
Review of Donald W. Livington and James T. King, eds., 

Hume: A Re-evaluation 

Martin Bell

Hume Studies Volume V, Number 2 (November, 1979), 114-130. 


Your use of the HUME STUDIES archive indicates your acceptance of HUME 

STUDIES’ Terms and Conditions of Use, available at 

http://www.humesociety.org/hs/about/terms.html. 


HUME STUDIES’ Terms and Conditions of Use provides, in part, that unless 

you have obtained prior permission, you may not download an entire issue 

of a journal or multiple copies of articles, and 

you may use content in the HUME STUDIES archive only for your personal, 

non-commercial use. 

Each copy of any part of a HUME STUDIES transmission must contain the 

same copyright notice that appears on the screen or printed page of such 

transmission. 


For more information on HUME STUDIES contact humestudies­

info@humesociety.org 


http://www.humesociety.org/hs/ 




1 1 4 .  

R E V I E W  

HOME: A Re-evalua t ion ,  e d i t e d  by Donald W. L i v i n g s t o n  and 

Fordham U n i v e r s i t y  P r e s s ,  New York. Pp.421. $25.00 c l o t h ,  
James T. King. 

$8.50 p a p e r .  

T h i s  volume c o n t a i n s ,  b e s i d e s  a u s e f u l  i n t r o d u c t i o n  
by L i v i n g s t o n  and a name index ,  n i n e t e e n  p a p e r s  by e i g h t e e n  
a u t h o r s ,  a r r a n g e d  i n t o  s i x  s e c t i o n s .  The d e s c r i p t i o n  "a 
r e -eva lua t ion ' '  r o u s e s  hopes t h a t  are s a t i s f i e d  i n  v a r i o u s  
ways. There  a r e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  c o v e r i n g  t h e  whole range  of 
Hume 's  w r i t i n g s  - ep i s t emology ,  a e s t h e t i c s ,  morals, p o l i -  
t i c s  and h i s t o r y  - so t h a t  t h e  volume p r o v i d e s  a pe r spec t ive  
b r o a d e r  t h a n  most s t u d i e s  by a s i n g l e  a u t h o r .  Some p a p e r s  
d i s c u s s  n e g l e c t e d  t o p i c s ,  and many oppose t h e  common view 
o f  Hume a s  a p r e c u r s o r  of t w e n t i e t h - c e n t u r y  phenomenalism 
and p o s i t i v i s m .  

The t w o  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  on Hume's moral ph i losophy ,  
James K i n g ' s  "The P l a c e  o f  t h e  Language of Morals i n  Hume's 
Second Enqui ry"  and Ronald Glossop ' s  "Hume, S tevenson ,  and 
Hare on Moral Language", i l l u s t r a t e  this l a s t  theme. King 
stresses t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  T r e a t i s e ,  which, by 
i t s  emphas is  on t h e  psychology o f  t h e  p a s s i o n s ,  l e n d s  i t se l f  . 
t o  phenomena l i s t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  and t h e  E n q u i r y  which, 
King a r g u e s ,  p r e s e n t s  m o r a l i t y  as an h i s t o r i c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n  
r e v e a l e d  i n  t h e  workings  of  mora l  language .  G l o s s o p ' s  paper 
t h e n  t a k e s  up this theme, and c o n t r a s t s  Hume's a c c o u n t  of  
t h i s  language  w i t h  two contemporary views. He s u g g e s t s  
t h a t  Hume unde r s t ands  t h e  moral p o i n t  of view to  be o b j e c t -  
i v e  and " d i s i n t e r e s t e d " ,  and e x p l a i n s  t h i s  i n  t h e  Enqu i ry  
by a p p e a l i n g  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  n a t u r e  of l anguage .  fie c o n t r a s t s  
t h i s  f avourab ly  w i t h  S t e v e n s o n ' s  a c c o u n t  whereby mora l  
terms e x p r e s s  e s s e n t i a l l y  i n d i v i d u a l  p e r s p e c t i v e s .  Glossop  
f a v o u r s  t h e  o p i n i o n  t h a t  Hume d i d  n o t  propose  what Hare 
c a l l s  "Hume's Law" abou t  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  of "ought"  from 
" i s " ,  and then  draws ammunition from h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 
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Hume t o  a t t a c k  H a r e ' s  r equ i r emen t  t h a t  n a t u r a l i s t  defini- 
t i o n s  of v i r t u e  c o n t a i n  no terms having ,  even c o v e r t l y ,  

" e v a l u a t i v e  meaning". T h i s  same s e c t i o n  a l s o  c o n t a i n s  a 
f i n e  pape r  by Peter J o n e s  on Hume's a e s t h e t i c s ,  i n  which, 
l i k e  King and Glossop ,  t h e  stress i s  on t h e  o b j e c t i v e  na tu re  
of a e s t h e t i c  judgments e x p l a i n e d  by r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  l an -  

guage game o f  a e s t h e t i c  a p p r a i s a l  and i t s  h i s t o r i c a l l y  
f a sh ioned  form o f  l i f e .  

