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I S  HUME A SCEPTIC ABOUT INDUCTION? 

'On a Would-be Revolut ion i n  t h e  

I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  Hume's Phi losophy 

The h i s t o r y  of  phi losophy does n o t  abound w i t h  
g r e a t  p h i l o s o p h e r s .  But t h e  number of  t h o s e  whose pre-  
occupa t ion  i s  w i t h  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  t h e  g r e a t  
p h i l o s o p h e r s '  works is  overwhelming. It  is  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g ,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t i m e  and a g a i n  w e  come upon arguments t o  
t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  a g r e a t  p h i l o s o p h e r  h a s  neve r  been p r o p e r l y  
understood.  What, a f t e r  a l l ,  cou ld  b e t t e r  j u s t i f y  one i n  
add ing  s t i l l  a n o t h e r  pape r  o r  book t o  t h e  number o f  works 
p u b l i s h e d  y e a r l y  on any g r e a t  ph i lo sophe r ,  t han  t h e  claim 
t h a t  one p u t  forward a new i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ;  and what cou ld  
be a more r e v o l u t i o n a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h a n  t h a t  which 
c l a ims  t h a t  a c e r t a i n  phi losophy has  been misunderstood 
a l t o g e t h e r .  

T h i s  i s  n o t  t o  s a y  t h a t  r e a l  r e v o l u t i o n s  i n  t h e  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of major p h i l o s o p h i c a l  works a r e  a p r i o r i  
p rec luded .  I t  cou ld  p o s s i b l y  happen t h a t  g e n e r a t i o n s  o f  
s c h o l a r s  have aga in  and a g a i n  been mistaken a s  t o  a 
p h i l o s o p h e r ' s  b a s i c  i n t e n t i o n s .  But one shou ld  c e r t a i n l y  
check and double-check any such r e v o l u t i o n a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
l e s t  one f a l l  a v i c t i m  t o  it. 

I n  what fo l lows  I s h a l l  d i s c u s s  a r e c e n t  revolu-  
t i o n a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  conce rn ing  Hume' s a t t i t u d e  toward 
i n d u c t i o n .  Hume s c h o l a r s  i n  t h e  p a s t  have been a t  
v a r i a n c e  o v e r  many a q u e s t i o n ,  b u t  t hey  a l l  ag reed  t h a t  
Hume was t h e  f i r s t  t o  p r e s e n t  t h e  problem o f  t h e  j u s t i f i -  
c a t i o n  o f  i n d u c t i o n  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y .  They also ag reed  t h a t  
H u m e  t r i e d  t o  prove t h a t  i n d u c t i o n  cannot  b e  j u s t i f i e d :  
t h e r e  is no conv inc ing  argument which cou ld  (wi thou t  begging 
t h e  q u e s t i o n )  demonstrate  t h a t  i n d u c t i v e l y  based  p r e d i c t i o n s  
and t h e o r i e s  are r easonab le .  According t o  t h i s  t r a d i t i o n a l  

view Hume's a t t i t u d e  t o  i n d u c t i o n  was o f  c o u r s e  s c e p t i c a l .  



L .  

But l a t e l y  T. Beauchamp and T. Mappes argued t h a t  t h i s  view 
was t o t a l l y  mistaken.'  

w i t h  t h e  problem which came t o  be c a l l e d  t h e  problem of  t h e  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of i n d u c t i o n ;  a c t u a l l y  it does n o t  appea r  i n  
h i s  w r i t i n g s .  The view t h a t  Hume was b e n t  on p rov ing  t h e  
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of  such a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i s  simply e r roneous .  
According t o  t h e s e  p h i l o s o p h e r s  had Hume d i s c u s s e d  t h i s  
problem a t  a l l  he  might w e l l  have e i t h e r  argued w i t h  
Strawson t h a t  it w a s  a pseudo-problem o r  t r i e d  w i t h  
Reichenbach t o  j u s t i f y  i n d u c t i o n  p r a g m a t i c a l l y .  I f  t h i s  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  c o r r e c t ,  w e  must conclude t h a t  t h e  t r a d -  
i t i o n a l  view of Hume as a s c e p t i c a l  p h i l o s o p h e r  who den ied  
t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e s  i s  f a l s e  t o  t h e  
p o i n t  of  b e i n g  a mere f a b r i c a t i o n .  

They c l a i m  t h a t  Hume neve r  g rapp led  
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I s h a l l  a n a l y s e  h e r e  some of  t h e  arguments advanoed 
by Beauchamp and Mappes i n  o r d e r  t o  expose some o f  t h e i r  
weak p o i n t s .  I s h a l l  try t o  show t h a t  however r e v o l u t i o n -  
a r y  t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  it i s  o n l y  a would-be r e v o l u t i o n .  
I f  I s t i l l  f i n d  it worthwhile  t o  d i s c u s s  it a t  l e n g t h ,  i t  
is  because  t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  - as e r roneous  as it i s  - 
raises a very i m p o r t a n t  q u e s t i o n  abou t .  t h e  c o n s i s t e n c y  of  
Hume's phi losophy.  My a i m  i s  n o t  merely t o  expose some o f  
t h e  v u l n e r a b l e  p o i n t s  of what I s h a l l  c a l l  t h e  " r e v o l u t i o n -  
a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n "  b u t  a l s o  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  fundamental  
q u e s t i o n  it raises. 

I1 

Beauchamp and Mappes a rgue  t h a t  it neve r  occur red  
t o  Hume t o  d i s p u t e  t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of  i n d u c t i o n .  H e  cou ld  
doubt  whether  c e r t a i n  i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e s  could p a s s  t h e  
test of  the e s t a b l i s h e d  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t a n d a r d s  o f  i n d u c t i v e  
r e a s o n i n g ,  b u t  t h e  " e x t e r n a l  problem" o f  t h e  j u s t i f i a b i l i t y  
o f  t h e  e n t i r e  i n s t i t u t i o n  of i n d u c t i v e  r eason ing  was neve r  
r a i s e d  by him. T h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  based on two k inds  
o f  arguments:  t h e  one, a g e n e r a l  argument, has  t o  do w i t h  
t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of Hume's phi losophy and t h e  o t h e r  w i t h  
t e x t u a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  



