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102. 

ONE CONSEQUENCE OF HUME'S NOMINALISM 

It is commonly assumed, and sometimes argued, 
that Hume held the Uniformity Thesis regarding causa- 
tion: something, a, is the cause of something else, 
b,  if and only if when a occurs, b occurs contiguous 
with and successive to a and whenever anything 
relevantly similar to a, "no matter where or when, 
observed or unobserved," something relevantly similar 
to b occurs.' Everyone knows that Hume denies there 
is any necessary connection between a cause and its 
effect. Since the invariability of conjunctions of 
causes and effects follows from their necessary 
connection and i t s  possibility is not affected by the 
denial of that conjunction, the Uniformity Thesis 
seems a plausible retrenchment. Besides, we should 
deny that a causes b were any similar a to occur 
without the occurrence of a similar b. So the 
assumption of the Uniformity Thesis seems natural. 

When the issue is argued on textual grounds, 
the appeal is to Hume's first definition of cause at 
the end of his long analysis of causation. A cause 
is 

An o b j e c t  p r e c e d e n t  and c o n t i g u o u s  
t o  a n o t h e r ,  and where a l l  t h e  o b j e a t s  
r e s e m b l i n g  t h e  former  a r e  p l a c ' d  i n  
l i k e  r e l a t i o n e  of precedency  and 
c o n t i g u i t y  t o  those  o b j e c t s ,  t h a t  
r e semble  t h e  l a t t e r  (T 170).2 

This is construed as Hume's real definition of the 
causal relation and taken to state the Uniformity 
Thesis. 

Both the argument and the assumption presuppose 
that H u e  was concerned with the conditions for some- 
thing's being a cause. But, I wish to argue, in the 
Treatise at any rate3 Iiume was concerned not with 
causal relations, but with causal judgments. He was 
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concerned w i t h  what must be t r u e  f o r  u s  t o  c a l l  or 
judge  a a cause and ,  o n l y  as  a consequence of t h a t  
c o n c e r n ,  w i t h  what  is t r u e  of a f o r  a t o  be a cause .  
We must t a k e  s e r i o u s l y  h i s  a s k i n g  u s  t o  c a s t  o u r  e y e  
on any t l J 0  o b j e c t s ,  u h i c h  we 6 cause  and e f f e c t  
(T 75,  my e m p h a s i s ) ,  and h i s  s a y i n g ,  a f t e r  i n t r o d u c i n g  
c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n ,  t h a t  c o n t i g u i t y  and s u c c e s s i o n  
a r e  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  make u s  pronounce any t w o  o b j e c t s  
t o  be c a u s e  and e f f e c t ,  u n l e s s  we p e r c e i v e ,  t h a t  t h e s e  
t w o  r e Z a t i o n s  a r e  p r e s e r ~ v  ' d  i n  s e v e r a l  i n s t a n c e s  (T 87, 
my e m p h a s i s ) .  To d e t e r m i n e  the c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  c a u s a l  
judgments,  one  must de te rmine  what  w e  observe o f  a 
c a u s e ,  h u t  i n  making t h a t  d e t e r m i n a t i o n ,  I a m  c l a i m i n g ,  
H u m e  i s  n o t  a d d r e s s i n g  t h e  q u e s t i o n  he  i s  commonly 
assumed t o  have answered. 

Making t h a t  claim p l a u s i b l e  r e q u i r e s  a de ta i led  

a n a l y s i s  of what Hume i s  a b o u t  when he  g i v e s  t w o  
d e f i n i t i o n s  of t h e  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n 4  and a n  e x p l i c a t i o n  
of how what  h e  does i n  r e g a r d  t o  c a u s a l  judgments f i t s  
t h e  paradigm o f  a n a l y s i s  f o r  judgments i n  t h e  1 7 t h  and 
1 8 t h  c e n t u r i e s ,  v&. t h a t  g i v e n  by Boyle,  Loclce, and 
o t h e r s  of such  judgments as  "That b a l l  is  red ,"5  
s h a l l  do n e i t h e r  h e r e .  I wish  t o  concern  myself  with 
a n o t h e r  p o i n t  which i s  n o t  n e c e s s a r y  t o  make my claim 
p l a u s i b l e ,  b u t  would h e l p  were it t r u e .  I s h a l l  
d e v e l o p  t h i s  p o i n t  i n f o r m a l l y ,  f o r  it is  pr-iima f ac i e  
i m p l a u s i b l e  and I would l i k e  t o  see how it Eares 
unadorned. If it Eares w e l l ,  t h e r e  w i l l  be t ine 
enough t o  deck i t  o u t  i n  symbols.  

The p o i n t  1s t h a t  f o r  Hume one l i t e r a l l y  cannot  
t h i n k  t h e  Uni formi ty  T h e s i s .  I f  t h i s  i s  t r u e ,  it 
would c e r t a i n l y  h e l p  my claim, f o r  it would n o t  h e l p  
Hume t o  claim of him t h a t  he answers  a q u e s t i o n  w i t h  
what f o r  him c a n n o t  even be thought .  Bu t  it i s  
c e r t a i n l y  a n  i m p l a u s i b l e  p o i n t  prima f a c i e .  
t h i n k  it. Why c a n ' t  Hume? The answer l i e s  w i t h  h i s  

I 

We can 
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nominalism. 
Hume ho lds  t h a t  every th ing  t h a t  e x i s t s  i n  n a t u r e  

i s  i n d i v i d u a l  (T 1 9 )  and t h a t  t h i s  i s  t r u e  of- ideas 
a s  w e l l  as of anyth ing  else t h a t  e x i s t s  (T 1 9 - 2 0 ) .  
Thus, when someone s a y s ,  "Smoking causes  cancer , ' '  then ,  
i f  w e  understand what i s  being s a i d  and i f  anyth ing  
comes t o  mind, what must come t o  mind accord ing  t o  
those  who hold t h e  Uniformity Thes is  i s  a p a r t i c u l a r  
i n s t a n c e  of smoking, a ,  and a p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t a n c e  of 
cance r ,  b ,  and p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t a n c e s  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s  of 
c o n t i g u i t y  and success ion  between a and b. W e  t h i n k ,  
and t h i n k  on ly ,  a i s  cont iguousl  and p r i o r  tol b. 
What comes t o  mind, that is, is t h e  first con junc t  of  
what i s  requ i r ed  f o r  t h e  Uniformity Thes is :  when a 
occur s ,  b occur s  cont iguous  w i t h  and success ive  t o  a. 

