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I N T E R P R E T I N G  HUME 

Nicholas Capaldi: David Hume: The Newtonian Philosopher,  
Twayne Publ ishers ,  Boston, 1975. 

series, The Macmillan Press, London,1975. 
Terence Penelhum: -, 'Philosophers i n  Pe r spec t ive '  

These t w o  books a r e  comparable i n  s e v e r a l  res- 
pects .  Both are general  s t u d i e s  which cover t h e  f u l l  
range of  phi losophical  t o p i c s  t r e a t e d  by Hume. Both begin 
with a biographical  essay and a summary account of  H u m e ' s  
pos i t i on  and aims. Following Hume's own o rde r ,  both move 
from epistemology, introduced by a chap te r  on causat ion,  
through t h e  psychology of  t he  emotions t o  e t h i c s ,  a r r i v i n g  
a t  a discussion o f  Hume's philosophy of r e l i g i o n .  Both 
are w r i t t e n  by scho la r s  who are w e l l  versed i n  Hume's 
t e x t s  and consider  them important f o r  contemporary philosophy. 
Both authors  a t t r i b u t e  c e r t a i n  c u r r e n t  misrepresentat ions 
of H u e ' s  teaching t o  such contemporary preconceptions 
about t h e  na tu re  of philosophy a s  i t s  radical d i f f e r e n c e  
from a l l  empi r i ca l  d i s c i p l i n e s .  Since both of them oppose 
s tandard i n t e r p r e t a t i m s  a t  many p o i n t s  with thoughtful  
a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  t h e i r  books w i l l  i n t e r e s t  mature  s tuden t s  a s  
w e l l  as help beginners t o  apprec i a t e  t h e  main e x e g e t i c a l  
and c r i t i c a l  i s s u e s  c u r r e n t l y  debated by Hume's 
commentators. 

There is a d i f f e rence  between these  two books as 
s t r i k i n g  as t h e i r  similarities. Professor  Capaldi ' s  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  developed under t h e  c o n t r o l  of a master 
hypothesis,  and Professor  Penelhum's is not .  Capaldi 
considers  Newton t o  have been t h e  dec i s ive  inf luence on 
H u e ' s  formation, and he  i n t e r p r e t s  Humean philosophy as a 
response t o  Newtonian science.  S t a r t i n g  with a clear and 
d e f i n i t e  conception of  H u m e ' s  s t r a t e g y ,  he r econs t ruc t s  
the b l u e p r i n t  from which H u m e  worked when p u t t i n g  h i s  
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philosophical  system together .  
without any master plan except t h e  q u i t e  general  one of 
e luc ida t ing  H u m e ' s  doc t r ines  i n  the  l i g h t  of  t h e  
i n t e l l e c t u a l  concerns of h i s  age and the  d ive r se  
phi losophical  inf luences t h a t  worked upon him. 
c u r r e n t  d i s t i n c t i o n s  and conceptions to  bear  upon the 
assessment of H u m e ' s  t h e o r i e s  while avoiding such anachro- 
n i s t i c  criticism as has produced the  common complaint 
about H u m e ' s  psychologism. Capaldi br ings t h e  system 
i n t o  focus from a c o n s i s t e n t  perspect ive,  a f fo rd ing  h i s  
readers  a clear view of t h e  whole and f r e s h  i n s i g h t  i n t o  
i t s  p r i n c i p l e s  of  organizat ion.  Penelhum's c r i t i ca l  
analyses  provide r eade r s  with a b a s i s  i n  argument for 
judging t h e  contemporary relevance and s t r e n g t h  of Hume ' s  
c e n t r a l  doc t r ines .  