Throughout t h e  volume, Hume t h e  h i s t o r i a n  i s  t o  t h e  
f o r e .  Sheldon Wol in ' s  "Hume and Conserva t i sm" and C o n s t a n t  
Noble S t o c k t o n ' s  "Economics and t h e  Mechanism o f  H i s t o r i c a l  
P r o g r e s s  i n  Hume's History" d i s c u s s  h i s  p l a c e  i n  t h e  h i s t m y  
o f  p o l i t i c a l  and h i s t o r i c a l  t hough t ,  w h i l e  a r t i c l e s  by 
C r a i g  Walton and Douglass Adai r  r e l a t e  him to  p o l i t i c a l  
thought  i n  America b e f o r e  and a f t e r  independence .  More 
g e n e r a l l y ,  t h e  e d i t o r s  u se  t h e  i d e a  o f  t i m e ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  
t h e  p a s t ,  a s  a l i n k  between t h r e e  o t h e r  p a p e r s ,  Donald 
L i v i n g s t o n ' s  " H u m e ' s  His tor ica l  Theory o f  Meaning", 
Antony F lew ' s  " I n f i n i t e  D i v i s i b i l i t y  i n  Hume's T r e a t i s e "  
and James Noxon's "Remembering and Imagin ing  t h e  P a s t " .  

P a r t  I1 o f  Treatise Book I i s  r a r e l y  d i s c u s s e d  i n  
d e t a i l ;  b u t  i t  canno t  be s a i d  t h a t  Flew f i n d s  any r eason  
e s p e c i a l l y  t o  r e v i s e  t h e  u s u a l  judgment of Hume h e r e .  (See, 
f o r  example,  J. R. Lucas,  A T r e a t i s e  on T i m e  and Space ,  
pp.26-30). The merit of h i s  pape r  l i e s  i n  t h e  c l a r i t y  o f  
h i s  accoun t ,  and i n  h i s  t r a c i n g  t h e  o r i g i n  o f  Hume's prob- 
l e m s .  N e i t h e r  can it be  s a i d  t h a t  Noxon f i n d s  new merits 
i n  Hume's a t t e m p t s  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  memory and imag ina t ion .  
Noxon g i v e s  a caut ious  endorsement t o  H u m e ' s  c a u s a l  t h e o r y  
of remembering, b u t  q u e s t i o n s  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  same 
model t o  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of h i s t o r i c a l  b e l i e f s .  He re- 
marks on Hume's a p p a r e n t l y  i n c o n s i s t e n t  u s e  o f  " impress ions"  
and " i d e a s "  i n  t h e  pas sage  ( ~ 1 0 8 )  where he  speaks  o f  t h e  
r e a d e r  r e c e i v i n g  impress ions  from t h e  c o n v e r s a t i o n  and 
books of t r a v e l l e r s  and h i s t o r i a n s ,  and, r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  
claim t h a t  w i t h o u t  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  e i t h e r  of t h e  memory or 
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eenrrea our whole  rearroning w o u l d  be c h i m e r i c a l  and w i t h o u t  
f o u n d a t i o n  (T63), s a y s  t h a t  "Hume's s t a t e m e n t s  g i v e  no 
unequ ivoca l  answer t o  o u r  q u e s t i o n  of whose impress ions  are 
b e i n g  t a l k e d  about"  . . . " t h e  h i s t o r i a n ' s  or t h e  eyewi t -  
n e s s e s ' s ? "  (p.279).  I n  f a c t ,  Hume is  h e r e  t a l k i n g  abou t  
t h e  impress ions  o f  n e i t h e r ,  b u t  abou t  ou r  own impress ions  
on r e a d i n g  or h e a r i n g  h i s t o r i c a l  n a r r a t i v e s .  As a r e s u l t ,  
Noxon does  n o t  p r o p e r l y  g r a s p  what Hume's t heo ry  h e r e  was. 

L i v i n g s t o n ' s  e s s a y  on Hume's t h e o r y  of meaning 
a r g u e s  t h a t  it d i f f e r s  from subsequen t  e m p i r i c i s t  t h e o r i e s  
which are aimed a t  t h e  language  of s c i e n c e  i n  t h a t  "Hume's 

paradigm f o r  unde r s t and ing  t h e  language  o f  common l i f e  i s  
n o t  t h e o r e t i c a l  i n q u i r y  b u t  h i s t o r i c a l  inqui ry ' '  (p.221) , 
"Hume's t h e o r y  h a s  n a r r a t i v e  form" (p .228) .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  
L i v i n g s t o n  does  n o t  e x p l a i n  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  and r e l a t i o n s  
between h i s  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  " t h e  language  of common l i fe" ,  

" p h i l o s o p h i c a l  language" ,  t h e o r e t i c a l  language" and "sen- 
s o r y  language".  Whatever e x a c t l y  t h e  language  o f  common 
l i f e  may be ,  L iv ings ton  s a y s  t h a t  Hume's t h e o r y  i s  abou t  
t h e  workings o f  t h i s  language ,  f o r  which t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  
t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  of i d e a s  from impress ions  as a c r i t e r i o n  o f  
meaning i s  a c o n t i n g e n t l y  t r u e  b u t  nomic p r o p o s i t i o n ,  and 
t h a t  i t  is a t h e o r y  which i n v o l v e s  e s s e n t i a l l y  r e f e r e n c e  
t o  t h e  p a s t .  Th i s  relates t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  H u m e ,  i n  searcb 
i n g  fo r .mean ings ,  looks t o  p r i o r  impress ions  - what 
L i v i n g s t o n  ca l l s  t h e  " p a s t  tense s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  theo ry"  
(p. 221) . 

