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- HUME. by BARRY STROUD. Routledge & Kegan Paul ,  London,1977 

Pp. x i i  + 250.  d 7 . 5 0  

I n  t h i s ,  t h e  f i f t h  volume i n  t h e  series The Argu- 
ments of t h e  Ph i losophe r s  e d i t e d  by Ted Honderich, P ro fes so r  
S t roud  i s  impress ive ly  s u c c e s s f u l  i n  working o u t  a u n i f i e d  
and c o n s i s t e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of Hume's p h i l o s o p h i c a l  
w r i t i n y s .  
t h e  more d i f f i c u l t  t a s k  of  communicating wi th  beginners  
and Hume s c h o l a r s  a l i k e .  But  I was g radua l ly  convinced 
t h a t ,  a l though beg inne r s  have t o  work hard ,  t he  more det- 

ermined of them are w e l l  c a t e r e d  f o r  by t h e  clear, c a r e f u l  
e x p o s i t i o n  of c e n t r a l  m a t t e r s ,  and t h a t  the more e x p e r t  
w i l l  be  i n t e r e s t e d  t o  f i n d  t h i s  sometimes f a m i i i a r  material 
used i n  suppor t  of the t h e s i s  t h a t  Hume i s  t o  be under- 
s t o o d  as t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  s t u d e n t  o f  human n a t u r e  he claimed 
t o  be - n o t  fundamental ly  a s c e p t i c ,  no r  an advocate  of 
t h e  theo ry  o f  i d e a s  (which he  s imply took for .  greilt.ed) , 
and empha t i ca l ly  n o t  an a n a l y t i c a l  e m p i r i c i s t  b e f o r e  h i s  
t i m e .  

T o  beg in  w i t h  I though t  him less s u c c e s s f u l  i n  

Many w i l l  a g r e e  t h a t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  aad criticisms 
of  Hume o f t e n  go a s t r a y  by c o n s i d e r i n g  p a r t s  of h i s  work i n  
i s o l a t i o n  from one another .  I n  oppos i t i on  t o  t h i s ,  S t roud  
t r i e s  t o  be comprehensive; a l though ,  BS he acknowledges i n  
h i s  P r e f a c e ,  he  does n o t  manage t o  t a k e  i n t o  account, 
a b s o l u t e l y  eve ry th ing .  I t  i s ,  perhaps ,  most t o  be regretted 
t h a t  no space was found f o r  a c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of Hum's  
t r e a t m e n t  of  r e l i g i o n ,  s i n c e  it might w e l l  have a f fo rded  
c l u e s  t o  h i s  s t r a t e g i c  aims i n  phi losophy.  The n e g l e c t  of 
t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  w r i t i n g s  i s  probably  less s e r i o u s  , though it 
would be i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  r e a d  a d e t a i l e d  defence  of  S t roud ' s  
claim t h a t  h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  makes Hume's h i s t o r y  more o f  
a p i e c e  w i t h  t h e  rest of h i s  work than  i s  g e n e r a l l y  
supposed. 

a 

A f t e r  t h e  i n t r o d u c t o r y  chap te r  and a chap te r  g i v i n g  
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an admirable  account of t h e  theory  of i d e a s ,  t h e  fo l lowing  
main t o p i c s  are deal t  wi th :  c a u s a l i t y  and necessa ry  con- 
n e c t i o n  (111 and I V )  ; t h e  cont inued  and d i s t i n c t  e x i s t e n c e  
of bodies (V) : per sona l  i d e n t i t y  ( V I )  ; p r a c t i c a l  reason  
and m o r a l i t y  (VII - 1x1. Conclusions are summarised i n  
c h a p t e r  X. 