Penelhum sets t o  work 

H e  b r ings  

That H u m e  a sp i r ed  t o  be ' t h e  Newton of t h e  moral 
s c i ences '  is  a f a m i l i a r  f a c t  of e ighteenth century 
i n t e l l e c t u a l  h i s t o r y .  
f a c t  have been considered by previous commentators, b u t  
none of them have explored i t s  ramif icat ions throughout 
H u m e ' s  system with t h e  thoroughness displayed by Capaldi. 
A conveniently b r i e f  statement of h i s  t h e s i s  is made a t  
t h e  beginning of Chapter 3, where he says:  

Various aspects  of t h i s  important 

It i s  general ly  accepted t h a t  H u m e ' s  philoso- 
ph ica l  program w a s  g r e a t l y  influenced by 
Newton.. .Nevertheless,  what has never been made 
c l e a r  i s  t h e  exac t  manner i n  which t h a t  inf luence 
i s  t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  Hume's s p e c i f i c  phi losophical  
statements.  An understanding of t he  exac t  
nature  of Newton's inf luence on Hume can se rve  
as t h e  key t o  understanding Hume's philosophy as 
a whole, and it can explain why H u m e  s t r u c t u r e s  
t h e  Treatise as he does. F i n a l l y ,  it can se rve  
as t h e  b a s i s  f o r  c o r r e c t i n g  a number of m i s -  
conceptions about H u m e ' s  philosophy. ( 4 9 )  

The Newtonian inf luence,  Capaldi argues,  can be 
appreciated only when viewed a g a i n s t  t h e  backdrop of the 
A r i s t o t e l i a n  t r a d i t i o n ,  which t h e  mechanistic world view 
replaced during t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  revolut ion.  Fundamental t o  
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t h i s  g r e a t  s h i f t  i n  man's conception of h i s  world, himself,  
and of t h e  condi t ions of  knowledge w a s  t h e  r ev i s ion  of t h e  
medieval theory of causat ion,  which had i t s  source i n  
Aristotle's doc t r ine  of t h e  Four C a u s e s .  On t h a t  o l d e r  
view, p red ic t ion  and explanat ion required i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  
essence or form of t h e  o b j e c t  of i nves t iga t ion .  What 
happened i n  the world happened necessa r i ly  by v i r t u e  of a 
formal cause ope ra t ing  e f f i c i e n t l y  t o  produce t h e  e f f e c t  
determined as n a t u r a l  by the f i n a l  cause governing the  
process.  Given s u f f i c i e n t  ana lys i s  of t h e  na tu re  of a 
th ing ,  i t s  cause and e f f e c t  could be deduced. On t he  view 
of  causat ion i m p l i c i t  i n  Newtonian physics,  whatever 
happens t o  th ings  i n  the world happens because of fo rces  
impressed upon them, n o t  by v i r t u e  of t h e i r  e s s e n t i a l  
natures .  P red ic t ion  and explanat ion,  consequently, 
r equ i r e  such knowledge of  t h e  dynamic r e l a t i o n s  i n  which 
phys ica l  o b j e c t s  are involved as can only be acquired by 
experimenting and observing. Hume was t h e  f i r s t  
philosopher t o  f u l l y  understand t h e  e m p i r i c i s t  implicat ions 
of Newtonian physics. 
H u m e ' s  a n a l y s i s  is t h a t  he c a r e f u l l y  a r t i c u l a t e s  what 

happens when w e  s u b s t i t u t e  Newtonian physics f o r  
A r i s t o t e l i a n  physics I' (50)  . 
philosophical  formulations of t h e  epis temological  
p r i n c i p l e s  presupposed by Newtonian method. 
of r a t i o n a l i s t  metaphysics as y e t  unernancipated from 
A r i s t o t e l i a n i s m  i s  a consequence of accept ing t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  
upon human knowledge i m p l i c i t  i n  Newton's theory and 
p r a c t i c e  of science.  Even the  very s t r u c t u r e  of h i s  
Treatise i s  accountable only i n  terms of h i s  g r e a t  p r o j e c t  
of adapt ing t h e  Newtonian experimental method t o  'moral 
subjects ' . 