According t o  t h e  g e n e r a l  argument t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  
view t h a t  Hume doubted t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of the e m p i r i c a l -  
i n d u c t i v e  method is  incompatible  w i t h  well-known f a c t s  about  
Hume, such as h i s  use of t h i s  very method, o r  h i s  a s s e r t i o n  
t h a t  i t  was t h e  major innovat ion  of  t h e  Treatise.  " A r e  w e  
t o  b e l i e v e " ,  Beauchamp and Mappes ask ,  " t h a t  t h e  m o s t  i n f l u -  
e n t i a l  f i g u r e  i n  modern empir ic ism,  who wrote a T r e a t i s e  
us ing  t h e  e m p i r i c a l  method, b inds  h imsel f  t o  a procedure 
whose conclus ions  cannot  be given r a t i o n a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
of any kind?" 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  are of t w o  k inds :  on t h e  n e g a t i v e  s i d e  it is  
maintained t h a t  Hume s a i d  noth ing  which n e c e s s i t a t e s  t h e  
conclusion t h a t  he thought  t h e  e n t i r e  i n s t i t u t i o n  of  induct -  
i o n  r a t i o n a l l y  u n j u s t i f i a b l e ;  on t h e  p o s i t i v e  s ide it is  
argued t h a t  whenever Hume seems t o  q u e s t i o n  t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  
of i n d u c t i o n  he a c t u a l l y  q u e s t i o n s  t h e  r a t i o n a l i s t i c  view, 
accord ing  t o  which a t  least  some c a u s a l  i n f e r e n c e s 4  a r e  
demonstrat ive i n f e r e n c e s .  H u m e ' s  a t t a c k  on human reason 
i n  t h e s e  p l a c e s  i s  b u t  an attack on t h e  a p r i o r i - r a t i o n a l -  
i s t i c  concept ion  of r e a ~ o n . ~  
employs t h e  t e r m  ' r e a s o n '  i n  a wider  s e n s e ,  which i n c l u d e s  
what he  ca l l s  "experimental  reasoning" , he  never  does so 
whenever he  a t t a c k s  o t h e r  views concerning i n d u c t i o n .  What 
he  contends f o r  i n  t h e s e  p l a c e s ,  according t o  Beauchamp and 
Mappes, i s  t h a t  i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e s  l a c k  t h e  l o g i c a l  
n e c e s s i t y  which c h a r a c t e r i z e s  demonst ra t ive  i n f e r e n c e s .  
Consequently,  Hume was a s c e p t i c ,  b u t  of  a l i m i t e d  kind:  
Hume's " s c e p t i c a l  doubts  c e n t e r  s o l e l y  on the  scope and 
powers of  the understanding ( t h e  f a c u l t y  of a p r i o r i  reason-  
i n g )  , n o t  on t h e  j u s t i f i a b i l i t y  of  i n d u c t i v e  reasoning".  

3 

The t e x t u a l  underpinnings of t h e  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  

And al though he s o m e t i m e s  

6 

Since  I would l i k e  t o  d i s c u s s  mainly t h e  g e n e r a l  
argument advanced by Beauchamp and Mappes, I s h a l l  say  only  
a few words concerning t h e  t e x t u a l  evidence they  o f f e r .  
Although i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  Hume o f t e n  s a y s  c a u s a l  i n f e r e n c e s  
cannot  be based on demonst ra t ive  reasoning ,  it is  simply 
u n t r u e  t h a t  t h i s  is a l l  h e  s a i d  on t h i s  i s s u e .  Even 
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Beauchamp and Mappes admit  t h a t  i n  t w o  p l a c e s  Hume's words 
a r e  incompa t ib l e  w i t h  t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  H i s  words i n  

t h e s e  p l a c e s  make cleaE t h a t  no r eason  - n o t  even an empir i -  
cal  r e a s o n  - cou ld  e x p l a i n  why p r e d i c t i o n s  based i n d u c t i v e l y  
on p a s t  e x p e r i e n c e  shou ld  be p r e f e r r e d  t o  p r e d i c t i o n s  which 

are n o t  so based.  Beauchamp and Mappes c la im t h a t  t h e s e  
two p l a c e s  a r e  anomalous i n  H u m e ' s  w r i t i n g s  and they  empha- 
s i z e  t h a t  " t h e y  bo th  appear  i n  t h e  e a r l y ,  and s e l f -  
confes sed ly  brushwork o f  the T r e a t i s e " .  But t h i s  c l a i m  
i s  n o t  t r u e .  One can f i n d  s i m i l a r  remarks i n  Hume's o the r ,  
mature ,  works. H e  s a y s f  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  i n  t h e  conc lus ion  of  
the E n q u i r i e s ,  "we canno t  g i v e  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  reason ,  why 
we b e l i e v e ,  a f t e r  a thousand e x p e r i m e n t s ,  t h a t  a s t o n e  w i l l  
f a l l ,  or  f i r e  burn.Ir7 

r e f e r s  h e r e  t o  t h e  absence o f  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  reason of any 
k ind .  H i s  obv ious ly  s c e p t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  h e r e  is  n o t  
d i r e c t e d  a t  t h e  r a t i o n a l i s t i c  concep t ion  of  c a u s a l  i n f e r -  
e n c e s  b u t  a t  any a t t e m p t  t o  j u s t i f y  t h e s e  i n f e r e n c e s .  

The c o n t e x t  makes c l e a r  t h a t  Hume 

I n t e r e s t i n g l y  enough n o t  even Beauchamp and 
Mappes deny t h a t  Hume s e v e r a l  t i m e s  raises t h e  problem of  
j u s t i f y i n g  t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  f u t u r e  w i l l  be conform- 
able t o  t h e  p a s t .  They a l s o  admit t h a t  Hume's a t t i t u d e  
towards t h i s  assumption is  s c e p t i c a l .  But they c l a i m  
t h a t  h e r e  "Hume is merely a r g u i n g  t h a t  t h i s  assumption i s  
unwarranted,  n o t  t h a t  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n  of  i n d u c t i o n  is un- 

war ran ted" .  * 
a g a i n s t  t h i s  assumption i s  b u t  a p a r t  o f  h i s  a t t a c k  on 
r a t i o n a l i s m .  R a t i o n a l i s t s  must assume t h a t  t h e  f u t u r e  is  
conformable t o  t h e  p a s t  i n  o r d e r  t o  ground t h e i r  view t h a t  
c a u s a l  i n f e r e n c e s  can begdrawn w i t h  t h e  f o r c e  of  l o g i c a l  
n e c e s s i t y .  Hume c o n t e s t s  t h i s  view, a rgu ing  t h a t  t h e  
assumption o f  t h e  u n i f o r m i t y  o f  n a t u r e  on which it i s  based 
canno t  be r a t i o n a l l y  j u s t i f i e d .  