forward ' a  new theo ry  or v i s i o n '  o f  human n a t u r e ,  i n  which 
a s s o c i a t i o n  has  t h e  role t aken  by g r a v i t a t i o n  i n  Newtonian 
phys ics .  H o m e  t a k e s  for  g ran ted  a r a t h e r  simplistic ver- 
s i o n  of t h e  theo ry  of  ideas, h i s  problem b e i n g  t o  de termine  
what has  t o  be added i n  order t o  c o n s t r u c t  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  
account  of human n a t u r e .  He is a t t empt ing  t o  ex tend  
Hutcheson's t r ea tmen t  of a e s t h e t i c s  and m o r a l i t y  t o  a l l  
d i v i s i o n s  of human na tu re .  Acknowledgement is h e r e  made to 
Kemp Smith; co r robora t ion  of t h e  l a t te r ' s  c o n j e c t u r e  t h a t  
Hune's e thics  pre-dated h i s  epis temology i s  found i n  t h e  
f ac t  t h a t  i n  Treatise Bk.11 r eason ing  ( i n c l u d i n q  c a u s a l  
reasoning)  i s  opposed to pass ion ,  whereas i n  Bk.1 c a u s a l  
t h i n k i n g  is credited t o  imagina t ion  (pas s ion )  r a t h e r  t h a n  
t o  reason  (p.162 n o t e ) .  S t roud  la ter  (p.186) sees i n  
Kemp S m i t h ' s  c o n j e c t u r e  an  e x p l a n a t i o n  of t h e  ' c r u d i t y '  o f  
Hume's account  of moral judgments compared w i t h  h i s  treat- 
m n t  of c a u s a l  s t a t emen t s .  Th i s ,  as St roud  r ecogn i ses ,  
l eaves  unanswered the  q u e s t i o n  why t h e  r e l e v a n t  passages  
of t!!e second Enquiry w e r e  n o t  r e v i s e d  i n  t h e  l i g h t  of 
Treatise Bk. .I; 
deeply  i n t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  Treatise and 
t h e  Enqu i r i e s  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  well-packed book. 

Hume's a t tempt  t o  d i sc red i t  t r a d i t i o n a l  r a t i o n a l i s m  i n  i t s  
own terms is subord ina te  t o  h i s  p r o j e c t  of deve lop ing  a 
r a d i c a l l y  n a t u r a l i s t i c  account  of human n a t u r e .  The a i m  
is n o t  fundamental ly  s c e p t i c a l  ( though it seems t o  m e  h a r d  
t o  deny t h a t  Hume is a t  t i m e s  carried away); it is 
r a t h e r  t o  p repa re  t h e  way f o r  h i s  own views. There  are, 

The i n t r o d u c t i o n  emphasises  t h a t  Hume i s  p u t t i n g  

b u t  S t roud  can be fo rg iven  for n o t  going 

Another p o i n t  of emphasis i n  c h a p t e r  I i s  . t h a t  
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i n  f a c t ,  g e n e r a l l y  two phases  t o  Hume's procedure:  f i r s t  
an exposure of t h e  inadequacy of r a t i o n a l i s m ,  nex t  h i s  own 
p o s i t i v e  account .  
a r a t e l y  on t h e  n e g a t i v e  and p o s i t i v e  phases  of Hume's 
t r e a t m e n t  of c a u s a l i t y ,  d i v i d i n g  it between chap te r s  I11 

and IV, and t o  an extent tries t o  main ta in  t h e  same div-  
i s i o n  i n  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  o t h e r  t o p i c s .  

i s  i n  t h e  e m p i r i c a l  q u e s t i o n  how w e  make t h e  c a u s a l  i n f e r -  
ences  w e  do, r a t h e r  t h a n  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of ou r  i d e a  o f  
causa t ion .  H e  p o i n t s  o u t  t h e  d e f e c t s  of such ana lyses  as 
Hume o f f e r s  or assumes and t h e  f r equen t  c i r c u l a r i t y  of h i s  
arguments as p r e s e n t e d ,  b u t  main ta ins  t h a t  t h e s e  d e f e c t s  
n e i t h e r  s e r i o u s l y  obstruct Hume's c a r r y i n g  o u t  of h i s  own 
programmc nor  much reduce t h e  i n t e r e s t  of what he  has  t o  
say  f o r  u s  - whose i n t e re s t s  presumably are mainly a n a l y t i -  
c a l .  S t roud  d i s p u t c s  t h c  conimdn contcnti'on that, Ilumc makes 

e s s e n t i a l  use o f  t h e  r a t iona l i s t  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  arguments 
have t o  be e i t h e r  deduc t ive  or  d e f e c t i v e .  I remain of the 
op in ion  t h a t  t h i s  c o n t e n t i o n  is no t  groundless bu t  a l l  t h e  
same I thought  by t h e  cnd of t h c  choy tc r  t h a t  my undcr- 
s t a n d i n g  of what Hume might have supposed he was doing  w a s  
much improved. 