Since I am unsure of a l l  t h a t  might be m e a n t  by 
c a l l i n g  an i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  hypothesis appl ied t o  a complex 

"His to r i ca l ly  t h e  importance of 

Hume's  t h e o r i e s  of c a u s a l i t y  and induct ion a r e  

H i s  scepticism 
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philosophical  work ' t r u e ' ,  I s h a l l  manage with less august 
words and say t h a t  I found Capaldi 's  formula f o r  reading 
A Treatise of Human Nature u s e f u l ,  i l luminat ing,  and 
s t imu la t ing .  I t  i s  use fu l  because it pu t s  t h e  formerly 
vague and general  claim f o r  Newton's inf luence t o  a long 
overdue test  by attempting t o  render t h e  d e t a i l s  of H u m e ' s  
system as i n t e g r a l  p a r t s  of a phi losophical  programme 
insp i r ed  by Newtonian science.  I t  is i l l umina t ing  about 
Hume's scept ic ism because it f i t s  h i s  c r i t i q u e  of  
r a t i o n a l i s t  metaphysics i n t o  the  h i s t o r i c a l  movement from 
the  A r i s t o t e l i a n  t o  the  Newtonian world view. It is  
s t imu la t ing  i n  t h a t  it provides an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  the  
usual  not ion t h a t  Hume's analyses of c a u s a l i t y  and 
induction are t h e  r e s u l t s  of a psychological i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
of t h e  mind a t  work upon t h e  ma te r i a l s  of everyday 
experience. On t h e  Capaldi hypothesis,  H u m e ' s  t h e o r i e s  
amount t o  t h e  a r t i c u l a t i o n  of t h e  concepts of c a u s a l i t y  
and induction i m p l i c i t  i n  Newtonian physics.  They are, 
thus, d i s t i n c t l y  phi losophical ,  t he  psychological . 
i nves t iga t ion  of t h e  cornon sense grounds of s c i e n t i f i c  
thinking being subs id i a ry  and de r iva t ive .  

Hume's 'hain e n t e r p r i s e  ", he dec la re s ,  " is  p r imar i ly ,  and 
unconfusedly psychological " (18). What Hume go t  from 
Newtonian science,  o r  from Hutcheson's adaptat ion of it, 
w a s  no t  ontology with implicat ions f o r  epistemology, bu t  
t he  method which produced h i s  Science of Human Nature. 
Within t h i s  psychological science,  which proceeds nfrom 
a caut ious observation of human l i f e  (Treatise, xxiii) , 
t h e  condi t ions and l i m i t s  of f a c t u a l  knowledge and 
moral judgement are f ixed.  When t h e  f a c t s  of mental and 
s o c i a l  l i f e  have been reduced t o  p r i n c i p l e ,  t h e  "general  
phi losophical  vis ion" (7)  which emerges i s  a t  once 
s c e p t i c a l  and n a t u r a l i s t i c .  

Penelhum takes p rec i se ly  t h e  opposi te  view. 

H u m e ' s  scept ic ism starts from h i s  discovery t h a t  
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c e r t a i n  i r r e s i s t i b l e  and indispensable  b e l i e f s  have no 
b a s i s  i n  reason. H i s  natural ism c o n s i s t s  i n  t r a c i n g  these  
same b e l i e f s  t o  their sources  i n  imagination, f e e l i n g ,  and 
i n s t i n c t .  The scept ic ism is  l e v e l l e d  a t  metaphysicians 
who supply spurious and needless  arguments t o  v ind ica t e  
common sense and s c i e n t i f i c  b e l i e f s  and a t  theologians 
whose specu la t ions  are an a f f r o n t  t o  common sense and 
sc i ence  a l i k e .  The fo rce  of t h e  natural ism,  which i s  an 
a n t i d o t e  t o  scep t i c i sm as n a t u r a l  i n c l i n a t i o n s  are t o  
paralyzing doubts, is t o  r econc i l e  men t o  t h e i r  l i m i t e d  
c a p a b i l i t i e s  and t o  d i r e c t  t h e i r  thinking toward t o p i c s  
upon which it can be p r o f i t a b l y  employed. 