I n  h i s  second s e c t i o n  L iv ings ton  c o n s i d e r s  t h e  
familiar o b j e c t i o n  t h a t  Hume's c r i t e r i o n  of meaningfu lness  
canno t  be employed, f o r  w e  canno t  compare p a s t  and p r e s e n t  
p e r c e p t i o n s .  H e  s a y s  t h a t  commentators who u rge  t h i s  
o b j e c t i o n ,  such  as R u s s e l l  and Passmore,  do so because  t h e y  
are themselves  i n  t h e  g r i p  of phenomenal i s t  o r  p r a g m a t i s t  
t h e o r i e s  which a t t e m p t  t o  reduce  p a s t  t e n s e  u t t e r a n c e s  t o  
p r e s e n t  and f u t u r e  t e n s e  u t t e r a n c e s .  They s u f f e r  from what 
L i v i n g s t o n  ca l l s  " h i s t o r i c a l  n i h i l i s m " .  H u e  h imse l f  s a y s  
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t h e  p a s t  i m p r e s s i o t i s ,  i n  
p r e s e n t  i d e a s  (T85), and i f ,  
n o  p r o b l e m  f o r  him,  t h e n  I 

s u c h  c o m p a r i s o n s  are n o t  i n  

t h a t  i t  i s  i m p o s e i b l e  t o  r e c a l  
o r d e r  t o  compare them w i t h  our 
as L i v i n g s  t o n  i n s i s t s ,  t h i s  i s  
would  s a y  t h a t  it must  b e  t h a t  
f a c t  r e q u i r e d  by  h i s  t h e o r y .  S t r a n g e l y ,  however ,  L i v i n g s t r n  
t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e y  a re ,  b u t  t h a t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  how t h i s  i s  pos-  
s i b l e  i s  " i n a p p r o p r i a t e "  : "The q u e s t i o n ,  however ,  i s  i n a p -  
p r o p r i a t e  i n s o f a r  as it rests on t h e  a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  t h e  
p a s t  i s  a s t r a n g e  o r  d u b i o u s  sor t  o f  r e a l i t y  r e q u i r i n g  
s p e c i a l  e x p l a n a t i o n .  Hume t a k e s  p a s t  e x i s t e n c e  a n d  know- 
l e d g e  o f  it as p r i m i t i v e  t o  t h e  l a n g u a g e  o f  common l i f e . . . "  
( p . 2 2 4 ) .  

I n  h i s  t h i r d  s e c t i o n  L i v i n g s t o n  d i s c u s s e s  w h a t  h e  
claims i s  "an  o b j e c t i o n  which ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  g r a n t s  t h a t  com- 
p a r i s o n s  be tween p a s t  and  p r e s e n t  e x i s t e n c e s  are p o s s i b l e  
b u t  h o l d s  t h a t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  p a s t  i s  n o t  p a r t  o f  t h e  
meanings  o f  terms" ( p . 2 2 4 ) .  T h i s  r e f e r s  t o  B e n n e t t ' s  ob- 
j e c t i o n s  t o  Hume (Locke ,  B e r k e l e y ,  Hume, pp.229-230)  t h a t  
" . . . i f  i t  r e a l l y  d o e s  mat ter  now w h e t h e r  a g i v e n  e x p r e s s i o n  
makes s e n s e ,  t h e n  i t s  making s e n s e  or n o t  o u g h t  to  show 
now..." and  t h a t  "what  someone u n d e r s t a n d s  now i s  n o t  log-  
i c a l l y  t i e d  t o  w h a t  h e  u n d e r w e n t  e a r l i e r :  t h e  a c c o u n t  o f  
'newly  b o r n '  a d u l t s  i n  S h a w l s  Back t o  M e t h u s e l a h  i s  a p e r -  
f e c t l y  c o n s i s t e n t  f a n t a s y . "  L i v i n g s t o n  c o u n t e r s  t h a t  a 
human b e i n g  m i g h t  b e  a 'newly  b o r n '  a d u l t  male, b u t  c o u l d  
n o t  b e  a 'newly  b o r n '  f a t h e r ,  p r i e s t ,  s e n a t o r ,  p o l i c e  
o f f i c e r  o r  l o v e r ,  f o r  t h e s e  are p a s t - e n t a i l i n g  c o n c e p t s  

(h. a p p l y  now i n  v i r t u e  of e v e n t s  b e f o r e  n o w ) ,  and h e  
t h i n k s  t h a t  Hume's t h e o r y  g i v e s  a b e t t e r  a c c o u n t  o f  s u c h  
terms t h a n  d o  r i v a l s ,  w h i c h  a p p a r e n t l y  work o n l y  f o r  w h a t  
h e  ca l l s  " a t e m p o r a l  terms" s u c h  as " a d u l t  male". Ile t e l l s  
us t h a t  "we h a v e  o n l y  t w o  sets of terms w i t h  which  t o  des-  
c r i b e  t h e  w o r l d :  a t e m p o r a l  terms and p a s t - e n t a i l i n g  
terms" ( p . 2 2 6 ) ,  and  t h a t  " t h e  l a n g u a g e  o f  common l i f e ,  then, 
i s  c o n s t i t u t e d  by  p a s t - e n t a i l i n g  c o n c e p t s ' '  ( p . 2 2 7 ) .  

