d s  u s  t o  f i l l  i n  t h e  gap i n  t h e  seri.es, and i n  such 
c i r c u n s t a n c e s  noth ing  i n  the se r ies  of obse rva t  

ques t ion  t h e  l eg i t imacy  of such  a " f i . l l i n c j  i n .  " 

-- I_- 

_I-_____-- 

. . . I c1v nc1t;rrnZZ:i Zed to regard t k e  u o r l d ,  
as somethin? r e a l  cncl d u r a b l c ,  und  a s  p r e -  
s e p v i n g  i t s  ezistsnce, E ~ G Z  whcn it. is no 
Zongcr. p p e s c r i t  t o  my p a r ~ c g t i o n .  ('Fl.97) 
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17. 

1 0 .  (?ne c o u l d  a l s o  p u t  i n  a n y t h i n g  e lse  one argue? o u g h t  t o  
be  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  "cause" .  Fo r  example,  one 
c o u l d  make a r e f e r e n c e  t o  p r o c e s s  l a w s  i n  t h e  sensi? of 
G .  Derqnann, P h i l o s o p h y  of S c i e n c ~ ~ ~ d i s o n :  U n i v e r s i t y  
of Wisccns in  Press, 1 3 5 7 ) ,  Cin.11 .  

11. Compare sonewhat  s imi la r  i d e a s  i n  I .  L a k a t o s ,  "The 'h?ethod- 
o l o g y  o f  S c i e n t i f i c  Research Programmes", i n  T . L a k a t o s  
and A .  Musgrave (cds . )  C r i t i c i s m  and t h e  Growth of Know- 
l e d g e  (London: Cambriege,  1 . 9 7 G ) :  and 'l'. Wbn, '?he 
S t r u c t u r e  of S c i . e n t i . f i c  R e v o l u t i o n s ,  Second Wi t=  
(Chicago:  U n i v e r s i t y  of CkAi.cago !?ress, 1970)  ~ Both  t h e s e  
t h i c k e r s  emphasize t h z t  what  r e n d e r s  a t h e o r y  o r  p a r a d i p  
a c c e p t a b l e  is  it,s c a p a c i t y  t o  s u c c e s s f u l l y  p r e d i c t  new 
(d., h i t h e r t o  u n d i s c o v e r e d )  l aws .  

1 2 .  Cf .  - J. S. M i l l ,  System of L o g i c ,  E i g h t h  E d i c i o n  (London: 
Longmaris, 1961), p.  2 1 3 ,  pp.  371-2.  

13 .  s. N .  C a p a l d i ,  David Hune (Boston:  Twayne P u s l i s h i n g  Co., 
1 9 7 5 ) ;  Beauchcmp and Rosenberg,  Iiume a?d t h e  Problem of 
C a u s a t i o n ;  Wi l son ,  "IIume's Theory of Men ta l  A c t i v i t y " .  

1 4 .  C f .  - Wilson ,  "Ilume's Theory of Mental  A c t i v i t y " .  

15. Fo r  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  a n o t h e r ,  b u t  r e l a t e d  u s e  of t h e  "same 
c a u s c ,  same e f f e c t "  p r i n c i p l e ,  see F. Wilson,  " S u m  and 
~ u c a s s e  on C a u s a l  I n f e r e n c e  from a S i n g l e  E x p e r i m e n t " ,  
P h i , l o s o p h i c a l  S t u d i e s ,  35 ( 1 9 7 5 ) .  

p r o p e r t i e s  l i k e ,  e.g., t r a n s i t i v i t y .  Some c o n s i d e r a t i o n :  
c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  r e l e v a n t  s t . r u c t u r e  a p p e a r  in J. A .  Ouster, 
" P s y c h o p h y s i c a l  C a u s a l  R e i a t i o n s " ,  American ? h i l o s c , g h i c a l  
Q u a r t e r l y ,  - 5 ( 1 9 6 8 ) .  

(Loridon: Oxford U n i v e r s i t y  Press, 1940)  . 

16. One m u s t ,  of c o u r s e ,  a t t r i b u t e  a L o g i c a l  s t r u c t u r e  to R, 

--_I- ._._I 

1 7 .  Cf .  H .  H .  Price, Hume's Theory o f  t h e  E x t e r n a l .  World -. 

18. Note t h a t  " f e i g n "  need  n o t  imply " f i c t i t . . i o u s " ;  it c a n  
a l so  b e  used  t o  mean " c r e a t e "  i n  t h e  way p o e t s  c r e a t e .  See 
f n .  19 below. 

1 9 .  A d e f i n i t e  ( k s c r i p t i o n ,  f o r  Iiume, would have t o  be a n  ic?ez 
t h a t  is  b o t h  complex and a b s t r a c t ,  and therefore created by 
t h e  mind r a t h e r  t h a n  d e r i v e d ,  l i k e  s i m p l e  i d e a s ,  d i r e c t l y  
froT. i m p r e s s i o n s .  Becalise i t  is c r e a t e d  by u s  r a t h e r  t h a n  
derived from a d i r e c t  encour . t c r  w i t h  t h e  s a n s i b l e  o b j e c t  
t h a t  i t  i i eno te s ,  it is a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  s a y  t h a t  w i t h  non- 
simpie i d e a s  o f  t h i s  s o r t  w e  a re  f e i g n i n q  c e r t a i n  hypo- 
t h e t i c a l ,  e., non-observed e n t i t i e s .  See f n . 1 8 ,  above. 

K c t o r i o u s l y ,  Hume had problems w i t h  & f i n i t e  6 e s e r i p t i o n s .  
One h a s  o n l y  t o  t h i n k  of t h e  x i s s i n g  s h a d e  of b l u e ,  which 
is  d e n o t e d  by t h e  d e f i n i t e  d e s c r i p t i o n  " t h e  s h a d e  o f  c o i o u r  
between t h i s  s h a d e  and t h a t " .  



i 0 .  
But evnryone  p r i o r  t o  R u s s e l l  hod problems with d e f i n i t e  
d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  s o  Hume i s  not s e r i o u s l y  t o  be faulted on 
tnis m a t t e r .  The remarks  of H. A .  P r i c h a r d ,  Kncwledqe 
and P e r c e p t i o n  (Oxford: Clarendon P r e s s ,  1 9 5 0 1 ,  pp.176-7, 
on t h e  missir,g shade of b lue  are totally u n r e a s o n a b l e  
and u r , f a i r .  