The 'general  phi losophical  v i s i o n '  i s  impressive. 
It terminates  t h e  r a t i o n a l i s t s '  q u e s t  f o r  c e r t a i n t y  by 
showing it t o  be una t t a inab le  o u t s i d e  of pure mathematics 
and . .  formal log ic .  
sense and nonsense and between t h e  quest ions tha t  should be 

taken up and those  t h a t  should be l a i d  aside. I t  r e l i e v e s  
metaphysical anxiety by showing man h i s  r i g h t f u l  p l ace  i n  
na tu re ,  where adaptat ion t o  an u l t ima te ly  incomprehensible 
world i s  secured by sub-rat ional ,  b i o l o g i c a l  fo rces .  Have 
w e  any reason t o  suppose t h a t  t h e  t r u t h  of t h ings  shows up 
i n  t h i s  vis ion? N o t  r e a l l y ,  according t o  Penelhum. "A 
philosopher",  he says ,  'I should be judged by h i s  doc t r ines  
and h i s  arguments" (15), and most of H u m e ' s  he f i n d s  
de fec t ive .  

It shows how t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between 

Hume's  fundamental d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
impressions and ideas co l l apses  a t  inconvenient moments. 
H i s  theory o f  a s soc ia t ion ,  un l ike  t h e  theory of a t t r a c t i o n  
with which he deludedly compared it, is  n o t  a un ive r sa l  
p r i n c i p l e  a t  a l l .  H i s  app l i ca t ion  of it requ i r e s  'la 
sumptuous p r o l i f e r a t i o n  of ampl i f i ca t ions  and subs id i a ry  
hypotheses" ( 3 4 ) .  Of H u m e ' s  theory of b e l i e f  he says ,  '*It 
is  hard t o  imagine a more ingenious,  o r  a more unsa t i s -  
f a c t o r y ,  s o l u t i o n  t o  a self-made t h e o r e t i c a l  predicament" 
(35 ) .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  between Relat ions of Ideas and 
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Matters of Fact " is  fundamental, and wholly dogmatic" (39). 
H u m e  ' s induct ive scept ic ism ( a l s o  c a l l e d  "wholly dogmatic" 
(53)) has been undermined, a l l eged ly ,  by D. C. Stove. 
Hume's mistaken view t h a t  numerical i d e n t i t y  e n t a i l s  
invariance "has  d i sa s t rous  consequences" (70; c f .  80) f o r  
h i s  t h e o r i e s  of  perception and personal i d e n t i t y .  The 
famous dictum t h a t  reason is  t h e  s l ave  of t h e  passions is 
'Bume's most shocking dogma" ( 1 1 0 ) .  With so l i t t l e  sound 
doc t r ine  and cogent argument t o  s u s t a i n  it, the general  
phi losqhical  v i s ion  tends t o  m e l t  away. 

H u m e ' s  philosophy by Capaldi and Penelhum, h i s t o r i c a l  and 
a n a l y t i c a l  r e spec t ive ly ,  t h e i r  commentaries l eave  t h e  
reader with d i v e r s e  estimates of its worth. It i s  n o t  
unusual f o r  a scho la r  preoccupied with explaining t h e  
meanings of doc t r ines  i n  terms of h i s t o r i c a l  determinants 
t o  suspend t h e  quest ion of their t ru th .  More than Once 
Capaldi remarks t h a t  he is  n o t  concerned with whether what 
H u e  says  i s  t r u e  or f a l s e ,  bu t  with what he m e a n s  by 
saying it, and with accounting f o r  h i s  saying it. With 
Penelhum, e luc ida t ing  Hume's meaning i s  prel iminary t o  
d e c i d i q  whether what H u m e  says is  r i g h t  o r  wrong. H i s  

exposi t ions a r e  clear, o rde r ly  , concise  , and accurate .  
H i s  p r e sen ta t ions  of Hume's s eve ra l  t reatments  of var ious 
top ic s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  those i n  t h e  Treatise, Book I ,  t h e  
Abstract ,  and t h e  f i r s t  Enquiry a r e  so w e l l  coordinated 
t h a t  one becomes clearer than eve r  before  about what flume 