Chapter  I V  p r e s e n t s  Hume's p o s i t i v e  account  of how 
imagina t ion  ( c e r t a i n  n a t u r a l ,  p r i m i t i v e  d i s p o s i t i o n s  of 
t h e  mind) does what reason  cannot ,  i n  conduct ing  us from 
t h e  observed t o  f h e  unobserved. Hume aims t o  exp la in  why, 
g iven  A, B n o t  merely comes to  mind, b u t  is a c t u a l l y  
b e l i e v e d  t o  be  going  t o  occur .  H e  h imsel f  w a s  aware t h a t  
g r e a t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  s t o o d  i n  h i s  way; S t roud  e f f e c t i v e l y ,  
though n o t  unsympathe t ica l ly  , shows t h a t  they  cannot  be 
overcome i n  Humean terms. Hume's problems, l i k e  t h o s e  cif 
o t h e r s  s i n c e ,  d e r i v e  i n  S t r o u d ' s  op in ion  from a f a i l u r e  t o  
relate b e l i e f  t o  t h e  p a s s i o n s  and t h e  w i l l .  h u m ' s  theory  
of t h e  mind is too narrow t o  cope wi th  t h e  i n t e n t i o n a l  
c h a r a c t e r  of b e l i e f .  

Accordingly S t roud  'tries t o  comment sep- 

I n  c h a p t e r  I11 Stroud argues  t h a t  Hume's i n t e r e s t  
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Doubt is  also cast  on t h e  coherence of  t h e  Humean 
con ten t ion  t h a t  t h e  impress ion  cor responding  t o  t h e  i d e a  of 
necessary  connec t ion  belongs t o  r e f l e c t i o n  and a r i s e s  i n  
t h e  mind from repea ted  o b s e r v a t i o n  of  c o n s t a n t  conjunct ions.  
Hum wants t o  main ta in  t h a t  t h e  i d e a  of  necessa ry  connect-  
i o n ,  though it has  a s u b j e c t i v e  eource ,  i s  somehow pro- 
j e c t e d  on to  e x t e r n a l  r e a l i t y .  What h e  f a i l s  t o  e x p l a i n  i s .  
how t h e  i d e a  comes t o  p r e s e n t  i t s e l f  t o  us as  b e i n g  of an 
e x t e r n a l  r e a l i t y .  The t r o u b l e  d e r i v e s  from h i s  t end ing  t o  
c o l l a p s e  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  what t h e  i d e a  of  necessa ry  con- 
nec t ion  is i n t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  how w e  come by it, which 
makes him t h i n k  t h a t ,  s i n c e  t h e  i d e a  r e s u l t s  from t h e  oper- 
a t i o n s  of  o u r  mind, it must be o f  them. Chapter  V con- 
c ludes  by defending  Hume from t h e  charge  t h a t  c i r c u l a r i t y  
must be involved  i n  g i v i n g  a c a u s a l  t heo ry  o f  c a u s a t i o n ,  
bu t  by o b j e c t i n g  t h a t  h i s  t heo ry  is  compat ib le  w i t h  o u r  
founding any e x p e c t a t i o n s  whatever  on o u r  p a s t  exper ience .  

of H u i n e  , S t r o u d ' s  d i s c u s s i o n  of c a u s a t i o n  has  c o n s i d e r a b l e  
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  i n t e r e s t  i n  i t s  own r i g h t .  The same i s  t r u e  
i n  only  s l i g h t l y  lesser degree  of  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  
e x i s t e n c e  of bodies  and p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y  i n  c h a p t e r s  V 
and VI. The former prope r ly  emphasises  t h a t  Hume's quest ion 
i s  e n t i r e l y  what causes  us t o  b e l i e v e  i n  t h e  cont inued  and 
d i s t i n c t  e x i s t e n c e  of bod ies  - Hume n e i t h e r  q u e s t i o n i n g  n o r  
having  a'ny i n t e r e s t  i l z  t r y i n g  t o  j u s t i f y  t h e  b e l i e f .  S ince  
t h e  b e l i e f  does n o t  come from sense  or reason ,  it has  t o  be 
t h e  r e s u l t  of imagina t ion  working upon t h e  cons i s t ency  and 
coherence of  o u r  abse rva t ions .  There is ,  however, t h e  
d i f f i c u l t y  t h a t  Hunie's exp lana t ion  of how wo g c t  t h o  idcn  
of  t h e  i d e n t i t y  of o b j e c t s  through t i m e  p resupposes  t h a t  
we alrcncly have tho idca .  