They ma in ta in  t h a t  h i s  s c e p t i c a l  argument 

But t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  Hume's words i s  
ex t r eme ly  s t r a i n e d .  What Hume s a y s  is  r a t h e r  t h a t  t h e  
u n i f o r m i t y  o f  n a t u r e  assumption i s  impl i ed  i n  any s t u d y  o f  

causes  and e f f e c t s ;  i t  i s  n o t  s p e c i f i c  t o  t h e  r a t i o n a l i s t i c  
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view of causa l  r e l a t i o n .  Hume's scept ic i sm about t h i s  
t h e s i s  i s  p a r t  of h i s  o v e r a l l  s c e p t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  t o  human 
reason. 

I n  order  t o  s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h e  claim t h a t  here ,  a s  
elsewhere,  Hume's scept ic i sm i s  n o t  j u s t  d i r e c t e d  a t  t h e  
r a t i o n a l i s t s '  conception of reason, t h e  c i t i n g  of  one 
important f a c t ,  which s e e m s  t o  have been overlooked by 
Beauchamp and Mappes, is  s u f f i c i e n t .  I t  i s  ev ident  t h a t  
Hume was perplexed t o  the  p o i n t  of despa i r  by t h e  s c e p t i c a l '  
conclusions he was dr iven to:  

The i n t e n s e  view o f  t h e s e  manifold c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  
and i m p e r f e c t i o n s  i n  human reason has so  wrought 
upon me, and heated m y  b r a i n ,  t h a t  I am ready t o  
r e j e c t  a l l  b e l i e f  and reason ing ,  and can look 
upon no op in ion  even a s  more probable  or l i k e l y  
t han  ano ther .  Where am I ,  or what? From what 
causes  d o  I d e r i v e  my e x i s t e n c e ,  and t o  what 
c o n d i t i o n  s h a l l  I r e t u r n ?  Whose favour  s h a l l  I 
c o u r t ,  and whose anger must I dread? What b e i n g s  
surround me? and on whom have I any i n f l u e n c e ,  or 
who have any i n f l u e n c e  on me? I am confounded 
w i t h  a l l  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s ;  and b e g i n  t o  fancy  
myse l f  i n  t h e  most dep lorab le  c o n d i t i o n  imagin-  
a b l e ,  e n v i r o n ' d  w i t h  t h e  deepes t  darkness ,  and 
u t t e r l y  d e p r i v ' d  of t h e  u s e  o f  e v e r y  member and 
f a c u l t y  . 
It i s  c l e a r  then t h a t  a t  l e a s t  a t  some s t a g e  i n  

9 

h i s  l i f e ,  Hume's a t t i t u d e  t o  h i s  f a c t u a l  b e l i e f s ,  inc luding ,  
of course,  those based inductively,  on p a s t  experience,  was 
s c e p t i c a l .  Otherwise t h i s  t e x t  makes no sense.  Were t h e  
revolu t ionary  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  c o r r e c t ,  t h a t  is ,  d id  Hume 
never d i spu te  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  empir ical- induct ive 
method, h i s  "dep lorab le  c o n d i t i o n f '  would be a r idd le .  Af t e r  
a l l ,  t he  impotency of t h e  r a t i o n a l i s t ' s  a p r i o r i  reason 
cannot be very deplorable  f o r  a person who be l i eves  t h a t  
p a s t  experience i s  a f i rm and c red ib l e  source of information 
about t he  world. One should a l s o  bear  i n  mind t h a t  Hume 
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d i d  n o t  d e s p a i r  for long:  

Most f o r t u n a t e l y  it happens ,  t h a t  s i n c e  r e a s o n  
i s  i n c a p a b l e  o f  d i s p e l l i n g  t h e s e  c l o u d s ,  Nature  
h e r s e l f  s u f f i c e s  t o  t h a t  p u r p o s e ,  and c u r e s  me 
o f  t h i s  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  melancholy  and d e l i r i u m ,  
e i t h e r  by r e l a x i n g  t h i s  b e n t  of mind, o r  by some 
a v o c a t i o n ,  and l i v e l y  i m p r e s s i o n  of my s e n s e s ,  
which  o b l i t e r a t e  a l l  t h e s e  ch imeras .  I d i n e ,  
I p l a y  a game o f  back-gammon, I c o n v e r s e ,  and 
am merry w i t h  my f r i e n d s ;  and when, a f t e r  
t h r e e  or f o u r  hours '  amusement, I wou'd r e t u r n  
t o  t h e s e  s p e c u l a t i o n s ,  t h e y  appear  so c o l d ,  and 
s t r a i n ' d ,  and r i d i c u l o u s ,  t h a t  I cannot  f i n d  i n  
my h e a r t  t o  e n t e r  i n t o  them any f a r t h e r .  
How d i d  Hume r i d  h imse l f  of t h e  s e n s e  of d e s p a i r  

10 

t o  which s c e p t i c i s m  drove him? Was it t h e  c o n v i c t i o n  t h a t  
t h e  i n d u c t i v e - e m p i r i c a l  method i s  immune t o  s c e p t i c a l  argu- 
ments which worked t h i s  change i n  him? Of cour se  n o t .  H e  

d i d  n o t  conclude ( l i k e  Desca r t e s )  t h a t  s c e p t i c i s m  w a s  
unwarranted;  he was j u s t  compelled by n a t u r e  t o  d i s r e g a r d  
h i s  s c e p t i c a l  conc lus ion .  