t h a t  is, can  one,  i n  th ink ing  of p a r t i c u l a r s ,  t h i n k  
t h a t  whenever anyth ing  r e l e v a n t l y  s i m i l a r  t o  a occur s ,  
"no matter where or  when, observed o r  unobserved," 
something r e l e v a n t l y  similar t o  b occurs? 

sources  i n  Hume's c u r i o u s  remarks about  d i s t i n c t i o n s  of 
reason.  H e  a rgues  t h a t  i n  any p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t a n c e  o f ,  
say ,  a co lo red  f i g u r e  such  a s  a g l o b e  of w h i t e  marb le ,  
t h e  mind would never dream of d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  t h e  f i g u r e  
from t h e  c o l o r  s i n c e  w e  a r e  no t  a b l e  t o  s e p a r a t e  and 
d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  c o l o u r  f rom t h e  form (T 2 5 ) .  W e  on ly  
come t o  make t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  because w e  compare our  
pe rcep t ion  of t h e  g lobe  of w h i t e  marble w i t h  pe rcep t ions  
of  e.g. cubes of  wh i t e  marble and g lobes  of b l ack  
marble. Making such d i s t i n c t i o n s  r e q u i r e s ,  H u m e  s ays ,  
p r a c t i c e  by which 

6 

How, How is  one t o  o b t a i n  t h e  second conjunct?  

One p o s s i b i l i t y  which must be rejected has  i t s  

we begi t i  t o  d i s t i n g u i e h  t h e  f i g u r e  from 
t h e  c o t o u r  by a d i s t i n c t i o n  of r e a s o n ;  
t h a t  is, we c o n s i d e r  t h e  f i g u r e  and 
c o l o u r  t o g e t h e r ,  s i n c e  t h e y  a r e  i n  e f f e c t  
t h e  same and i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e ;  bu t  stiZZ 
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v i e w  them i n  d i f f e r e n t  a s p e c t s ,  a c c o r d i n g  
t o  t h e  r e s e m b l a n c e s ,  of which t h e y  a r e  
s u s c e p t i b l e  (T 2 5 ) .  

Such " p r a c t i c e "  i s  r e q u i r e c  because  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between 
t h e  f i g u r e  of a ( t h e  g l o b e  of w h i t e  marble)  and t h e  
color of a i s  such  t h a t  one c a n n o t  t h i n k  of a b e i n g  
f i g u r e d  w i t h o u t  t h i n k i n g  o f  it b e i n g  c o l o r e d  and 
c a n n o t  t h i n k  of it b e i n g  c o l o r e d  w i t h o u t  t h i n k i n g  of 
it being  f i g u r e d  (T  25). 

l i k e  a ,  t h a t  i s  f i g u r e d  and colored, one  i s  t h i n k i n g  
t h a t  whatever  ia figured is colored, and vice verea .  
I t  i s  n o t  clear t h a t  t h a t  f o l l o w s  or  even what  it means 
g i v e n  Hume's nominalism, b u t  i n  a n y  e v e n t  it would 
n o t  h e l p  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  case. What makes i t  i m p o s s i b l e  
t o  t h i n k  of a having one c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  w i t h o u t  a n o t h e r  
is  t h a t  o n e  i s  t h i n k i n g  of a s i n g l e  t h i n g ,  a ,  w i t h  t w o  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which a r e  somehow i n t e r d e p e n d e n t .  But 
i n  r e g a r d  t o  c a u s a t i o n ,  we have n o t  g o t  j u s t  t h e  o n e  
t h i n g ,  a i s  c o n t i g u o u s l  and p r f o r  tol b, b u t  t h a t  
p a r t i c u l a r  c o n j u n c t i o n  and a number of  o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  
r e l e v a n t l y  similar c o n j u n c t i o n s , 7  and t h e r e  i s  no 
r e l a t i o n  between t h e  one  c o n j u n c t i o n  and any ot ihers  
such t h a t  o n e  must  t h i n k  of t h o  o t h e r s  when t h i n k i n g  of 
t h e  one. There  b e i n g  d i s t i n c t  i n d i v i d u a l  c o n j u n c t i o n s  
g u a r a n t e e s ,  f o r  Hume, t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  t h i n k i n g  one 
w i t h o u t  t h e r e b y  t h i n k i n g  t h e  o t h e r s .  
o b t a i n i n g  t h e  second c o n j u n c t  w i l l  n o t  do. 

I t  t h u s  may be t h a t  i n  t h i n k i n g  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r ,  

So t h i s  way of 

There i s  a more obvious  way, however. I n  
B e r k e l e y ' s  t h e o r y  o f  a b s t r a c t  i d e a s ,  one o b t a i n s  g e n e r a l -  
i t y  by i t s  b e i n g  i n d i f f e r e n t  which p a r t i c u l a r  among a 
set  of r e l e v a n t l y  s imilar  p a r t i c u l a r s  happens to  come 
t o  mind. Were Hume t o  a c c e p t  such a t h e o r y ,  he  c o u l d  
claim t h a t  o n e  comes t o  t h i n k  t h e  second c o n j u n c t  b y  
t h i n k i n g  the first and by its b e i n g  i n d i f f e r e n t  which  
p a r t i c u l a r  c o n j u n c t i o n  happens t o  come t o  mind. B u t ,  it 
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is  u s u a l l y  thought ,  H u m e  does a c c e p t  Berke ley ' s  theory ,  
on ly  adding a psychologica l  exp lana t ion  of how it is 
t h a t  w e  can have one idea  i n d i f f e r e n t l y  s t and ing  f o r  
ano the r ,  i .e.  how one i d e a  can  i n  f a c t  r e p l a c e  ano the r  
i n  t h e  mind. 8 

Things a r e  n o t ,  however, as they  are u s u a l l y  
thought .  
Hume's are f a r  more r a d i c a l  t han  t h a t .  We can  b e s t  
see why by comparing Hume's theory  w i t h  Berkeley 's .  