Q u i t e  a p a r t  from i t s  m e r i t s  as an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

I n  c h a p t e r  V I  S t roud  c o n s i d e r s  Hume's d i s c u s s i o n  of 
pe r sona l  i d e n t i t y  t o  be on similar l i n e s  t o  t h a t  o f  body, 
though more pe r func to ry ,  and wi th  less e f f o r t  expended on 
t h e  c l e a r i n g  up of  o b s c u r i t i e s .  A t t e n t i o n  is focussed  on 



8 3 .  
what might be thought  s p e c i a l l y  problemat ic  about  pe r sona l  
i d e n t i t y ,  and on e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  o r i g i n  of t h e  d e s p a i r  con- 
f e s s e d  t o  by Hume i n  t h e  appendix.  Hume's concen t r a t ion  on 
second r a t h e r  t han  f i r s t  person  a t t r i b u t i o n s  of  i d e n t i t y  
i s  h e l d  t o  concea l  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  t h a t  w e  ne.ed t h e  no t ion  
o f  a s i n g l e  mind even t o  set up t h e  problem of  i d e n t i t y .  I n  
s p i t e  o f  t h i s ,  however, it is h e l d ' t o  be possible t o  defend 
Hume a g a i n s t  t h e  charge  of v i c i o u s  c i r c u l a r i t y  - a person 
does n o t  need t o  have an  idea cjf t h e  mind i n  o r d e r  t o  re- 
c e i v e  t h e  data  which lead him t o  the idea of himself  a s  
such a mind. Th i s  defence ,  however, as Hume perhaps saw i n  
t h e  appendix,  l e a v e s  unanswered t h e  most impor t an t  ques t ion  
about t h e  s e l f  - t h e  q u e s t i o n  how t o  e x p l a i n  why t h e  d a t a ,  
on which t h e  t h e o r y  of  i d e n t i t y  relies,  p r e s e n t  themselves 
i n  t h e  way they  do. How cou ld  WB know t h a t  w e  are 
acquain ted ,  n o t  w i t h  a l l  p e r c e p t i o n s ,  b u t  on ly  w i t h  those  
c o n s t i t u t i n g  a p a r t i c u l a r  bundle? No cor responding  d i f -  
f i c u l t y  a t t e n d s  t h e  l!umean account  of t h e  cont inued  and 
d i s t i n c t  e x i s t e n c e  o f  bodies .  

Next come c h a p t e r s  V I I  and V I I I  on a c t i o n ,  reason ,  
p a s s i o n  and mora l i t y .  The f i r s t  cri t icises c o m p a t i b i l i s t  
views o f  freedom and n e c e s s i t y ,  a rgu ing  (p.151) t h a t  Hume 
does n o t  r e a l l y  show t h a t  s p o n t a n e i t y  i s  compat ib le  wi th  
c a u s a l i t y .  Nor does he e x p l a i n  why, i f  t h e o l o g i c a l  deter- 
minism ought  t o  l e a d  t h e i s t s  t o  ho ld  God r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  
t h e  e v i l  men do, a s e c u l a r i s e d  d o c t r i n e  should  n o t  lead 

a t h e i s t s  t o  ho ld  no one r e spons ib l e .  The incompleteness  
of Hum's t r e a t m e n t  is h e l d  t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  h i s  
main concern i s  s imply w i t h  deve loping  t h e  d o c t r i n e  cf 
n e c e s s i t y .  The r e c o n c i l i a t o r y  aim i s  n o t  s p e c i f i c  to  him, 
b u t  is t o  be found, f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  i n  HGbbes. 

The re  are, as i s  g e n e r a l l y  t h e  case, nega t ive  and 
p o s i t i v e  phases  t o  Hume's development of a c a u s a l  account  
o f  human na tu re .  Negat ive ly  he has  t o  d i s p o s e  of t h e  
t r a d i t i o n a l  concept ion  of p r a c t i c a l  reason  , which he con- 
s i d e r s  q u i t e  as er roneous  as t h e  Car t e s i an  account  of  how 
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w e  come t o  b e l i e v e  t h i n g s  - hence t h e  a t t empt  t o  show that 
reason cannot  be a motive nor  oppose pass ion  i n  t h e  d i r -  
e c t i o n  of t h e  w i l l .  S t roud  p e r s u a s i v e l y  contends  t h a t  
Hume's argument concern ing  pass ions  and a c t i o n s  would , if 
c a r r i e d  through,  show t h a t  b e l i e f s  themselves  can be n e i t h e r  
r easonab le  no r  unreasonable ,  even though h i s  aiin is t o  
c o n t r a s t  reason  ( i n c l u d i n g  b e l i e f s )  w i t h  pas s ion .  