Th i s  view of n a t u r e ' s  power i s  fo rmula t ed  else- 

Should  it here  be a s k ' d  me, whe ther  I s i n c e r e l y  
a s s e n t  t o  t h i s  argument ,  which  I seem t o  t a k e  
such  p a i n s  t o  i n c u l c a t e ,  and whe ther  I be r e a l l y  
one o f  t h o s e  s c e p t i c s ,  who h o l d  t h a t  a l l  i s  un- 
c e r t a i n ,  and t h a t  o u r  judgement  i s  n o t  i n  
t h i n g  p o s s e s t  of measures  o f  t r u t h  and 
f a l s e h o o d ;  I shou 'd  r e p l y ,  t h a t  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  
i s  e n t i r e l y  s u p e r f l u o u s ,  and t h a t  n e i t h e r  I ,  
nor any o t h e r  p e r s o n  was e v e r  s i n c e r e l y  and 
c o n s t a n t l y  of t h a t  o p i n i o n .  Na ture ,  by an 
a b s o l u t e  and w a c a t r o u l a b l e  n e c e s s i t y ,  has  
d e t e r m i n ' d  us t o  j udge  as  w e l l  a s  t o  b r e a t h e  
and f e e l .  8 

The q u e s t i o n  whether  w e  shou ld  use  i n d u c t i v e  

where i n  a more s y s t e m a t i c  way: 

11 
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i n f e r e n c e s  h a s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  no room i n  Hume's ph i lo sophy ,  
b u t  t h e  reason i s  n o t  t h a t  Hume b e l i e v e d  i n  the j u s t i f i a -  

b i l i t y  of  i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e s  - as Beauchamp and Mappes 
seem t o  t h i n k .  The reason i s  t h a t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  i m p l i e s  
f o r  Hume t h e  absurd assumption t h a t  w e  cou ld  s t o p  t h i n k i n g  
i n d u c t i v e l y .  I n  o t h e r  words,  i f  t h e  problem o f  i n d u c t i o n  
i s  understood as t h e  q u e s t i o n  whether  one can p rove  t h a t  
through i n d u c t i o n  w e  can r e a c h  t r u t h  or a t  l eas t  approximate 
it - H u m e  would say  no. But i f  by t h e  problem of i n d u c t i o n  
w e  a sk  whether  w e  shou ld  use  i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e s  - Hume 
would s a y  t h a t  such a q u e s t i o n  i s  unreasonable  s i n c e  w e  
cou ld  n o t  s t o p  u s i n g  them. W e  are i n f l u e n c e d  i n d u c t i v e l y  
by ou r  p a s t  expe r i ence  whether  o r  n o t  t h i s  i n f l u e n c e  i s  
r a t i o n a l .  

A c t u a l l y ,  Hume's polemics  w i t h  t h e  Pyr rhon ians  
( i n  t h e  conc lud ing  c h a p t e r  o f  t h e  f i r s t  E n q u i r i e s )  have t o  
do o n l y  w i t h  t h e  s u p p o s i t i o n  t h a t  one cou ld  conduct  o n e s e l f  
acco rd ing  t o  Pyrrhonian doubts .  H e  c e r t a i n l y  does n o t  
c o n t e s t  t h e i r  conc lus ion  t h a t  o u r  p i c t u r e  of  t h e  world 
canno t  be r a t i o n a l l y  j u s t i f i e d  (and t h e  c o n t e x t  makes c l e a r  
t h a t  t h i s  p i c t u r e  i n c l u d e s  n o t  on ly  b e l i e f s  o f  t h e  r a t i o n a l -  
i s t i c  v a r i e t y ,  b u t  e m p i r i c a l  b e l i e f s  based on i n d u c t i v e  
i n f e r e n c e s  a s  w e l l ) .  And i f  t h e  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  i n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n  is  c o r r e c t ,  why a i d  Hume n o t  u se  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  
t o  r e f u t e  t h e  Pyr rhon ians '  conc lus ion  a l t o g e t h e r ,  and j u s t i f y  
t h e  e m p i r i c a l - i n d u c t i v e  method? 

The on ly  d i f f e r e n c e  between Hume's s c e p t i c i s m  and 
Pyrrhonian s c e p t i c i s m  as it emerges from t h e  f i n a l  c h a p t e r  
o f  t h e  f i r s t  E n q u i r i e s ,  is  t h a t  f o r  t h e  Pyr rhon ians  s c e p t i c -  
i s m  s e r v e d  as a basis f o r  a way of l i f e , 1 2  whereas f o r  Hume 
it was a barrel1 t h e o r e t i c a l  conc lus ion  which, though 
u n r e f u t a b l e ,  could n o t  y i e l d  a real  i n f l u e n c e  on o u r  thoughts 
and l i f e .  

A P y r r h o n i a n  c a n n o t  e x p e c t ,  t h a t  h i s  p h i l o s o p h y  
w i l l  have  any c o n s t a n t  i n f l u e n c e  on t h e  m i n d :  o r  
i f  i t  h a d ,  t h a t  i t s  i n f l u e n c e  w o u l d  b e  b e n e f i -  
c i a l . . .  Though a P y r r h o n i a n  may t h r o w  h i m s e l f  o r  
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o t h e r s  i n t o  a momentary amazement and c o n f u s i o n  
by h i s  p ro found  r e a s o n i n g s ;  t h e  f i r s t  and most 
t r i v i a l  e v e n t  i n  l i f e  w i l t  p u t  t o  f l i g h t  a l l  h i s  
d o u b t s  and s c r u p l e s  . . .  He w i l l  be  t h e  f i r s t  t o  
j o i n  i n  t h e  laugh  a g a i n s t  h i m s e l f ,  and t o  c o n f e s s ,  
t h a t  a l l  h i s  o b j e c t i o n s  are  mere amusement, and 
can have no o t h e r  t endency  t h a n  t o  show t h e  
wh ims ica l  c o n d i t i o n  of mankind, who must  a c t  and 
r e a s o n  and b e l i e v e ;  t hough  t h e y  are  n o t  a b l e . . .  
t o  s a t i s f y  t h e m s e l v e s  concern ing  t h e  f o u n d a t i o n s  
of t h e s e  o p e r a t i o n s ,  o r  t o  remove t h e  o b j e c t i o n s ,  
which  may be r a i s e d  a g a i n s t  them. 
Now it  i s  q u i t e  t r u e  t h a t  Hume i s  h e r e  t a l k i n g  
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abou t  t h e  Pyr rhon ian ,  y e t  b e a r i n g  i n  mind t h e  above quo ted  
pa rag raph  from t h e  T r e a t i s e ,  where he d e s c r i b e d  h i s  
" d e p l o r a b l e  c o n d i t i o n "  and t h e  way he r i d  h imse l f  of d e s p a i r ,  
it seems t o  m e  q u i t e  obvious t h a t  h e  i s  a l s o  t a l k i n g  about  
h i m s e l f  a s  a s c e p t i c .  Hume's words c e r t a i n l y  do n o t  f i t  i n  
w i t h  Beauchamp and Mappes' r e v o l u t i o n a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
H e  e x p l i c i t l y  s a y s  t h a t  one canno t  remove t h e  o b j e c t i o n s  

a g a i n s t  the founda t ions  of  o u r  r eason ,  and it would be  pre-  
p o s t e r o u s  i n  t h i s  c o n t e x t  t o  c o n f i n e  "reason" t o  a p r i o r i  

r ea son .  