I n  t h e  f i r s t  d r a f t  of  t h e  In t roduc t ion  t o  The 
P r i n c i p l e s  of  Human Knowledge, Berkeley a rgues  t h a t  
i f  "animal" i n  "Melampus i s  an  animal" s t ands  f o r  t h e  
idea  of a p a r t i c u l a r  animal ,  i t  s t a n d s  e i t h e r  f o r  t h e  
idea  "Melampus" s t a n d s  f o r  o r  it does  no t  and t h a t  
t h e r e f o r e  t h e  p ropos i t i on  is e i t h e r  a t au to logy  or 
con t r ad ic to ry .  I t  i s  n e i t h e r ,  bu t  t h e  conclus ion ,  
Berkeley a rgues ,  should n o t  be t h a t  "animal" does not  
s t and  f o r  t h e  idea  of a p a r t i c u l a r  animal. We should 
no t  be led by t h e  argument, t h a t  i s ,  t o  in t roduce  
a b s t r a c t  gene ra l  i deas .  That would be t o  suppose ( a )  
t h a t  "every [ s i g n i f i c a n t ]  name s t ands  f o r  an idea"  and 
(bl t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  g e n e r a l  names cannot  s t and  f o r  

10 p a r t i c u l a r  i d e a s  wi thout  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  o r  tau to logy .  
I n  t h e  passage i n  q u e s t i o n  Berkeley i s  concerned only  
to  deny ( a ) .  H e  i n s i s t s  t h a t  "animal" does  no t  s t and  
f o r  any idea  a t  a l l  and t h a t  a l l  t h a t  i s  meant is t h a t  
" t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  t h i n g  I c a l l  Melampus has  a r i g h t  t o  be 
c a l l e d  by t h e  name animal."'' 
(b)  as w e l l ,  a rguing  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  
"proper  or p a r t i c u l a r  name," "Socra tes ,  I' and t h e  
" a p p e l l a t i v e  o r  gene ra l  name,'' "man," i s  t h a t  " t h e  one 
is p e c u l i a r  and appropr i a t ed  t o  one p a r t i c u l a r  person ,  t h e  
o t h e r  common t o  a g r e a t  many p a r t i c u l a r  persons ,  each 
whereof has  a n  equal1  r i g h t  t o  be c a l l e d  by t h e  name Man. 
"Man," as  Berkeley p u t s  it, stands i n d i f f e r e n t l y  f o r  "a 
g r e a t  many p a r t i c u l a r  persons."  

The d i f f e r e n c e s  between Berke ley ' s  t heo ry  and 

Elsewhere Berkeley d e n i e s  

10 1 2  

Each of t h e  p a r t i c u l a r s  
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"have an equal1  r i g h t  t o  be  c a l l e d  by t h e  name hian" 
because,  a s  Berkeley o f t e n  l o o s e l y  p u t s  i t ,  they  a r e  
"of t h e  same s o r t "  o r ,  a s  he sometimes more c a r e f u l l y  
p u t s  i t ,  t h e r e  is  "some l i k e n e s s "  between them. 

Berkeley r ega rd ing  ( a ) ,  f o r  though he says  t h a t  w e  d o  
not  need an  i d e a  i n  our  mind for t h e  name a s s o c i a t e d  
wi th  it t o  be  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  used,  he never s a y s  o r  
imp l i e s  t h a t  a name can be s i g n i f i c a n t  i f  no i d e a  
could  be produced f o r  it t o  s t and  f o r .  But whatever  
Hume's d i f f e r e n c e s  from Berkeley r ega rd ing  ( a ) ,  it i s  

not  t hose  I wish t o  pursue ,  b u t  a c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  
about  ( b ) .  

13 

I t  i s  n o t  c l e a r  whether Hume a g r e e s  wi th  

Th i s  is a d i f f e r e n c e  so f a r  unno t i ceab le ,  f o r  
Hume ag rees  wi th  Berke ley ' s  p o s i t i o n  a s  i t  has  so f a r  
been s t a t e d :  (i) t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  names which a r e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  and yet. a r e  no t  "proper  or p a r t i c u l a r "  
s i n c e  they do n o t  s t a n d  f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  i d e a ,  (ii) 
t h a t  such g e n e r a l  names a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  no t  by s t a n d i n g  
f o r  a b s t r a c t  i d e a s ,  b u t  i n d i f f e r e n t l y  f o r  a number o f  
p a r t i c u l a r  i d e a s ,  and (iii) t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  i d e a s  
mutual ly  resemble.  The disagreement  between Gerkeley 
and Bume concerns  whether (iii) is a s u f f i c i e n t  condi -  
t i o n  f o r  e n t r y  i n t o  t h e  set  of p a r t i c u l a r s  a g e n e r a l  
term i n d i f f e r e n t l y  denotes .  

I n  t h e  f i r s t  d r a f t  of t h e  I n t r o d u c t i o n ,  Berke ley  
t ends  t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  i d e a s  as a " g r e a t  many" 
wi thout  any f u r t h e r  s p e c i f i c a t i o n .  I n  t h e  f i n a l  d r a f t ,  
wi th  b u t  one excep t ion  I can f i n d ,  he s p e c i f i c a l l y  
r e f u s e s  t o  l i m i t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  i d e a s  i n  t h a t  way. 
Ire says  i n  515 t h a t  " t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  t r i a n g l e  I c o n s i d e r  
whether of t h i s  or t h a t  s o r t  it m a t t e r s  n o t ,  d o t h  e q u a l l y  
s t and  f o r  and r e p r e s e n t  all' r e c t i l i n e a r  t r i a n g l e s  what- 
soever ,  and i s  i n  t h a t  s ense  u n i v e r s a l .  "I5 
p o i n t  is made i n  SlZ where he s a y s  t h a t  "an i d e a ,  which 
cons idered  i n  it s e l f  i s  p a r t i c u l a r ,  becomes g e n e r a l ,  