ments o f  v i c e  and v i r t u e  r e f l e c t  n e i t h e r  r e l a t i o n s  of i d e a s  
n o r  matters of f a c t .  S t roud  n o t e s  how Hume's u n j u s t i f i e d  
assumption t .hat  p r o p e n s i t i e s  and ave r s ions  are f e e l i n g s  
de te rmines  h i s  conclus ion  t h a t  m o r a l i t y  i s  based on f e e l i n g  
o r  sen t iment .  H e  cons ide r s  d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of  
what Hume may have mearrt by t h i s ,  d i s l i k i n g  t h e  more 
p s y c h o l o g i s t i c  or s u b j e c t i v i s t ,  and ma in ta in ing  ( c o r r e c t l y ,  
I b e l i e v e )  t h a t  Hume neve r  contemplated an e x p r e s s i v i s t  
view. Hume's aims would have been better s a t i s f i e d  by a 
moral theory on t h e  same l i n e s  as h i s  t heo ry  o f  n e c e s s i t y ,  
- i.e. by r ega rd ing  moral;  l i k e  c a u s a l ,  judgments as pro- 
j e c t i o n s .  S t roud  admi ts  t h a t  t h i s  i s  t o  go beyond any th ing  
t h a t  i s  e x p l i c i t  i n  Hume. A u n i f i e d  and c o h e r e n t  e t h i c a l  
theory  i s  no doubt  p o s s i b l e  on Humearn l i n e s ,  b u t  w a s  
s c a r c e l y  achieved by Hume. 

and p l a u s i b l y  i n t e r p r e t e d  as emphasis ing t h e  impotence o f  
reason  and t h e  potency of pas s ion .  S t roud  sees t h a t  it is 
a problem for Hume to  e x p l a i n  what i s  d i s t i n c t i v e l y  moral 
about  t h e  moral s en t imen t s ;  and h e  emphasises  Hume's 
non-recogni t ion of t h e  tendency o f  h i s  i nvoca t ion  o f  u n f e l t  
s en t imen t s ,  which would be f e l t  by one adop t ing  a s t e a d y  
and g e n e r a l  p o i n t  o f  view, t o  t a k e  him o u t s i d e  t h e  s impl i -  
c i t ies  o f  h i s  o f f i c i a l  moral  theory .  

The t h i r d  of t h e  moral c h a p t e r s  (1x1 treats Hume's 
a t t empt  to  e x p l a i n  why w e  approve of  t h e  t h i n g s  w e  do,  i n  
p a r t i c u l a r  why w e  approve of  j u s t i c e ,  which on occas ion  
b r i n g s  about  n e i t h e r  p r i v a t e  n o r  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t .  S t roud  

Chapter  VIII d i s c u s s e s  t h e  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  judg- 

The over -d iscussed  ' i s /ough t  ' passage  is moderately 



85 .  

r i g h t l y  draws a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  narrowness of a concept ion  
of j u s t i c e  which f a i l s  t o  a l l o w  f o r  anyone's be ing  u n j u s t l y  
p l aced  i n  h i s  s t a t i o n  i n  l i f e ,  and concludes t h a t  Hume does 
n o t  e x p l a i n  what recommends j u s t i c e  t o  us i n  cases  where 
w e  know it to be i n  ou r  i n t e r e s t  t o  act u n j u s t l y .  S t roud  
does  n o t  f o r g e t  Hume's r e c o g n i t i o n  a t  t h e  end of t h e  second 
Enqui ry  t h a t  he has  problems t o  f a c e ,  b u t  very reasonably 
concludes t h a t  Hume needs a r i c h e r  and more complex con- 
c e p t i o n  o f  o u r  n a t u r a l  c o n d i t i o n  i f  he  i s  t o  g ive  t h e  
r a t i o n a l e  of j u s t i c e .  

s i o n  of t h e  r i c h n e s s  of c o n t e n t  of S t r o u d ' s  book, I hope 
wi thou t  obscu r ing  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e '  argument, o r  the 
way i n  which t h e  copious d e t a i l  i s  subord ina ted  t o  advanc- 
i n g  it. The work ' s  g r e a t  s t r e n g t h  l ies  i n  the f a c t  t h a t  
i t s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is c a r e f u l l y  documented and thoroughly 
argued.  I t  is  a major c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  unders tanding  of 
Hume. 

I have t r ied i n  t h i s  review t o  convey some impres- 

R. F. Atkinson 
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