added, removed, and a l t e r e d  and about t h e  phi losophical  
s ign i f i cance  of t hese  changes. Penelhum is  a tough- 
minded, r e l e n t l e s s  c r i t i c ,  equipped w i t h  impressive 
a n a l y t i c a l  s k i l l s ,  bu t  very l i t e ra l  minded a l so ,  and, 
un l ike  Capaldi, d i s i n c l i n e d  ever  t o  re-cast an argument i n  
order  t o  show i t s  author  i n  t h e  most favourable l i g h t .  
'But it is only j u s t " ,  he says s t e r n l y  a t  the  c lose  of h i s  
chapter  on 'The S e l f ' , " t o  conv ic t  a philosopher of 
confusions he a c t u a l l y  commits" ( 8 8 ) .  One must concede 

Because of t h e  d i f f e r e n t  approaches made upon 

\ 
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t h e  p o i n t ,  b u t  is tempted t o  add t h a t  a f t e r  j u s t i c e  has 
been served a p l ace  remains f o r  c r i t i c a l  r econs t ruc t ion  
t h a t  makes t h e  b e s t  u s e  of t h e  ma te r i a l s  and theground plan 
t h a t  t h e  philosopher has  supplied.  

thorough discussion of a number of themes than the  pages 
a l l o t t e d  to me  he re  can accommodate. Since it i s  
ind ica t ed  t h a t  t h e  gene ra l  comparative and eva lua t ive  
comments made above be i l l u s t r a t e d  with reference t o  a t  
least one t o p i c ,  a choice must be made. Hume's philosophy 
of  r e l i g i o n  i s  i n i t i a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e ,  f o r  a l l  t h e  main 
c u r r e n t s  of h i s  thought converge there .  However, Capaldi 's 
chapter  on t h i s  s u b j e c t  i s  no t  f a i r l y  r ep resen ta t ive  of 
h i s  book, c o n s i s t i n g  as it does of  a s l i g h t l y  e d i t e d  version 
of h i s  widely read paper, " H u m e ' s  Philosophy of Religion: 
God without  Ethics"  ( I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Journal  f o r  Philosophy 
of Religion, Winter 1970). H u m e ' s  theory of personal 
i d e n t i t y ,  which epitomizes h i s  metaphysical p r i n c i p l e s  and 
problems, would have been s u i t a b l e  had not  both authors  
outdated t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  given i n  these books by 
subsequent work. (See Terence Penelhum, "Hume's Theory of 
t h e  S e l f  Revis i ted",  Dialogue, September, 1975; and 
Nicholas Capaldi,  "Self  and Substance i n  Hume I s Ontology", 
presented a t  Edinburgh H u m e  Conference, August, 1976.) 
Hume's  theory of percept ion o r ,  a s  it is  sometimes c a l l e d  
by t h e  t i t l e  of  H. H.  P r i c e ' s  book, Hume's Theory of t h e  
External  World, s u i t s  our purpose i n  that  it t y p i f i e s  
Hume 's  e m p i r i c i s t  handling of metaphysical problems and 
Capaldi ' s  and Penelhum's disagreement about how t h a t  
should be in t e rp re t ed .  

h i s  t h i r d  chapter, but  the t enor  of it is a n t i c i p a t e d  i n  
h i s  f i r s t ,  where he says,  " I f  w e  are a b l e  t o  r e f l e c t  only 
upon our  percept ions then t h e  b e l i e f  i n  an independent 
material world has  to be read as a b e l i e f  i n  the 
independent ex i s t ence  of our perceptions: 