T h e r e  are a number of m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g s  and con-  
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f u s i o n s  h e r e .  F i r s t ,  i t  is q u i t e  clear t h a t  n o t h i n g  
Benne t t  s a y s  ccmmits him t o  t h e  view " t h a t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  

p a s t  i e  n o t  p a r t  of t h e  meanings of terms". 
L i v i n g s t o n ' s  language ,  what Benne t t  is  denying ,  c o n t r a  Hume 
as he  unde r s t ands  him, i s  t h a t  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  "unde r s t ands  
t h e  meaning o f  e x p r e s s i o n  E" i s  i t s e l f  p a s t - e n t a i l i n g ;  he  
is f a r  from deny ing  t h a t  t h e r e  are p a s t - e n t a i l i n g  terms. 
What L iv ings ton  needs  h e r e  is an argument t o  show t h a t  i f  
"E" is  i t s e l f  p a s t - e n t a i l i n g  t h e n  "unde r s t ands  E" is also 
p a s t - e n t a i l i n g .  Second, t h e  claim t h a t  *we have o n l y  t w o  
sets o f  terms w i t h  which t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  world: a t empora l  
terms and p a s t - e n t a i l i n g  terms" s u g g e s t s  q u i t e  wrongly t h a t  
a l l  e x p r e s s i o n s  which a r e  n o t  p a s t - e n t a i l i n g  a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  
t i m e  i n  t h e  same way. As i t  s t a n d s ,  a l l  L iv ings ton  s a y s  
h e r e  is t h a t  we have "only"  p a s t - e n t a i l i n g  terms and t h e  
rest. T h i r d ,  it i s  mis l ead ing  t o  u s e  t h e  e x p r e s s i o n  
"a tempora l"  t o  d e s c r i b e  a l l  e x p r e s s i o n s  which are n o t  pas t -  
e n t a i l i n g ,  s i n c e  t h a t  e x p r e s s i o n  a l r e a d y  h a s  a u s e  i n  which 
i t  i s  f a l s e  t h a t ,  f o r  example, " a d u l t  male" i s  a tempora l .  
I n  f a c t ,  "atemporal ' '  is  normal ly  used  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  lan-  
guage of mathemat ics  and Quinean  c a n o n i c a l  languages  o f  
s c i e n c e ,  and t h i s  e x p l a i n s  I t h i n k  why L i v i n g s t o n  i s  mis l ed  
i n t o  c l a i m i n g  t h a t  " t h e  language  o f  common l i f e ,  t h e n ,  is 

c o n s t i t u t e d  by p a s t - e n t a i l i n g  concepts" .  

To uae 

The a t t a c k ,  by no means begun i n  t h i s  volume, upon 
t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  Hume as a p r e c u r s o r  o f  p o s i t i v i s m  
and phenomenalism is ex tended  i n  t h e  t h r e e  c h a p t e r s  of 
s e c t i o n  111, by Anderson, Capa ld i  and Jones .  Of t h e s e ,  
Robert Anderson's "The Loca t ion ,  Ex tens ion ,  Shape and S i z e  
of H u m e ' s  P e r c e p t i o n s "  i s  t h e  most l i m i t e d  i n  scope .  H e  
a r g u e s  t h a t  Hme's phi losophy of mind i s  f a r  more phys i -  
c a l i s t  than  i s  commonly supposed, and adduces  ev idence  t h a t  

. H u m e  cons ide red  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  some p e r c e p t i o n s  are l o c a t e d  
i n  t h e  b r a i n ,  and t h a t  t h e  mechanisms of a s s o c i a t i o n  may 
indeed be p h y s i o l o g i c a l .  N icho las  Capa ld i ,  t o o ,  i n  "Hume's 
Theory of t h e  P a s s i o n s " ,  t h i n k s  t h h t  commentators have taken 
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t h e  t h e o r y  o f  men ta l  a c t i v i t y  i n  t o o  p h e n o m e n a l i s t i c  a way. 
H e  s a y s  t h a t  H u m e ' s  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  i n t r o s p e c t i v e  " e x p e r i -  
ments" do  n o t  show t h a t  he  was t r y i n g  t o  r e c o n s t r u c t  r e a l i t y  
from t h e  d a t a  of c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  b u t  a r e  i n t e n d e d  a s  empi r i -  
c a l  e v i d e n c e  f o r  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  u n i v e r s a l  p r i n c i p l e s  of 
menta l  f u n c t i o n i n g ,  which he  r e g a r d e d  a s  p h y s i o l o g i c a l .  With 
r e f e r e n c e  e s p e c i a l l y  t o  t h e  p a s s i o n s ,  C a p a l d i  d e f e n d s  liume 
a g a i n s t  G a r d i n e r ' s  criticism t h a t  he  t h o u g h t  p a s s i o n s  can  
be i d e n t i f i e d  by a c t s  o f  d i r e c t  i n t r o s p e c t i o n  by c l a i m i n g  
t h a t  he  r e g a r d e d  such  f e e l i n g s  as "on ly  t h e  c o n s c i o u s  t i p  
of a more b a s i c  p h y s i o l o g i c a l  p rocess ' '  ( p .178) .  

from t h e  p o s i t i o n  of common s e n s e ,  t h a t  h i s  wor ld  i s  a wor ld  
o f  p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t s  and o t h e r  peop le .  They d i f f e r ,  however, 
i n  t h e i r  view o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  T r e a t i s e  and t h e  