14 

The same 
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by be ing  made t o  r e p r e s e n t  or s t a n d  f o r  a l l  o t h e r  par -  
t i c u l a r  i d e a s  of t h e  same sort."16 
is  n o t  meant t o  be l i m i t e d  by " ideas"  i s  clear from t h e  
example wi th  which Berkeley concludes  812. For  he  s a y s  
t h a t  "a b lack  l i n e  of  a n  i n c h  i n  l e n g t h , "  drawn by a 
geometer f o r  a p roof ,  though " i n  it s e l f  . . . p a r t i c u l a r , "  
"is n e v e r t h e l e s s  w i t h  r ega rd  t o  i t s  s i g n i f i c a t i o n  
g e n e r a l ,  s i n c e  . . . it r e p r e s e n t s  a l l  p a r t i c u l a r  l i n e s  
whatsoever ."17 

That  t h e  " a l l  o t h e r "  

I n  t h e  same way, he con t inues ,  
t h e  name l i n e  which t aken  a b s o l u t e l y  
is p a r t i c u l a r ,  by being a s i g n  i s  made 
g e n e r a l .  And as t h e  former owes its 
g e n e r a l i t y ,  n o t  t o  i t s  being t h e  s i g n  
of an a b s t r a c t  or g e n e r a l  l i n e ,  bu t  o f  
a l l  p a r t i c u l a r  r i g h t  l i n e s  t h a t  may 
p o s s i b l y  ex i s t ,  so t h e  l a t t e r  must be  
thought  t o  d e r i v e  i t s  g e n e r a l i t y  from 
t h e  same cause ,  namely, t h e  v a r i o u s  
p a r t i c u l a r  l i n e s  which i t  i n d i f f e r e n t l y  
denotes .18 

For  t h e  Berkeley of t h e  f i n a l  d r a f t  of t h e  I n t r o d u c t i o n ,  
e n t r y  i n t o  t h e  set  of p a r t i c u l a r s  a g e n e r a l  term 
i n d i f f e r e n t l y  deno tes  i s  l i m i t e d  o n l y  by t h e  requirement  
t h a t  t hey  mutua l ly  resemble.  Why is  unc lea r .  Berkeley 
may t h i n k  t h a t  resemblance is a p rope r ty  of p o s s i b l e  as  
w e l l  as a c t u a l  p a r t i c u l a r s ,  or  he  may hold t h a t  a l l  
possible p a r t i c u l a r s  e x i s t  i n  t h e  mind of  God and so 
are, i n  t h a t  s e n s e ,  a c t u a l .  Whatever t h e  sou rces  w i t h i n  
Berke ley ' s  system, he i s  committed t o  tlie posi t ion t h a t  
a te rm i s  g e n e r a l  on ly  i f  it deno tes  i n d i f f e r e n t l y  any 
of a l l  p o s s i b l e  resembling p a r t i c u l a r s .  

Though fiume a g r e e s  w i t h  Berkeley t h a t  resemblance 
is a necessary  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  a g e n e r a l  
term t o  a set of  p a r t i c u l a r s ,  he d e n i e s  that it i s  
s u f f i c i e n t .  H e  s a y s  that 

a l l  g e n e r a l  t e r m s  a r e  n o t h i n g  bu t  
p a r t i c u l a r  o n e s ,  annexed t o  a c e r t a i n  
t e rm,  which  I t e r m l  g i v e s  them a more 
e x t e n s i v e  s i g n i f i c a t i o n ,  and makes them 
r e c a t t  upon o c c a s i o n  o t h e r  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  
w h i c h  a r e  similar to them(T 17). 
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For a term t o  be gene ra l  t h e r e  mus't be a set of i d e a s  
t h a t  no t  on ly  resemble,  it being i n d i f f e r e n t  which 
a c t u a l l y  comes t o  mind upon hear ing  or u t t e r i n g  t h e  
word, bu t  a l s o  are r e c a l l a b l e  i f  n o t  a c t u a l l y  c a l l e d  
t o  mind. 

Such remarks about  p a r t i c u l a r s  being r e c a l l a b l e  
are u s u a l l y  cons t rued  a s  p a r t  of a psychologica l  explana-  
t i o n  of how t h e  members of t h e  set  a r e  a c t u a l l y  brought  
t o  mind -- an i n t e r e s t i n g  , b u t  p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y  n e u t r a l  
t heo ry  of t h e  mental  mechanism. There is no denying 
t h a t  Hum@ does have such a psychologica l  exp lana t ion ,  
b u t ,  I a m  susges t ing ,  it is  t i e d  t o  something of phi2-  
o soph ica l  import .  I-Iume t h u s  sums up h i s  t heo ry  of a b s t r a c t  
i d e a s  be fo re  he begins  h i s  psychologica l  exp lana t ion ,  
which he calls t h e  remaining d i f f i c u l t y  (T 2 2 ) '  and he 
s a y s  

' t i 6  c e r t a i n  that Toe f o r m  t h e  i d e a  
of i n d i v i d u a l s ,  whenever we u s e  any 
g e n e r a l  t e rm;  that ue  seZdom or never  
can  e x h a u s t  t h e s e  i n d i v i d u a l s ;  and 
t h a t  t h o s e ,  which remain,  are o n l y  
r e p r e s e n t e d  by means o f  t h a t  h a b i t ,  
by wh ich  # e  r e c a l l  them, whenever any 
p r e s e n t  o c c a s i o n  r e q u i r e 6  i t  (T 2 2 ) .  

I r e a d  t h i s  a s  say ing  that "that: c o l l e c t i o n ,  wLich [ the 
mind] i n t e n d s  t o  e x p r e s s  by t h e  g e n e r a l  term," i s  l i m i t e d  
by t h e  c a p a c i t y  of t h e  mind t o  recall ideas :  on ly  those 
which are r e c a l l a b l e  are rep resen ted  by any p a r t i c u l a r  
i d e a  one has i n  mind. And t h i s  i s  what he s a y s  i n  the 
l a s t  s en tence  of  his summarization: 

A p a r t i c u l a r  i d e a  becomes g e n e r a l  by 
be ing  annex'd t o  a g e n e r a l  t e rm;  t h a t  
i s ,  t o  a t e rm,  which f rom a cus tomary  
c o n j u n c t i o n  has a r e l a t i o n  t o  man 
o t h e r  p a r t i o u Z a r  i d e a o ,  and r e a d i  y 
r e c a l l s  them i n  t h e  i m a g i n a t i o n  (T 2 2 ) .  