Each of t h e s e  commentaries i n v i t e s  a more 

Penelhum's cri t icism of t h e  theory i s  set o u t  i n  

a b e l i e f  whose 
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i r r a t i o n a l i t y  needs l i t t l e  add i t iona l  emphasis" (30; h i s  
i t a l i c s ) .  The p e c u l i a r i t y  of  Hume's formulation of  
Everyman's b e l i e f  i n  t h e  independent ex i s t ence  of t h e  
ex te rna l  world i s  d i c t a t e d  by " the  Lockean i d e a l  framework" 
(w.) within which Hume chose t o  work. And t h e  choice 
accorded with h i s  i n t e n t i o n  of showing t h e  impotence of 
human reason t o  defend t h i s  fundamental n a t u r a l '  b e l i e f  
aga ins t  scepticism. P r i o r  t o  any phi losophical  refonnu- 
l a t i o n ,  t h i s  n a t u r a l  b e l i e f  i s  found t o  involve 
incompatible presupposit ions.  Everyman, before  tu rn ing  
t o  science o r  philosophy, takes  it for granted t h a t  
through h i s  power of s i g h t  and sense of touch he makes 
d i r e c t  acquaintance with physical  ob jec t s .  H e  draws no 
d i s t i n c t i o n  between perceptions i n  h i s  mind and t h i n g s  i n  
the world;, they pass with him as i d e n t i c a l .  But he also 
be l i eves  t h a t  most of what he sees continues t o  e x i s t  when 
he is no longer perceiving it and mus t ,  t he re fo re ,  e x i s t  
independently of h i s  perceptions.  The impl i ca t ion  of this 
second b e l i e f  is t h a t  o b j e c t s  and perceptions are d i s t i n c t  
and d i f f e r e n t ,  which, c o n f l i c t i n g  with h i s  presumption of 
t h e i r  i d e n t i t y ,  renders  h i s  pos i t i on  incoherent.  

dilemma is  t o  c o r r e c t  t h e  f i r s t  b e l i e f  by d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  
between perceptions and o b j e c t s ,  M i c h  i s  what Locke did.  
Since Everyman has n o t  y e t  made t h i s  move, t h e  quest ion 
a r i s e s  of what presupposi t ional  b e l i e f  he must hold i n  
o rde r  t o  s u s t a i n  h i s  b e l i e f  t h a t  most of what he  sees 
continues t o  e x i s t  when he is no longer see ing  it. The 
only answer t h a t  avoids the  s e l f - r e f u t i n g  implicat ion of 
t h e  percept /object  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  the one given by H u m ,  
v iz . ,  t h a t  h i s  percepts  continue t h e i r  ex i s t ence  
independently of himself when he is unaware of them. 
Penelhum ob jec t s  t h a t  s ince  nobody be l i eves  any such th ing ,  
H u m e ' s  ' t o r tuous '  explanation of how Everyman came to  
be l i eve  it is wasted argument ( 6 4 ,  66 ,  6 7 ) .  The 
object ion e n t a i l s  denying t h a t  Everyman f a i l s  t o  

The obvious phi losophical  move t o  r e so lve  t h e  

- 
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d i s t i n g u i s h  between h i s  percept ions and o b j e c t s  so long as 
he  remains i n  a s ta te  of  metaphysical innocence. The 
following p l a u s i b l e  (bu t  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y )  argument I o f f e r  
i n  support  of t h i s  v e r d i c t .  

Everyman this quest ion:  "DO you be l i eve  tha t  t h e  portrait 
which you now r a p t l y  contemplate w i l l  continue i n  
ex i s t ence  a f t e r  t h e  l i g h t  is switched o f f ? "  H e  would, i f  
s i n c e r e  i n  h i s  answer, reply 8 'Yes ' t .  If you should then 
ask him, "DO you be l i eve  t h a t  when t h e  l i g h t  is  switched 
o f f  the v i s u a l  impressions which you are now enjoying w i l l  
continue t o  e x i s t ? " ,  he would say, i f  equal ly  s i n c e r e ,  "NO? 
Thus Everyman does n o t  be l i eve  what Hume said t h a t  he did.  
Having wrongly supposed " t h a t  t o  be l i eve  w e  perceive 
d i s t i n c t .  and cont inuing o b j e c t s  i s  t o  be l i eve  t h e  
proposi t ion t ha t  our  percept ions have d i s t i n c t  and con- 
t i n u i n g  ex i s t ence"  ( 6 4 )  , Hume's causa l  explanat ion 
of  ou r  n a t u r a l  perceptual  b e l i e f s  is beside any p o i n t  
worth making. 