E n q u i r i e s .  Anderson a r g u e s  t h a t  " t h e r e  a p p e a r s  t o  remain 
n o  r e a s o n . . . n o t  t o  t a k e  s e r i o u s l y  Hume's d i sowning  o f  t h e  
T r e a t i s e .  Hence, if w e  a r e  t o  r e s p e c t  h i s  w i s h e s ,  w e  s h o u l d  
t a k e  t h e  Enqui ry  o v e r  t h e  Trea t i se  i n  c a s e  o f  any a p p a r e n t  
d i f f e r e n c e  between them" (p .162) .  C a p a l d i ' s  e s s a y ,  however, 
is  a c a r e f u l ,  a l t h o u g h  overcompressed ,  c a s e  f o r  r e g a r d i n g  
t h e  whole Treatise a s  a s t r u c t u r e  u n i f i e d  by Hume's t h e o r y  
of  t h e  p a s s i o n s ,  which l i n k s  t o g e t h e r  h i s  a n a l y s i s  o f  be- 
l ief  and d i s c u s s i o n  of  s c e p t i c i s m  i n  Book I w i t h  h i s  accoun t  
of sympathy, t h e  c o n c e p t i o n  o f  t h e  s e l f  and  h i s  moral theory.  
A l l  t h e s e  e l emen t s  g e t  some, o f t e n  r a t h e r  h u r r i e d ,  t r e a t m e n t  
i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  i n  an a t t e m p t  t o  show how liume u s e s  t h e  
i d e a  o f  t h e  communication of v i v a c i t y  between i m p r e s s i o n s  
and i d e a s  th roughou t  t h e  T r e a t i s e  as h i s  l e a d i n g  i d e a .  For 
C a p a l d i ,  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n s  o f  b o t h  b e l i e f  and t h e  s e l f  i n  
Book I a r e  n e g a t i v e ,  Hume's p o s i t i v e  *accoun t  coming on ly  
w i t h  t h e  development of h i s  d o c t r i n e  abou t  i m p r e s s i o n s  of  
r e f l e c t i o n  i n  t h e  second Book. 

H e  t h u s  a r g u e s  t h a t  Hume's t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  s e l f  i s  
c o n s i s t e n t  between t h e  t h r e e  Books. I n  h i s  o p i n i o n ,  Hume's 
t h o u g h t  i n  t h e  E n q u i r i e s  l o s t  t h i s  u n i t y  and cohe rence :  

Both Anderson and Capa ld i  a g r e e  t h a t  Hume b e g i n s  
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"when he s u r r e n d e r e d  t h e  sympathy mechanism, Hume a l s o  s u r -  
r e n d e r e d  t h e  communication of  v i v a c i t v  a s  t h e  c o n n e c t i n g  
l i n k  of  t h e  t h r e e  books of  t h e  T r e a t i s e "  (p .189) .  I t  seems, 
t h e n ,  t h a t  w h i l e  Anderson is p repa red  t o  r e g a r d  t h e  
E n q u i r i e s  as m a t u r e r  works purged  o f  y o u t h f u l  errors, 
Hume recommends , Capa ld i  sees H u m e ' s  t hough t  a s  t h e r e  
cal  l y  changed. 

For b o t h  Capa ld i  and Peter Jones  i n  " S t r a i n s  

a s  
r a d i -  

n 
Hume and W i t t g e n s t e i n " ,  a key q u o t a t i o n  i s  ". . . ph i lo soph i -  
ca l  d e c i s i o n s  a r e  n o t h i n g  b u t  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n s  o f  common l i f e ,  
methodized and c o r r e c t e d . "  L i k e  C a p a l d i ,  J o n e s  emphas ises  
Hume's n a t u r a l i s m ,  h i s  a c c e p t a n c e  of common s e n s e ,  and h i s  
view o f  man as a s o c i a l  an imal .  J o n e s ' s  b r i l l i a n t  and 
s t i m u l a t i n g  e s s a y  draws o u t  many p a r a l l e l s  between Hume's 
c o n c e p t i o n  o f  t h e  n a t u r e  and f u n c t i o n  o f  ph i lo sophy ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  i n  r e g a r d  t o  s c e p t i c i s m ,  and W i t t g e n s t e i n ' s ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  i n  r e g a r d  t o  s o l i p s i s m  and i d e a l i s m .  H e  shows 
how Hume, l i k e  W i t t g e n s t e i n ,  t a k e s  doub t  as p o s s i b l e  on ly  
a g a i n s t  a social  background o f  s h a r e d  b e l i e f s ,  and t h a t  t h e  
f o u n d a t i o n s  of  b e l i e f  come f i r s t  i n  a c t i o n  r a t h e r  t h a n  
thought .  H e  shows, t o o ,  how b o t h  p h i l o s o p h e r s  s h a r e  a 
d i s t a s t e  fo r  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  sys t ems ,  and a c o n c e p t i o n  o f  
ph i lo sophy  a s  a t h e r a p y  f o r  i l l u s i o n s .  (Bu t  h e r e  I t h i n k  
he  unde rp lays  Hume I s  r a t i o n a l i s m )  . Both p h i l o s o p h e r s  
emphas ise  t h e  role o f  e d u c a t i o n  and t r a i n i n g  i n  t h e  acqu i -  
s i t i o n  o f  c o n c e p t s  and b e l i e f s .  "Nature  i s  a lways  too 
s t r o n g  f o r  p r i n c i p l e "  i s ,  J o n e s  says, a W i t t g e n s t e i n i a n  as 
much a s  Humean though t .  