Y. 
The range of p a r t i c u l a r s  t h a t  e n t e r  i n t o  t h e  set i n d i f f -  
e r e n t l y  denoted  by a g e n e r a l  term is t h u s  l i m i t e d  t o  
t h o s e  resembling p a r t i c u l a r s  which we can r e c a l l .  

There are c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of what  Hume 
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calls a customary c o n j u n c t i o n .  We are, he says, dis- 
posed to recall. That disposition comes into exist- 
ence only if a person at least has experienced other 
resembling objects, has noted their resemblance, and 
has marked them off with the same term. A child, for 
example, may treat I'dog" as a singular term because 
it lacks experience o f  any but the family dog, or (more 
worrisome) fails to note the resemblances between the 
family dog and other dogs, or (more likely) has failed 
to mark off thd resembling instances with the same 
term. An idea may fail to be a general idea, the term 
associated with it may fail to be a general term, for 
a number of different reasons: lack of experience, 
an inability to note resemblances, a failure to mark 
resembling cases with the same term, a memory so poor 
that past resembling cases are forgotten, and so on. 
Some of these things regularly go wrong in children, 
the senile, idiots, and the insane, and they can go 
wrong with any of us. When they do go wrong, Hume 
i s  committed to saying, the idea and the term involved 
is not a general one or not as general for that person 
as, perhaps, for others. In short, the set of par- 
ticulars is limited nct to those that relevantly 
resemble, but to those which have been noted as 
relevantly resembling, have been marked as being of  
a sort, are remembered, are, in brief, now recallable 
as of a particular sort. 

makes for  an unsteady conceptual (or perceptual) 
universe. There are continual memory losses f o x  all 
of us, for example, and the consequence, on Hume's 
theory, is that the very meaning o f  a term may alter 
radically just because some memory impressions are no 
longer available. In addition, it becomes a standing 
issue what new impressions will be accepted (not just 
'acceptable') as falling under a term, and it becomes 

This view has its problems. For one thing, it 
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unclear  how impressions a r e  accepted ,  what t h e  psycho- 
l o g i c a l  mechanism i s  f o r  Hume. 

t h a t  is  a good t h i n g  s i n c e  Hume a l s o  has  them, 1 am 
suggcs t ing ,  f o r  causa t ion .  For g e n e r a l i t y  i s  ach ieved  
i n  regard  t o  c a u s a t i o n  i n  t h e  same way i n  which it is 
achieved for  gene ra l  terms. When someone s a y s ,  "a c a u s e s  
b ,"  what immediately comes t o  mind is a being cont iguous  
and p r i o r  t o  b. I f  w e  understand what i s  being s a i d  i n  
t h e  way i n  which a normal speaker  of  Engl i sh  does ,  & 
i f  w e  understand t h e  person t o  be say ing  t h a t  a kind of 
o b j e c t ,  o f  which a i s  an i n s t a n c e ,  causes  t h e  occur rence  
of  ano the r  kind of object,  of which b i s  an  i n s t a n c e ,  
t hen  by Hume's t heo ry  t h e r e  is a set of resembling cases 
o f  which a ' s  being cont iguous and p r i o r  t o  b is  one and  
any one of which we can c a l l  t o  mind. The s i z e  of t he  
set may va ry  from t w o  t o  a ' g r e a t  many' depending upon 
our  exper ience ,  our  memory, and so on. I T  w e  can recall. 
o t h e r  c a s e s ,  t h e n  w e  a r e  th ink ing  n o t  of' t h i s  d e t e r m i n a t e  
f i r e ,  a ,  being conjo ined  wi th  t h i s  de t e rmina te  burn,  b, 
when touched, b u t  of f i r e s  being conjoined wi th  bu rns  
when touched. That is ,  being a b l e  t o  r e c a l l  o t h e r  cases 
is j u s t  what it is t o  have t h e  g e n e r a l  i d e a  of f i r e s  
being conjo ined  wi th  burns when touched. 

w e  must no te  t h e  resemblance of o u r  idea  o f  f i r e s  be ing  
conjo ined  w i t h  burns  when touched t o  other such g e n e r a l  
i deas .  That  i s ,  w e  must no te  t h e  resemblance of t h e  set 
of con junc t ions  of f i res  and burns  t o  t h e  sets of o t h e r  
con junc t ions  and mark them wi th  t h e  common terms ' c a u s e '  
and ' e f f e c t . '  Only i f  w e  do t h a t  w i l l  w e  understand 
what i s  meant by say ing  t h a t  a causes  b ,  f o r  o n l y  t h e n  
w i l l  ' cause '  be a gene ra l  term. I t  w i l l  be  i n d i f f e r e n t  
which set  of  con junc t ions ,  &which  c o n s t a n t  con- 
j u n c t i o n ,  we are d isposed  t o  c a l l  to mind. 

But these a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  minor problems, and 

But w e  s t i l l  l a c k  t h e  idea  of cause .  For t ha t  

I n  Gum, when w e  understand 'a causes  b , '  i n  t h e  
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sense  o f  iiurne's f i r s t  d e f i n i t i o n ,  ou r  understanding is 
c o n s t i t u t e d  by our  being able t o  have a p a r t i c u l a r  i dea  
of some de termina te  oons t an t  con junc t ion ,  of  e.g. some 
p a r t i c u l a r  b i l l i a r d  b a l l s ,  f lames from s t r i k i n g  matches, 
and so on,  and by o u r  being a b l e  t o  recall  some o t h e r  
p a r t i c u l a r  idea o f  some o t h e r  de te rmina te  c o n s t a n t  
conjunct ion .  That  is, w e  c a l l  t o  mind some remembered 
de te rmina te  c o n s t a n t  conjunct ion  and are capable  o f  
c a l l i n g  t o  mind some o t h e r  remembered case, and,  most 
c r u c i a l l y ,  w e  are n o t  c a l l i n g  to  mind anyth ing  b u t  such 
c a s e s  of p a s t  observed conjunct ions .  