I11 

We may now t u r n  t o  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  g e n e r a l  
argument on which t h e  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is  based. 
According t o  t h i s  argument i f  w e  s u b s c r i b e  t o  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  
view of  Hume's phi losophy w e  must assume it t o  be s e l f -  
c o n t r a d i c t o r y  t o  a degree  which makes t h i s  view p r e p o s t e r o u s  
A r e  w e  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  a g r e a t  p h i l o s o p h e r  would announce 
a t  t h e  opening of h i s  major work t h a t  h i s  most impor t an t  
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  i n n o v a t i o n  is  grounding t h e  ' s c i e n c e  o f  man 1 

on t h e  e m p i r i c a l  method and y e t  ma in ta in  i n  t h e  self-same 
work t h a t  t h e  e m p i r i c a l  method cannot  be j u s t i f i e d  on 
r a t i o n a l  grounds? The a t t a c k  on t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  i n t e r -  
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p r e t a t i o n  i s  based then on a reduct io  ad absurdum: i f  t h i s  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  leads us t o  the  absurd conclusion t h a t  Hume 
was a schizophrenic  phi losopher  - a s c e p t i c  and a non- 
s c e p t i c  a t  t he  same t i m e  - then i t  could no t  be co r rec t .  

We should keep i n  mind, f i r s t ,  t h a t  Hume’s  con- 
temporaries have already contended t h a t  h i s  scept ic i sm i s  
incompatible with h i s  cons t ruc t ive  philosophy. l4 

claim was d i r e c t e d  a t  Hume, whereas Beauchamp and Mappes 
use t h e  same claim t o  undermine the  t r a d i t i o n a l  i n t e r p r e -  
t a t i o n  of Hume’s philosophy. They impute incons is tency  t o  
Hume scho la r s ,  r a t h e r  than t o  Hume. Secondly, n o t  only d i d  
Hume know of t h i s  claim, he a c t u a l l y  responded t o  it 
i n d i r e c t l y  i n  seve ra l  p laces .  This i s  an important  p o i n t  
f o r  u s ,  s i n c e  obviously Hume’s response might s e rve  as  t h e  
c r u c i a l  t es t  f o r  t h e  revolu t ionary  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  I f  t h i s  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  c o r r e c t  and the  only way t o  rebuff  t h i s  
c la im of inconsis tency i s  by suggest ing t h a t  Hume never 
doubted the  r a t i o n a l i t y  of induct ion ,  Hume should have re- 
t o r t e d :  “You, my cr i t ics ,  f a i l e d  t o  understand me .  I have 
never doubted the  r a t i o n a l i t y  of induct ion;  a l l  I meant was 
t o  ques t ion  the  demons t r a t ive - r a t iona l i s t i c  view of  induct ive  
inferences“ .  But t h i s ,  as  I s h a l l  show, was no t  Hume’s 
answer t o  h i s  c r i t i c s .  

But t h i s  

That Hume was w e l l  aware of t h e  charge of  incon- 

T o  whatever  l e n g t h  anyone may push h i s  s p e c u l a t i v e  
p r i n c i p l e s  of s c e p t i c i s m ,  he must a c t ,  I o m ,  and 
l i v e ,  and converse l i k e  o t h e r  men; and for t h i s  
conduct he i s  n o t  o b l i g e d  t o  g i v e  any o t h e r  reason, 
t han  t h e  a b s o l u t e  n e c e s s i t y  he l i e s  under o f  s o  
doing.  I f  he e v e r  c a r r i e s  h i s  s p e c u l a t i o n s  
f a r t h e r  than t h i s  n e c e s s i t y  c o n s t r a i n s  him, and 
p h i l o s o p h i s e s ,  e i t h e r  on n a t u r a l  o r  moral s u b j e c t s ,  
he i s  a l l u r e d  by a c e r t a i n  p l e a s u r e  and s a t i s -  
f a c t i o n ,  which he f i n d s  i n  empZoying h i m s e l f  
a f t e r  t h a t  manner. He c o n s i d e r s  b e s i d e s ,  t h a t  
every  one,  even i n  common l i f e ,  i s  c o n s t r a i n e d  t o  

s i s t ency  is  seen already i n  t h e  Dialogues: 
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have more or l e s s  of t h i s  ph i lo sophy ;  t h a t  from 
our e a r l i e s t  i n f a n c y  we make c o n t i n u a l  advances 
i n  forming more genera l  p r i n c i p l e s  of conduct and 
reasoning ... t h a t  what we c a l l  ph i lo sophy  i s  
no th ing  b u t  a more r e g u l a r  and methodical  o p e r a t i o n  
of t h e  same k ind .  To p h i l o s o p h i s e  on such sub- 
j e c t s  i s  n o t h i n g  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from 
reasoning on common l i f e .  
These words express  Cleanthest views and it may be 
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argued t h a t  Hume, who d id  n o t  appear i n  the  Dialogues, was 

n o t  of t h e  same mind. But the  Enquir ies  repea t  t he  same 
view i n  d i f f e r e n t  words. Nothing,  b u t  t h e  s t rong  power 
of n a t u r a l  i n s t i n c t ,  he says ,  can f r e e  us from t h e  f o r c e  of 
t h e  Pyrrhonian doubt.  Those who have p r o p e n s i t y  t o  
p h i l o s o p h y ,  w i l l  s t i l l  con t inue  t h e i r  r e searches ;  because 
t h e y  r e f l e c t ,  t h a t ,  b e s i d e s  t h e  immediate p l e a s u r e ,  a t t e n d -  
i n g  such an occupa t ion ,  p h i l o s p h i c a l  d e c i s i o n s  are no th ing  
b u t  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n s  of common L i f e ,  methodized and c o r r e c t -  
ed.  16 