I n  t h e  f i r s t  t w o  s e c t i o n s  of h i s  p a p e r ,  J o n e s  i s  
c o n t e n t  t o  make h i s  p o i n t s  by e x p o s i t i o n s  o f  Hume and 
W i t t g e n s t e i n  which s t a y  close t o  t h e  t e x t s ,  and he le ts  t h e  
q u o t a t i o n s  speak  f o r  t hemse lves .  I n  t h e  t h i r d  s e c t i o n  t h e  
o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  meaning o f  h i s  t i t l e  comes forward .  Beth 
Hume and W i t t g e n s t e i n  " f a c e  t h e  problem o f  e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  r e v i s i o n ,  e x t e n s i o n ,  and over throw of o u r  
p o s i t i o n .  T h e i r  fundamenta l  views a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  con- 
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s e r v a t i v e ,  g rounded i n  t h e  p a s t  and i n  t h e  p r e s e r v a t i o n  o f  
i t s  t r a d i t i o n s "  ( p . 2 0 5 ) .  J o n e s  t h e n  comments, a l l  too 
b r i e f l y ,  on what  he  c a l l s  t h e  " r h e t o r i c  o f  p r e s e n t a t i o n ' '  o f  
t h e s e  a u t h o r s ,  c o m p a r i n g  t h i s  t o  " p r o p h e t i c  w r i t i n g s "  - 
which  h e  t a k e s  t o  b e  marked by a c o n c e r n  t o  d e s c r i b e  r a t h e r  
t h a n  e x p l a i n  t h e  b a s i c  t r u t h s  and v a l u e s  of a t r a d i t i o n ,  
o f t e n  by  t h e  d e v i c e  o f  r e m i n d i n g  t h e  a u d i e n c e  o f  what  t h e y  
c a n  b e  t a k e n  a l r e a d y  t o  know. H i s  t h o u g h t  h e r e  c h i m e s  i n  
w i t h  i r d a l ' s  (see b e l o w ) ,  s a y i n g  o f  Hume a n d  W i t t g e n s t e i n :  
" F o r  b o t h ,  t h e  terms " r e a s o n a b l e "  and  " r a t i o n a l "  h a v e  a 
soc i a l  d i m e n s i o n ,  and t h e r e b y  an e t h i c a l  d i m e n s i o n "  (p.206). 

T o  my mind, J o n e s ' s  p a p e r  i s  among t h e  most i n t e r e s t i n g  i n  
t h i s  book,  and  o n e  is p l e a s e d  t o  see t h a t  h e  p r o m i s e s  more 
on t h i s  theme e l s e w h e r e .  

F o u r  p a p e r s  c e n t r e d  on Hume's c o n c e p t i o n  of r e a s o n  
and s c e p t i c i s m  make up  t h e  f i r s t  s e c t i o n  of t h i s  volume. 
J o n e s  s u g g e s t s ,  i n  t h e  p a p e r  j u s t  c o n s i d e r e d ,  t h a t  Hume l i k e  
W i t t g e n s t e i n  h a d  a t h e r a p e u t i c  c o n c e p t i o n  of p h i l o s o p h y .  
B u t  w h a t  d i d  h e  d i a g n o s e  as a i l m e n t s ?  A p r i o r i c i s m  i n  
e p i s t e m o l o g y  a n d  e t h i c s ,  c e r t a i n l y ,  and  s u p e r s t i t i o n  i n  
r e l i g i o n .  B u t  b e l i e f s  i n  t h e  e x t e r n a l  w o r l d ,  and  c a u s a l  
b e l i e f s ,  w h i l e  n o t  r a t i o n a l l y  j u s t i f i e d  are n o t  i l l n e s s e s ,  
f o r  s u c h  b e l i e f s  a re  n o t  o n l y  u n a v o i d a b l e ,  b u t  n e c e s s a r y  
f o r  l i v i n g .  Wade L. Robison ,  i n  "David llume: N a t u r a l i s t  
a n d  M e t a - s c e p t i c "  a r g u e s ,  however ,  t h a t  i n  t h e  case o f  
c a u s a l  b e l i e f s  Hume h e l d  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a f e a t u r e  of o u r  
t h o u g h t  which  i s  n e i t h e r  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  l i f e ,  n o r  r a t i o n a l l y  
j u s t i f i a b l e ,  n o r  a v o i d a b l e :  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a 
n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n  i n  n a t u r e  be tween c a u s e s  and  e f f e c t s .  
H e  claims t h a t  Hume t h o u g h t  t h a t  even a f t e r  w e  h a v e  r e c o g -  
n i z e d  t h a t  t h e  i d e a  o f  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n  d e r i v e s  f rom an 
i n t e r n a l  i m p r e s s i o n  of r e f l e c t i o n ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s  w e  must  
s t i l l  a s c r i b e  n e c e s s i t y  t o  c a u s a l  c o n n e c t i o n s  i n  t h e  o b j e c -  
t i v e  wor ld .  As Robison  a g r e e s ,  however ,  t h e  t e x t u a l  sup-  
p o r t  f o r  t h i s  is s c a n t y  ( b a s i c a l l y  T222-2231, and i f  t h i s  
r e a l l y  w a s  Hume's v iew,  i t  i s  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  h e  makes so 
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l i t t l e  o f  i t .  I am i n c l i n e d  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  p a s s a g e s  
Robison c i tes  do n o t  u n e q u i v o c a l l y  b e a r  h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
F u r t h e r ,  t h e r e  cou ld  be  no  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  behav iour  - and 
how b e l i e f s  show up i n  a c t i o n  is c r u c i a l  f o r  Iiume - between 
one who does  and one who does  n o t  b e l i e v e  i n  n e c e s s a r y  con- 
n e c t i o n s  i n  n a t u r e .  Hume  does ,  of c o u r s e ,  remark t h a t  t h e  
m i n d  ha8 a grea t  prop'ensitt( t o  spread  i t s e l f  on e z t e r n a l  
o b j e c t s  and t h a t  t h i s  b ias8  of the  mind w i l l  p r e v a i l  w i t h  
the  g e n e r a l i t y  of reader8 (T167) t  b u t  t h i s  does n o t ,  I 