So, on t h i s  view, w e  r e a l l y  do no t  t h ink ,  when 
w e  t h i n k  a causes  b ,  t h a t  whenever anyth ing  r e l e v a n t l y  
similar to a occurs, "no ma t t e r  where or when, observed 
or unobserved," something r e l e v a n t l y  s i m i l a r  t o  b 
occurs .  That i s ,  w e ,  as Humeans, do n o t  t h i n k  t h e  
second con junc t  necessary  f o r  t h e  Uniformity Thes is .  

implaus ib le .  
reasons  f o r  holding i t ,  one t e x t u a l  and one based on 
an unders tanding  o f  Hume's a t t a c k  on induc t ion .  

The t e x t u a l  argument has  i n  p a r t  been given:  
Sec t ion  V I ,  P a r t  1, Book 1, t h e  s e c t i o n  on Abs t r ac t  
Ideas ,  suppor t s  t h e  view. This  suppor t  i s  not  a s  
d e c i s i v e  a s  one might wish. 
and some of it seems countered by o t h e r  remarks Hume 
makes. I t h i n k  Hume w a s  more than  a l i t t l e  unc lea r  about  
what he  w a s  about .  I say t h i s  no t  t o  dismiss t h e  counter-  
evidence,  bu t  to  emphasize t h a t  one cannot  assume t h e  
evidence c l e a r  and so d i smis s  t h e  evidence I have given. 

' That  evidence seems more p l a u s i b l e  when it i s  
placed a longs ide  s p e c i f i c  remarks Hume makes about  
causa t ion  and about cons t an t  conjunct ion  i n  p a r t i c u l a r .  
For immediately a f t e r  in t roducing  c o n s t a n t  conjunct ion ,  
which some seem to  t a k e  for i n v a r i a b l e  conjunct ion ,  E w e  

s a y s  

T h i s  i s ,  as I say ,  a view which is prima f a c i e  
But t h e r e  are a t  l e a s t  t w o  compelling 

Some of  it may be ques t ioned ,  
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To t e l l  t h e  t r u t h ,  this new-dic;covt>r'd 
relation of' a c o n c t a n t  con , junc t ion  seems 
t o  advance u s  b u t  v e r y  L i t t l e  i n  o u r  
w a ~ .  For i t  i m p l i c 3 s  no morae tha-n t h i s ,  
t h a t  l i k e  o b j e c t s  have always been 
p l a c ' d  i n  l i k e  r e l x n s  of c o n u i t y  
and s u c c e s s i o n ;  . , . (T 88,  my emphasis)  

H e  t h e n  g o e s  on t o  makc clear t h a t  t h e  o n l y  idea w e  krave 
of c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n  i s  one  derived from o u r  o b s e r -  
v a t i o n  of p a s t  i n s t a n c e s :  

- ?'he i d e a  of c a u s e  and e f f e c t  i s  d e r i v ' d  
rom e x p e r i e n c e ,  which informs u s ,  t h a t  

i u c h  p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t s ,  i n  a l l  p a s t  
i n s t a n c e s ,  have been oonstantlg o o n j o i n  ' d  
w i t h  each o t h e r  . . . CT 89-90, my e m p h a s i s ) .  

A t h i r d  p a s s a g e ,  which d e s e r v e s  b e i n g  i t a l i c i z e d  i n  f u l l ,  
o c c u r s  three pages  l a t e r :  

Me have no o t h e r  n o t i o n  of cause  and 
e f f e c t ,  b u t  t h a l  of c e r t a i n  o b j e c t s ,  
which have been  always e o n j o i n ' d  
t o g e t h e r ,  and which i n  a l l  p a s t  
i n s t a n c e s  have been found i n s e p a r a b l e  (T 93) 

That  i s ,  our idea o f  c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n  i s  n o t  j u s t  
d e r i v e d  from o u r  o b s e r v a t i o n  of  p a s t  i n s t a n c e s ,  b u t  
l i m i t e d  by t h o s e  o b s e r v a t i o n s .  

s u p p o r t  t h e  view o f  a b s t r a c t  i d e a s  I have a t t r i b u t e d  to 
him and s u p p o r t  t h e  claim t h a t  h e  i s  n o t  committed to 
t h e  Uni formi ty  T h e s i s .  There is  a g r e a t  deal more 
t e x t u a l  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  must be s i f t e d  t o  f e e l  c o n f i d e n t  
about a f i n a l  judgment ,  b u t  t h e  t e x t u a l  w e i g h t  c e r t a i n l y  
seems a g a i n s t  a t t r i b u t i n g  t h e  Uni formi ty  T h e s i s  t o  
him. T h i s  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  so s i n c e  Hune t a k e s  o n l y  . 
c o n t i g u i t y ,  s u c c e s s i o n ,  and c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n  t o  
be r e l e v a n t  t o  c a u s a t i o n  and never  i n t r o d u c e s  any other 
r e l a t i o n  -- i n  p a r t i c u l a r  n o t  i n v a r i a b l e  c o n j u n c t i o n .  

Hume's remarks  a b o u t  c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n  t h u s  

The o t h e r  argument i s  t h a t  w e ,  as Humcans, d o  n o t  
t h i n k  t h e  second c o n j u n c t  of t h e  Uni formi ty  T h e s i s  
depends upon a n  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of h i s  argument  a g a i n s t  
i n d u c t i o n .  
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I n  t h e  Enquiry,  a f t e r  g i v i n g  t w o  d e f i n i t i o n s  of 
c a u s a t i o n  and r e j e c t i n g  bo th  because each  i s  'drawn from 
something ex t r aneous  and f o r e i g n  t o '  c a u s a t i o n ,  H u m e  
goes  on 

What i s  

t o  say what i s  needed: 
though b o t h  t h e s e  d e f i n i t i o n s  be 
drawn from c i r c u m s t a n c e s  , f o r e i g n  t o  
t h e  c a u s e ,  we canno t  remedy t h i s  
i n c o n v e n i e n c e ,  or a t t a i n  any more 
p e r f e c t  d e f i n i t i o n ,  wh ich  may point 
o u t  t h a t  c i r c u m s t a n c e  i n  t h e  c a u s e ,  
wh ich  g i v e s  i t  a c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  i t 8  
e f f e c t .  We have no i d e a  of t h i s  
c o n n e x i o n ,  nor e v e n  any d i s t i n c t  
n o t i o n  what i t  i s  we d e s i r e  t o  know, 
when we endeavour a t  a c o n c e p t i o n  of 
i t  (E 7 7 ,  my emphas is ) .  
needed has  a t  least  t h r e e  f e a t u r e s :  (1) it is  

something d i s c o v e r a b l e  ' i n  t h e  cause '  a lone  Csee e.g. 
T 161-162),  ( 2 )  it is  something t h a t  ho lds  i n  s i n g l e  
i n s t a n c e s  of t h e  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n ,  a s  c o n t i g u i t y  and 
success ion  do,  and ( 3 )  it i s  something t h a t  g i v e n  i t  a 
c o n n e x i o n  w i t h  i t s  e f f e c t .  