t h a t  our make-believe quest ionnaire ,  l i k e  so many real ones, 
does n o t  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  des i r ed  conclusion because t h e  
quest ions have prejudiced the answers. The quest ions pu t  
t o  Everyman w e r e  phi losophical ,  incorporat ing an ontological 
d i s t i n c t i o n  of  which he had been h i t h e r t o  unaware, bu t  t o  
which he w a s  alerted by them. H i s  answers were 
phi losophical  monosyllables, n o t  common sense ones, 
expressive of  t h e  metaphysical dualism i n t o  which he is 
drawn as soon as t h e  incoherence of h i s  naively r e a l i s t i c  
p o s i t i o n  i s  revealed t o  him. As r e f l e c t i o n  on our  own 
hopes, desires, f e a r s ,  and s t r a t e g i e s  o f t e n  r evea l s ,  
p re suppos i t i ona l  b e l i e f s  which are incons i s t en t  with our 
conscious convict ions are not  uncommon. The presuppos- ' " 

i t i o n a l  b e l i e f  uncovered by H u m e ' s  ana lys i s  of Everyman's 
a t t i t u d e  toward h i s  sense experiences operated below t h e  
p ropos i t i ona l  l e v e l  now occupied by t h e  phi losophical  

Suppose t h a t  one dark night  you should ask 

What is  unsa t i s f ac to ry  about t h i s  argument i s  
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convict ion he acquires  when t h e  i r r a t i o n a l i t y  of h i s  naive 
realism i s  exposed. So f a r ,  then, it has no t  been proven 
t h a t  H u m e  has i n c o r r e c t l y  analysed p r imi t ive  n a t u r a l  
b e l i e f s  about t h e  e x t e r n a l  world, i f  these are taken t o  
include presupposi t ional  ones. 

Af t e r  h i s  conversion t o  dualism, Everyman i s  
bese t  with new metaphysical perplexi ty .  H e  i s  never 
d i r e c t l y  acquainted with t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  permanent material 
ob jec t s  which he now be l i eves  t o  be t h e  causes of h i s  
f l e e t i n g  impressions. H e  cannot even imagine these  o b j e c t s  
as e n t i t i e s  of a s o r t  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from h i s  perceptions.  
I f  it were a proof of  t h e  r e a l i t y  of t h e  e x t e r n a l  world, 
o r  a r a t i o n a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of h i s  n a t u r a l  b e l i e f  i n  its 
independent ex i s t ence ,  t h a t  he sought, he would be i n  no 
b e t t e r  a p?s i t i on  t o  f ind  it than formerly. 
a Newtonian philosopher i n t e n t  upon introducing t h e  
experimental method i n t o  the  study of percept ion,  he has  
moved i n  t h e  r i g h t  d i r ec t ion .  For now he th inks  within a 
conceptual framework which accommodates causa l  explanations 
of perceptual  events.  H i s  phi losophical  hypothesis "of 
t he  double ex i s t ence  of perceptions and ob jec t s "  
(Trea t i s e ,  2151, f o r  which n e i t h e r  l o g i c a l  reasons nor 
d i r e c t  empir ical  evidence can be adduced, s e rves  him a s  
w e l l  f o r  science a s  h i s  untenable b e l i e f  i n  unperceived 
perceptions formerly d i d  f o r  everyday l i f e .  

of t h e  percept /object  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  h i s  discussion "Of 
scept ic ism with regard t o  t h e  Senses", t h a t  is  because he 
is  concerned i n  t h a t  s ec t ion  of t h e  Treatise (I ,  i v ,  ii) 
with showing t h a t  scept ic ism about percept ion cannot be 
s i l enced  by metaphysical reasoning. But h i s  u l t e r i o r  
motive f o r  so arguing is  no t  t o  support  a ' de f l a t iona ry  
account of human na tu re  and human knowledge' 130) 
t h a t  allows h i s  " s c e p t i c a l  conclusions t o  be f o i s t e d  on h i s  
readers"  (u.). Rather it is ,  a s  he says i n  h i s  
Conclusion t o  Book I of  t h e  Treatise, t o  g ive  ' a  d i f f e r e n t  

But i f  he is 

. .  