s u g g e s t  t h a t  Hume though t  t h e  b i a s s  beyond correc- 
t i o n .  

D. C. S t o v e ' s  "Why Should  P r o b a b i l i t y  B e  t h e  Guide 
o f  L i f e ? "  b e g i n s  w i t h  t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  
Q 1 :  Why s h o u l d  one  b e l i e v e  a p r o p o s i t i o n  H which is  cer- 

t a i n  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  o n e ' s  t o t a l  e v i d e n c e  E? 
and t h e  answer,  
A l :  Because,  n e c e s s a r i l y ,  i f  o n e ' s  t o t a l  e v i d e n c e  E is 

t r u e ,  t h e n  e v e r y  p r o p o s i t i o n  H which i s  c e r t a i n  i n  
r e l a t i o n  t o  E is t r u e .  

He t h e n  c o n s i d e r s  t h e  ana logous  ques t i cm,  
Q2: Why s h o u l d  one b e l i e v e  a p r o p o s i t i o n  H which is  prob- 

a b l e  b u t  n o t  c e r t a i n  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  o n e ' s  t o t a l  
e v i d e n c e  E ( s i n c e  any such  H may be  f a l s e ) ?  

Three  answers a r e  cons ide red :  
A 2 :  Because ,  n e c e s s a r i l y ,  i f  o n e ' s  t o t a l  ev idence  E is 

t r u e ,  t h e n  e v e r y  p r o p o s i t i o n  H which i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  E 
h a s  p r o b a b i l i t y  = x/y (where x/y > 0 < 1, b u t  may be 

close t o  1) h a s  p r o b a b i l i t y  = x/y i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  E. 

t r u e ,  t hen  e v e r y  p r o p o s i t i o n  H which i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  E 
h a s  p r o b a b i l i t y  = x/y (x/y as before) h a s  ( s i m p l e )  
p r o b a b i l i t y  = x/y. 

A2': Because,  n e c e s s a r i l y ,  i f  One ' s  t o t a l  e v i d e n c e  E i s  

A 2 " :  Because,  n e c e s s a r i l y ,  i f  o n e ' s  t o t a l  e v i d e n c e  E i s  
t r u e ,  t h e n  a p r o p o r t i o n  = x/y o f  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n s  H 

which each  have a p r o b a b i l i t y  = x/y i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  E 
a r e  t r u e .  
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Stove  re jects  A2 a s  a r e p u d i a t i o n  of t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  
A2'  as wrongly l i n k i n g  s imple  wi th  r e l a t i o n a l  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  
and a s  i n v i t i n g  an ana logous  q u e s t i o n  abou t  b e l i e v i n g  

( s imply )  p r o b a b l e  p r o p o s i t i o n s ,  and A 2 "  a s  f a l s e .  H e  goes 
on t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  i f  w e  r e q u i r e  t h a t  an adequa te  answer 
t o  Q2 shou ld  be a n e c e s s a r y  t r u t h  l i n k i n g  p r o b a b i l i t y  t o  
t r u t h ,  and s h o u l d  beg in  w i t h  t h e  s u p p o s i t i o n  t h a t  E i s  t r u e ,  
t hen  t h e s e  t h r e e  answers l o o k  t o  have exhaus ted  t h e  f i e l d .  
The argument i s  so f a r ,  S tove  t e l l s  u s ,  a v e r s i o n  of one 
g iven  by W. C. Salmon, who a p p a r e n t l y  r e g a r d s  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  
o f  answer ing  Q2 a s  b e i n g  Hume's problem o f  i n d u c t i o n ,  and 
a s  e s p e c i a l l y  a d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  " l o g i c a l - p r o b a b i l i t y "  theo- 
r ists  l i k e  Carnap. I n  t h e  second s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  p a p e r ,  
S t o v e  a r g u e s ,  I t h i n k  r i g h t l y ,  t h a t  n e i t h e r  of t h e s e  opin-  
i o n s  of Salmon's i s  correct. 