The i n t e r e s t i n g  f e a t u r e s  f o r  us are (1) and ( 3 ) :  
how can  something d i s c o v e r a b l e  ' i n  t h e  cause '  a l o n e  pro- 
v i d e  'a connexion wi th '  something else? The a p p r o p r i a t e  
model i s  drawn, I sugges t ,  from Hume's remarks about  
d i s t i n c t i o n s  of reason:  t h e r e  one d i s c o v e r s  some cir-  
cumstance i n  a s i n g l e  e n t i t y  which p rov ides  a connect ion  
w i t h  something else. What i s  more, t h e  connec t ion  i s  
j u s t  t h e  s o r t  one would need f o r  causa t ion :  it is  a 
necessa ry  connec t ion  and,  though p a r t i c u l a r ,  i s  such 
t h a t  i n  t h i n k i n g  it, one  may the reby  be t h i n k i n g  t h a t  
whatever  has  t h e  one c i rcumstance  i s  connected w i t h  
something else. 

do  f o r  causa t ion .  The two t h i n g s  connected i n  a d i s -  
t i n c t i o n  of r eason  are ' c i rcumstances , '  o r  f e a t u r e s ,  
of a s i n g l e  e n t i t y  - l i k e  a wh i t e  cube. But Hume 
a rgues ,  or claims t o  observe ,  t h a t  a cause and i t s  e f f e c t  

But, as I have poin ted  o u t ,  t h e  model w i l l  no t  
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a r c  d i s t i n c t  e n t i t i e s ,  and what (1) and ( 3 )  t h u s  r e q u i r e  
is  t h a t  t h e r e  be d i scove rab le  i n  a cause  some f e a t u r e  
which connects  i t  wi th  another  d i s t i n c t  e n t i t y .  The 
connect ion r equ i r ed  i s  such t h a t  t h a t  second e n t i t y ,  
t h e  eEfect, must come i n t o  e x i s t e n c e  i f  t h e  f i r s t  
e n t i t y  does.  
Hume a rgues ,  t hen  each  could e x i s t  w i thou t  t h e  o t h e r ' s  
e x i s t i n g ,  and it is t h u s  no t  p o s s i b l e  t o  d i scove r  some 
c i rcumstance  i n  t h e  cause  which connec ts  it wi th  a n  
e f f e c t .  I t  is no wonder we have no i d e a  of t h i 8  
connsx:ion! 

But i f  t h e  cause  and e f f e c t  are d i s t i n c t ,  

What w e  do have,  and a l l  w e  have, are par -  
t i c u l a r  i n s t a n c e s  of conjunct ions .  That  is ,  w e  have 
a l  cont iguous  wi th l  and p r i o r  tol  b l ,  a 2  cont iguous  
wi th2  and p r i o r  to2  b2, and so on. 
i n  regard  t o  r e l a t i o n s  a s  w e l l  as percep t ions .  I n  
s h o r t ,  a l l  t h e r e  are are p a r t i c u l a r  r e l a t i o n s  -- w i t h  
t h e  deg rees  of q u a n t i t y  and q u a l i t y  necessary  t o  make 
them p a r t i c u l a r .  
r e l e v a n t  t o  c a u s a t i o n  are n o t  such t h a t  i n  t h i n k i n g  
them one i s  the reby ,  perhaps,  t h i n k i n g  a u n i v e r s a l  
p r o p o s i t i o n ,  one can  o n l y  t r e a t  them a s  one  t r e a t s  
personal  terms. One's thoughts  become g e n e r a l  t o  t h e  
e x t e n t  one c o l l e c t s  s i m i l a r  i n s t a n c e s ,  marks them 
appropr i a t e ly ;  and can  r e c a l l  them. 

g e n e r a l i t y  i n  t h a t  way, b u t  n o t ,  I sugges t ,  t h e  second 
con junc t  of t h e  Uniformity Thes is .  I f  one could  gene-  
r a t e  t h a t  con junc t ,  one would n o t  need to .  For what 
makes it imposs ib le  t o  t h i n k  i t  i s  j u s t  what c r e a t e s  
t h e  problem of  induc t ion .  

Humc i s  a nominal is t :  

And s i n c e  t h e  p a r t i c u l k r  r e l a t i o n s  

Hume t h i n k s  one can gene ra t e  a g r e a t  d e a l  of 

Such a conc lus ion  means t h a t  Hume's f i r s t  d e f i n i -  
t i o n  of c a u s a t i o n  i s  n o t  h i s  r e a l  d e f i n i t i o n .  H i s  

second d e f i n i t i o n  i s  n o t  e i t h e r .  And t h o s e  c o n c l u s i o n s  
a r e  some evidence  t h a t  i n  provid ing  two d e f i n i t i o n s  of 
cause ,  Hume was not answering t h e  q u e s t i o n  he is corrnonly 
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t h o u g h t  t o  have been a s k i n g .  I t  i s  some e v i d e n c e  t h a t  
h e  w a s  concerned  n o t  w i t h  causal r e l a t i o n s ,  b u t  w i t h  
causal judgments .  