Again, although Hume does n o t  mention himself 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n  these  passages,  t h e  context  makes c l e a r  t h a t  
t h e  ques t ion  discussed here  app l i e s  no t  only t o  the  Pyrrhon- 
i a n  b u t  t o  him as  w e l l .  This ques t ion ,  d i r ec t ed  a t  Hume, 
could be framed as  follows : "Even i f  you, M r .  Hume, could 
no t  s t o p  using induct ive  inferences  i n  ypur everyday l i f e  
( s i n c e  na ture  determined you t o  judge, a s  w e l l  a s  t o  brea the  
and f e e l ) ,  
i nves t iga t ions  i n t o  t h e  sc ience  of  man s ince  they depend on 
t h e  empir ical- induct ive method t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of which you 
yourse l f  quest ion.  One could n o t  demand t h a t  you s top  
doing what you could no t  s top  doing, t h a t  i s ,  using induct ive  
in fe rences ,  bu t  one could c e r t a i n l y  demand i n  t h e  name of 
consis tency t h a t  you s t o p  doing t h a t  which you could,  
namely, complex phi losophica l  researches  based on doubtful  
induct ive  inferences" .  (One should keep i n  mind t h a t  f o r  
Hume "philosophy" embraced both n a t u r a l  and moral sub jec t s ,  
t he  l a t t e r  inc luding  every branch of t h e  ' sc ience  of man' 

you could a t  l e a s t  s t o p  your phi losophica l  
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inc luding  today ' s  psychology, sociology,  etc. ) . 
I f  t h i s  indeed is the  quest ion Hume grapples  with 

i n  t h e  above quoted passages,  it is much t h e  same ques t ion  
r a i sed  both by Hume's t r a d i t i o n a l  cri t ics and by t h e i r  
c r i t i cs  i n  turn :  namely, the ques t ion  whether H u m e  t h e  
s c e p t i c  can be reconci led  wi th  Hume t h e  cons t ruc t ive  
philosopher.  

ary i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Because phi losophica l  i nves t iga t ions  
cannot be r a t i o n a l l y  grounded, there is  no reason,  according 
t o  H u m e ,  t o  give them up. H e  says ,  f i r s t ,  t h a t  he goes on 
phi losophizing although he could s t o p  phi losophizing i n  
s p i t e  of t he  f a c t  t h a t  it i s  based on a method which cannot 
be given r a t i o n a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  because phi losophizing g ives  
him pleasure.  This i s  an i n t e r e s t i n g  answer, but  it holds  
only f o r  David Hume or f o r  those  whose mental make-up i s  
s imi l a r .  Secondly, and t h i s  i s  our  main i s s u e ,  philosophy 
a s  Hume sees it has no method of i t s  own ( a s  P l a t o  o r  
Spinoza, f o r  example, be l ieved)  ; philosophy i s  d i f f e r e n t  
from common sense only i n  t h a t  i t  is developed more carefu l ly  
and sys temat ica l ly .  B u t  t h e  b a s i c  p r i n c i p l e s  and s tandards  
of philosophy are  i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  commonplace cons idera t ions  
of everyday l i f e .  Hum@ would say t h a t  h i s  ph i losophica l  
t heo r i e s  a re  t o  be judged by t h e  same s tandards  by.which 
people allow o r  disal low any claim i n  t h e i r  everyday l i f e .  
I t  i s  a b r u t e  f a c t  t h a t  w e  cannot give up these s tandards  
and i f  w e  wish t o  be cons i s t en t ,  w e  cannot c r i t i c i z e  those  
who apply these  s tandards  i n  t h e i r  ph i losophica l  work. 

analyse o r  eva lua te  t h i s  view of philosophy; s t i l l ,  it can 
account f o r  a r a t h e r  s t r ange  f a c t ,  remarked a l s o  by Beauchamp 
and Mappes. A few chapters  a f t e r  H u m e  p resented  h i s  
s c e p t i c a l  pos i t i on  concerning causa l  in ferences ,  he lists 
t h e  methodological r u l e s  by w h i c h  to j u d g e  of causes and 
effects .  l7 Hume says t h a t  by these  r u l e s  w e  may judge 
which causa l  in ferences  a r e  warranted and which a r e  un- 
warranted and d i s t ingu i sh  sound s c i e n t i f i c  t heo r i e s  from 

mere s u p e r s t i t u t i o n .  On the  face  of it t h i s  f a c t  is  

H u m e ' s  answer does no t  f i t  i n  with t h e  revolut ion-  

I t  i s  no t  within t h e  scope of t h e  p re sen t  paper t o  
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incompatible wi th  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  view t h a t  H u m e  was scep t i -  
c a l  about causa l  in ferences .  W e  may circumvent t h i s  
conclusion by a more ca re fu l  reading of H u m e ' s  words. 

reached those methodological r u l e s  by which w e  should 
Hume nowhere t e l l s  us how and on what grounds he 

r e g u l a t e  our judgements  c o n c e r n i n g  c a u s e s  and e f f e c t s .  
He only t e l l s  us: t h e s e  r u l e s  a r e  formed on t h e  n a t u r e  q f  
o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  and on our  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  i t s  o p e r a t i o n s  
i n  t h e  judgements  we form c o n c e r n i n g  o b j e c t s .  l8 

phrase i s  very vague. What could he mean by saying t h a t  
these  r u l e s  a r e  formed on t h e  na ture  and opera t ions  of our  
understanding? W e  should bear  i n  mind t h a t  H u m e  o f t en  
uses  "understanding" i n  a p e c u l i a r  sense of h i s  own. When 
he speaks,  f o r  ins tance ,  about t h e  need t o  "adhere t o  the  
understanding ," he immediately adds t h a t  by "understanding" 
he means t h e  g e n e r a l  and more e s t a b l i s h ' d  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  
t h e  i m a g i n a t i o n .  I f  he uses "understanding" i n  the  same 