I f  H u m e  is not  e x p l i c i t  about t h e  pragmatic value 
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t u r n  t o  t h e  specu la t ions  of philosophers '  (T rea t i s e ,273) .  

And the ' t u r n ' ,  i f  Capaldi ' s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  along t h e  
r i g h t  l i n e s ,  i s  from r a t i o n a l  metaphysics i n  the  
A r i s t o t e l i a n  t r a d i t i o n  t o  p o s i t i v e  Newtonian science.  

view over Penelhum's c l o s e  c r i t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  i s  t h a t  it 
construes  p a r t i c u l a r  arguments i n  t h e  l i g h t  of Hume's long 
range ob jec t ives .  The more narrowly one a t t ends  t o  Hume's 
d iscussion of "Scepticism with regard t o  t h e  senses"  and 
two o t h e r  s e c t i o n s  (Treatise I ,  ii, v i  and I ,  i v ,  i v )  
d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  h i s  attempt t o  show scept ic ism 
i r r e f u t a b l e  on purely r a t i o n a l  grounds, t he  more l i k e l y  one 
i s  t o  l o s e  s i g h t  of H u m e ' s  own commitment t o  percept /object  
dualism. H e  may ca l l  it " t h e  monstrous o f f sp r ing  of two 
p r i n c i p l e s ,  which are contrary t o  each o the r "  (Trea t i s e ,  
215), and charge t h a t  it i s  "loaded with. .  .absurdi ty"  ( 2 1 8 ) ,  
but it is nonetheless t h e  'phi losophical  system' which he 
advocated because, as Capaldi shows, he r e a l i z e d  t h a t  it 
w a s  indispensable  f o r  causa l ly  explaining perceptual  
phenomena. "After  a l l ,  Capaldi asks ,  "where would t h e  
Newtonian program be without an e x t e r n a l  world?" ( 2 0 6 ) .  

The divergent  implicat ions of Newtonianism f o r  
r a t i o n a l  metaphysics and f o r  empir ical  s c i ence  account both 
f o r  Hume's scept ic ism and h i s  posi t ivism.  Demonstrations 
of  matters o f  f a c t  and ex i s t ence ,  including t h e  ex i s t ence  
of t h e  external world, are precluded by Hume's theory of 
proposi t ions.  A common sense b e l i e f  i n  independently 
e x i s t i n g  physical  o b j e c t s ,  which n e i t h e r  needs nor  admits of 
r a t i o n a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  arises from n a t u r a l  causes i n  the  
course of o rd ina ry  sense experience. A r e l a t e d  b e l i e f  
t h a t  t hese  same o b j e c t s  cause our  percept ions is a 
presupposi t ion of t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of sense 
experience which admits of no o t h e r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  than a 
pragmatic one. 

h i s t o r i c a l  pe r spec t ive  t h e  purpose and importance of Hume's 

. The ch ie f  advantage of Capaldi ' s  broad h i s t o r i c a l  

I t  is Capaldi,  not Penelhum, who shows i n  
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arguments and t h e o r i e s  f o r  h i s  v a s t  p r o j e c t  o f  " a  compleat 
system of the  sc i ences ,  b u i l t  on a foundation almost 
e n t i r e l y  new'' (Treatise, xx). I n  f a i r n e s s  one m u s t  add 
t h a t  it is Penelhum, no t  Capaldi,  who shows from a con- 
temporary po in t  of view t h e  f a i l i n g s  i n  H u m e ' s  arguments, 
i f  they are supposed t o  l ead  t o  t r u e  conclusions about t h e  
na tu re  of things.  

James Noxon 
McMaster u n i v e r s i t y  
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