Wade L. Robison 
Kalamazoo C o l l e g e  

1. J. A. Robinson,  "Hume's Two D e f i n i t i o n s  of  ' C a u s e ' , "  
i n  C h a p p e l l ,  e d . ,  Hume, Doubleday Anchor (Garden 
C i t y :  19661,  p .  1 4 4 .  I have n o t  p u t  Robinson 's  
claim a s  he  does, bu t  t h e r e  is a v e r y  good reason 
for t h a t .  a and b are  p a r t i c u l a r s  f o r  Hume 
( e v e n t s ,  o b j e c t s ,  i m p r e s s i o n s ,  or  what  have y o u ) ,  
and a s  such  t h e y  c a n n o t  be i n v a r i a b l y w n j o i n e d .  
R o b i n s o n ' s  s o l u t i o n  to t h i s  d i f f i c u l t y  is t o  
i d e n t i f y  t h e  c lass  of  " p a r t i c u l a r  o c c u r r e n c e s  x ,  
x', c", . . . , a n d  t h e  c lass  . . . o f  p a r t i c u l a r  
o c c u r r e n c e s  y ,  y ' ,  y" . . . . , [ w i t h ]  t h e  e v e n t  
X and t h e  e v e n t  Y" and t h e n  t o  s a y  t h a t  for fiume 
" a n  o c c u r r e n c e  x c a u s e s  a n  o c c u r r e n c e  y ,  i f  and 
o n l y  if x is  a n  o c c u r r e n c e  of an  e v e n t  X ,  and y 
i s  a n  o c c u r r e n c e  o f  an  e v e n t  Y, and y are j u x t -  
aposed [i_..g. y f o l l o w s  immediately a f t e r  z i s  
z ' s  immediate v i c i n i t y ] ,  and X and Y are  
u n i v e r s a l l y  j u x t a p o s e d "  ( I b i d )  . It  is, however, 
no s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  t o  c a l l  t w o  
classes e v e n t s  and t h e n  s a y  of  them, t h e  c l a s s e s  
c a l l e d  e v e n t s ,  t h a t  one  of them a lways  f o l l o w s  
immedia te ly  a f t e r  t h e  o t h e r  i n  t h e  o t h e r ' s  
immediate v i c i n i t y .  

I n  s p e a k i n g  of something b e i n g  t h e  c a u s e  of 
of something else ,  I mean n o t  t o  commit myself  t o  
a Humean c a u s e  and e f f e c t  b e i n g  any p a r t i c u l a r  k i n d  
of  e n t i t y .  For  a c l e a r  s t a t e m e n t  of  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  
i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  what  k i n d s  o f  e n t i t i e s  Hume might  
have had i n  mind, see Jaegwon K i m ,  " C a u s a t i o n ,  Nomic 
Subsumption,  and t h e  Concept of Event , "  The J o u r n a l  
of P h i l o z 2 & ,  V o l .  LXX,  N o .  8 ( A p r i l  26, 19731, 
PP. 217 -218. All t h a t  my a n a l y s i s  requires is t h a t  
t h e  cause and e f f e c t  be p a r t i c u l a r s .  

t h a t  t h e r e  c a n  be no n e c e s s a r y  connec t ion  between a 
c a u s e  and i t s  effect, b u t  t h a t  i s  of no r e l e v a n c e  to  
my c o n c e r n s  h e r e .  

2 .  IIume i s  a l s o  committed t o  a n  argument which proves 

3 .  See e.g. Robinson, op. c f t . ,  pp. 138-139. 

4 ,  The res t r ic t ion  i s  pu t  i n  o n l y  so t h a t  I s h a l l  n o t  
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have t o  r e f e r  t o  s p e c i a l  probiams c r e a t e d  by 
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n  t h e  Enqui ry .  

I have g i v e n  a s h o r t  v e r s i o n  of such  an  a n a l y s i s  a t  
t h e  APA P a c i f i c  D i v i s i o n  Meet ings i n  1 9 7 3  and at 
t h e  T h i r d  Hume Conference i n  1974. 

That  e x p l i c a t i o n  i s  g i v e n  f o r  c a s u a l  judgments  
i n  my "David H u m e :  N a t u r a l i s t  and M e t a - s c e p t i c , "  
D. W. L i v i n g s t o n  and J. T .  King, Hume: A Re- 
e v a l u a t i o n ,  Fordham U n i v e r s i t y  P r e s s  (New Y o r k r  

T h a t  t h e y  are  d i s t i n c t  i n d i v i d u a l s  r e l a t e d  by 
c o n t i g u i t y  and s u c c e s s i o n  p r e v e n t s  one from 
a p p e a l i n g  t o  r e l a t i o n s  between ideas and a r g u i n g  
t h a t  because, by d e f i n i t i o n ,  i d e a s  r e l a t e d  i n  t h a t  
way c a n n o t  be what  t h e y  are  w i t h o u t  be ing  so re la ted  
and c a n n o t  change w i t h o u t  changing  r e l a t i o n s ,  i n  
t h i n k i n g  of a p a r t i c u l a r  p a i r  of i d e a s  r e l a t e d  i n  
t h a t  way o n e  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h i n k i n g  of any p a i r .  
For assuming (what I am n o t  a r g u i n g )  t h a t  t h a t  
i s  t r u e ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  h o l d  between a c a u s e  
and i t s  e f f e c t  are n o t  r e l a t i o n s  of i d e a s .  

1 9 7 6 ) :  pp. 23-49. 

See e.g. R. I. Aaron, The Theory of U n i v e r s a l s ,  
The Glarendon Press (Oxford: 19521, pp. 67-68. 

George B e r k e l e y ,  F i r s t  D r a f t  of t h e  I n t r o d u c t i o n  to 
t h e  P r i n c i p l e s ,  i n  The Works of George B e r k e l e y ,  
V o l .  I X ,  ed .  T. E. J e s s o p ,  Thomas Nelson and Sons 
(London: 1 9 4 9 ) ,  p.  137;  * 
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I. 

Abstraction, R e l a t i o n ,  ahd I n d u c t i o n ,  U n i v e r s i t y  
of Wisconsin Press (Madison: 1 9 6 5 ) :  pp. 27-28. 

For  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  see Vol. I1 of The Works, op. c i t . ,  
p .  3 6 .  I t h i n k  t h i s  exception is  s imply  not 
consonant  w i t h  h i s  mature  t h e o r y .  See i n  t h i s  
r e g a r d  Kenneth Barber, "Gruner on B e r k e l e y  on 
Genera l  Ideas," Dialogue, J u n e  1971,  e s p .  pp.  340- 
341. 

P r i n c i p l e s ,  op. c i t . ,  p .  3 4 .  
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