sense i n  t h e  above quoted passage w e  could read it as  follcws: 
t h e  judgements people form by t h e i r  understanding a r e  t h e  
judgements t h a t  the  genera l  and e s t ab l i shed  p rope r t i e s  of 
t he  imagination make them form;20 and the  r u l e s  by which 
w e  should judge causes and e f f e c t s  a r e  formed on the  b a s i s  
of these  judgements. I n  o the r  words: these r u l e s  a r e  
formed on t h e  b a s i s  of those  b e l i e f s  and inferences  which 
w e  a r e  predisposed t o  make when t h i s  pred ispos i t ion  i s  
"general"  and "es tab l i shed .  " These i n s t i n c t i v e  b e l i e f s  
and inferences  funct ion as  s tandards according t o  which 
Hume's methodological r u l e s  a re  formed. The v a l i d i t y  of 
t h e  r u l e s  dependmwhether  they conform t o  our i n s t i n c t i v e  
b e l i e f s  and inferences .  Now it i s  t r u e  t h a t  Hume the  
s c e p t i c  attempted t o  demonstrate t h a t  our  causa l  in ferences  
cannot be given r a t i o n a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  But s ince  he 
thought t h a t  these  inferences  a re  unavoidable , he r e l i n -  
quished t h e  s c e p t i c a l  po in t  of view and took t h e  v a l i d i t y  
of  t hese  inferences  f o r  granted. 

This s h i f t  i n  H u m e ' s  po in t  of view, of which he 
was w e l l  aware, a l s o  manifested i t s e l f  i n  h i s  a t t i t u d e s  on 

The l a s t  
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t h e  ex is tence  of t h e  ex te rna l  world. A s  i s  known, H u m e  
thought t h a t  one cannot prove t h a t  t he re  is  an e x t e r n a l  
world beyond the  sub jec t ive  world of impressions and ideas .  
Y e t  Hume appears n e i t h e r  i n  h i s  everyday l i f e  nor  i n  h i s  
' sc ience  of man' as  someone who d isbe l ieves  the  ex is tence  
of the  ex te rna l  world. H i s  T r e a t i s e  i s  a t r e a t i s e  of 
human na tu re ,  and n o t  a t r e a t i s e  of t h e  sub jec t ive ,  solipsist 
nature  of David Hume. Now Hume was w e l l  aware of t h i s  a s  
i s  c l e a r  from h i s  c la im t h a t  t h e  s c e p t i c  

must a s s e n t  t o  t h e  p r i n c i p t e  concerning t h e  
e x i s t e n c e  o f  body, t h o '  he cannot p re t end  by 
any arguments of ph i tosophy  t o  ma in ta in  i t s  
v e r a c i t y .  Nature has n o t  t e f t  t h i s  t o  h i s  
cho ice  ... We may w e l t  a s k ,  What causes  
induce  u s  t o  b e t i e v e  i n  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of bodg? 
b u t  ' t i s  i n  v a i n  t o  a s k ,  Whether t h e r e  be body 
o r  n o t ?  That  i s  a p o i n t ,  which we must t a k e  
f o r  granted i n  a t 2  o u r  reason ings .  
Although Hume himself t r i e d  t o  prove t h a t  t he  

2 1  

b e l i e f  i n  an e x t e r n a l  world cannot be r a t i o n a l l y  j u s t i f i e d ,  
he took t h e  t r u t h  of t h i s  b e l i e f  f o r  granted i n  a l l  h i s  
reasoning. I s n ' t  h i s  a t t i t u d e  t o  induct ion q u i t e  s imi l a r?  
The f a c t  t h a t  H u m e  r e l i e d  upon induct ive  inferences  i n  h i s  
' s c i ence  of man' and obviously took them f o r  granted does 
n o t  prove then t h a t  he never doubted t h e i r  r a t i o n a l i t y ;  
only proves t h a t  Hume was unwi l l ing  t o  d is regard  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  he ,  l i k e  everyone e lse ,  made such inferences  i n s t i n c t -  
i ve ly  every moment of h i s  l i f e  and t h a t  he could n o t  s t o p  
doing so. What Hume thought he should do a s  a phi losopher  
was t o  t r y  t o  uncover and systematize t h e  s tandards i m p l i c i t  
i n  these  inferences  and then apply them i n  t h e  var ious 
branches of t he  ' sc ience of man. 

it 

A f u r t h e r  ana lys i s  of Hurne's pos i t i on  i s  ou t s ide  
t h e  scope of t h i s  paper. I d id  n o t  in tend  t o  cover a l l  i ts  
aspec ts .  Nei ther  d i d  I in t end  t o  defend it from cr i t ic ism.  
The aim of t h i s  paper was t o  r e f u t e  t h e  t h e s i s  t h a t  it i s  

impossible t h a t  Hume was both a s c e p t i c  and a cons t ruc t ive  
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phi losopher .  Hume has a more complex philosophy than 
Beauchamp and Mappes r e a l i z e .  A s  I showed, n o t  only was 
Hume aware of  the  d u a l i t y  i n  h i s  philosophy, he a l s o  t r i e d  
t o  expla in  and j u s t i f y  it. Hume would a l s o  probably say 
t h a t  every phi losopher  should be prompted by t h i s  kind of  

dualism: he should quest ion t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of induct ive  
inferences  and then r e l inqu i sh  t h i s  doubt,  t ak ing  c e r t a i n ,  
b e l i e f s  and inferences  f o r  granted. One can d i s s e n t  from 

Hume's view on t h i s  po in t  bu t  no philosopher s tudying Hume . 
can d i s r ega rd  it. 
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T. Beauchamp and T. Mappes, "Is Hume Really a Scep t i c  
About Induct ion?" American Phi losophica l  Q u a r t e r l y ,  
1 2  (Apr i l ,  19751, 119-  

I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  t h a t  D. Stove i n  P r o b a b i l i t  
and Hume's Induct ive Scept ic ism (Oxford: d 
Press, 1973) a l s o  depar t s  from t r a d i t i o n a l  i n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n ,  though not  t o  the  e x t e n t  Beauchamp and Mappes 
do. I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  Popper, Von Wright and o t h e r s ,  
Stove argues t h a t  it d id  no t  occur t o  Hume t h a t  induct- 
ion  may be given a p r o b a b i l i s t i c  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  
According t o  Stove, H u m e  wrongly supposed t h a t  i f  
induct ive  inferences  a r e  i n v a l i d  (G. , t h e i r  conclusions 
do no t  follow necessa r i ly  from t h e  premises) then they 
a r e  not  r a t i o n a l .  I cannot here  e n t e r  i n t o  a d e t a i l e d  
d iscuss ion  of Stove 's  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  bu t  it i s  note- 
worthy t h a t  Stove, t oo ,  d id  no t  dream of doubting t h a t  
Hume quest ioned t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of induct ive  inferences .  
Y e t  t h i s  revolu t ionary  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  gaining ground. 
See, f o r  i n s t ance ,  Alex Michalos' review of S tove ' s  book 
i n  Phi loso  h i a  4 (1974) p. 378, w h e r e  Michalos supports  
Beauchamp ---+I--' an Mappes' i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

9. c&., p. 125. 

Hume a c t u a l l y  never used the  term. " induct ive  inference  ;" 
he used "causal  inference" ins tead .  Hume thought t h a t  
only by means of t h e  r e l a t i o n  of cause and e f f e c t  can 
w e  go b e y o n d  t h e  e v i d e n c e  of our memory and s e n s e s  
(Enquir ies  Concerning t h e  Human Understandinq, 
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ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1902) , 
par .  22 ) .  T h i s  i s ,  of . cou r se ,  an error, s i n c e  an 
i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e  i s  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  a c a u s a l  i n f e r -  
ence ,  , b u t  h e r e  I w i l l  f o l low Beauchamp and Mappes i n  
u s i n g  " i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e  " and " caus  a 1  i n f e r e n c e  " 
i n t e r c h a n g e a b l y  . 
op. c i t . ,  p. 122. 

I b i d . ,  P.  123. 

E n q u i r i e s ,  p a r .  130. 

%. c&., p.  123. 

- -  
- 

T r e a t i s e  on Human Na tu re ,  ed.  L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 19511, Bk. I ,  P t .  I V ,  sec. 7. Evi- 
dence o f  s i m i l a r  p s y c h o l o g i c a i  r e a c t i o n  t o  scepticism 
i s  found i n  Dialogues Concerning N a t u r a l  R e l i g i o n ,  
ed.  Kemw-Smith (London: Nelson. 1 9 4 7 ) .  D .  133. For . .  A -  

a compakson of .Humel s psycho log ica l  r e a c t i o n  t o  
s c e p t i c i s m  w i t h  t h a t  of o t h e r  s c e p t i c  p h i l o s o p h e r s ,  
see my Trends i n  t h e  H i s t o r y  o f  S c e p t i c i s m  ( Je rusa l em:  
The Magnes Press,  The Hebrew U n i v e r s i t y ,  1974) , 
pp. 28-32, 64-66 ( i n  Hebrew);. see a l s o  my "Nie t z sche  
on the S c e p t i c ' s  L i f e , "  Review o f  Metaphysics,  
X X I X  ( 1 9 7 6 )  , 532-537. 

I b i d .  

I b i d . ,  Bk.1, P t .  I V ,  sec. 1. 

- 
- 
Hume's d e s c r i p t i o n  of  t h e  Pyrrhonian p o s i t i o n  may be 
misleading.  The Pyrrhonian d i d ,  i ndeed ,  c o n s i d e r  t h e  
impact  of s c e p t i c i s m  on l i f e  t o  be g r e a t  - only th rough  
s c e p t i c i s m  could one r each  t r a n q u i l i t y  of  mind 
( A t a r a x i a ) .  But h e  c e r t a i n l y  d i d  n o t  demand t h a t  we 
g i v e  up i n  everyday l i f e  a l l  our e m p i r i c a l - i n d u c t i v e  
b e l i e f s .  The Pyrrhonian would have s h a r e d  Hume's 
b e l i e f  i n  t h e  unreasonableness  o f  such a demand, s i n c e  
he though t  t h a t  some e m p i r i c a l - i n d u c t i v e  b e l i e f s  a r e  
i n s t i n c t i v e  and i n e v i t a b l e .  On Hume's i n a c c u r a t e  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  t h e  Pyrrhonian p o s i t i o n  and t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  between Humean s c e p t i c i s m  and Pyrrhonism 
see my Trends i n  t h e  H i s t o r y  of  s c e p t i c i s m ,  pp. 59-66. 

E n q u i r i e s ,  pa r .  128. When Hume s a y s  t h a t  s c e p t i c a l  
arguments "produce no c o n v i c t i o n "  , h e  does n o t  mean t o  
say  t h a t  one could prove them unsound. E l s e  how cou ld  
w e  c o n s t r u e  t h e  immediately p r e c e d i n g  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  
of  s c e p t i c a l  arguments as arguments which "admit  no 
answer"? These arguments a r e  n o t  conv inc ing  f o r  Hume 
only because p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y  one could n o t  b e l i e v e  i n  
t h e i r  conc lus ions :  Their onZy effect is to c a u s e . . .  
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momentary amazement and i r r e s o l u t i o n . .  , (Enquir ies  , 
par .  1 2 2 ,  note  1.). 

See, f o r  ins tance ,  Thomas Reid, An Inquiry i n t o  t h e  
Human Mind (Edinburgh: 1764),  p. 25. 

Dialogues, (Kemp Smith ed.)  P a r t  I. 

Enquir ies ,  par.  130. 

T r e a t i s e ,  Bk. I ,  Pt. 111, sec. 15 .  

Ib id . ,  Bk. I ,  P t .  111, sec.  13 and passim. 

I b i d . ,  Bk. I ,  P t .  I V ,  s ec .  7. I am following here  
Passmore's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  h i s  H U m e ' s  I n t en t ions  . 

However the re  i s  much Passmore says about Hume's 
scept ic i sm t h a t  I do n o t  subscr ibe  to .  To mention 
one p o i n t  - I don ' t  th ink  t h a t  "Hume i s  c e r t a i n l y  
exaggerat ing t h e  ex ten t  of h i s  scepticism' '  (p.145) . 
On t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  s o l i d ,  permanent ,  and 
c o n s i s t e n t  p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  i m a g i n a t i o n ,  charac te r -  
i z i n g  sound empir ica l  b e l i e f s  , and those p r i n c i p l e s  
which however common, are  n e i t h e r  u n i v e r s a l  nor 
u n a v o i d a b l e ,  cha rac t e r i z ing  anc ien t  metaphysics and 
s u p e r s t i t i o n ,  see Trea t i s e ,  Bk. I ,  P t .  I V ,  sec. 4. 

I b id . ,  Bk. I ,  P t .  I V ,  sec. 2 .  

- 
- 
(Cambridge: The Universi ty  Press , 1952) P. 4 5 -  

- 