I n  t h e  t h i r d  s e c t i o n ,  S tove  shows t h a t  t h e s e  t w o  
r equ i r emen t s  f o r  an answer t o  Q2 canno t  be  bo th  s a t i s f i e d  
t o g e t h e r :  (i) t h a t  an answer s t a t e s ,  a n e c e s s a r y  connec t ion  
between p r o b a b i l i t y  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  ev idence  and t r u t h ,  
(ii) t h a t  an answer be  such  t h a t ,  when added t o  E ,  i t  r a i s e s  
t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of H t o  c e r t a i n t y .  H e  t hen  s a y s  t h a t  Q2 
s h o u l d  be r e j e c t e d ,  g i v i n g  f o r  t h i s  two reasons .  F i r s t ,  h e  
s a y s  t h a t  even  i f  one cou ld  p r o v i d e  an answer ana logous  t o  
A l ,  t h a t  began "because ,  n e c e s s a r i l y ,  i f  E is t r u e . . . " ,  'the 

r e s u l t  would be a t  most half an answer t o  02. 
o b l i g a t i o n  to  b e l i e v e  what is p robab le  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  o n e ' s  
to ta l  e v i d e n c e  E i s  n o t  c o n f i n e d  t o  c a s e s  i n  which E i s  true. 
I t  s u b s i s t s  a l s o  and e q u a l l y  where E is f a l s e .  A second arm 
o f  an answer i s  r e q u i r e d ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  one which beg ins  ". . .and 
i f  E is  f a l s e . . . "  B u t  now, 1 t h i n k  i t  w i l l  be ag reed ,  n o  
one has  any i d e a  a t  a l l  how t o  comple te  t h e  p a r t  o f  an 
answer t o  Q2 which b e g i n s  i n  t h a t  way" ( p . 6 0 )  Second, he 
s a y s  t h a t  42 wrongly s u g g e s t s  t h a t  i f  one  b e l i e v e s  what is 
p r o b a b l e  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  o n e ' s  t o t a l  e v i d e n c e ,  t h e n  a l l  is 
w e l l .  This is  n o t  so, s a y s  S t o v e ,  f o r  one must have t h e  
r i g h t  deg ree  o f  be l ie f .  I f  Q2 is re formula ted  t o  make t h i s  

F o r  t h e  
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e x p l i c i t ,  a s ,  
Q2': Why shou ld  one have ,  i n  a p r o p o s i t i o n  H which h a s  

p r o b a b i l i t y  x/y i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  o n e ' s  t o t a l  e v i -  
dence E l  a deg ree  of b e l i e f  which is a f r a c t i o n  
= x/y o f  o n e ' s  deg ree  of b e l i e f  i n  E? 

t h e n ,  he  s a y s ,  i t  i s  obvious  t h a t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  is s e l f -  
answer ing  : 

The very  t h i n g  which a s ses smen t s  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  
do, and which no  o t h e r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  do ,  i s  t o  
c h a r a c t e r i s e  c e r t a i n  de rees of b e l i e f  a s  r a t i o n a l  

j u s t  some b e l i e f s  a s  r a t i o n a l ,  or  n o t  (p .61 ) .  
S t o v e ' s  f i r s t  r ea son  f o r  r e j e c t i n g  Q2 h e r e  i s  a m u a l e .  

and o t h e r s  as n o t ,  a s  * 1st n c t  from c h a r a c t e r i s i n g  

Someone who a c c e p t s  A 1  as an answer t o  Q 1 ,  t o  t a k e  t h e  
ana logy ,  i s  s a y i n g  t h a t  one has  an o b l i g a t i o n  to  b e l i e v e  
because  a c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n a l  p r o p o s i t i o n  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  
t r u e ;  b u t  h e  i s  n o t  s a y i n g  t h a t  t h e  o b l i g a t i o n  i s  con- 
d i t i o n a l  upon t h e  t r u t h  of t h e  a n t e c e d e n t  of t h a t  condi- 
t i o n a l ,  as Stove  t h i n k s  he is. H i s  second r eason  pre-  
supposes  what S tove  does  n o t  g i v e ,  an accoun t  o f  what i t  
i s  t o  have a c e r t a i n  deg ree  o f  b e l i e f  i n  a p r o p o s i t i o n .  
H o w  does  hav ing  a c e r t a i n  deg ree  of b e l i e f  d i f f e r  from 
b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  a p r o p o s i t i o n  h a s  a c e r t a i n  r e l a t i v e  proba- 
b i l i t y ?  I f  t h e s e  do n o t  d i f f e r ,  t h e n  S t o v e ' s  v e r s i o n  of 
i r r a t i o n a l i t y  c o n s i s t s  i n  hav ing  f a l s e  b e l i e f s  abou t  
p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  Why i s  t h a t  b e i n g  i r r a t i o n a l  r a t h e r  t han  
j u s t  making a mis t ake?  

Farhang Zabeeh, i n  "Hume's Problem o f  Induc t ion :  An 

A p p r a i s a l " ,  a p p l i e s  t h e  f a m i l i a r  de fence  a g a i n s t  s c e p t i -  
cism - t h a t  t h e  s c e p t i c  cannot  s t a t e  h i s  c a s e  w i t h o u t  pre-  
suppos ing  t h e  f a l s i t y  of h i s  conc lus ion  - t o  Hume's 
i n d u c t i v e  s c e p t i c i s m .  H e  a rgues  a s  fo l lows .  Hume demands 
a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e s ,  and u s u a l l y  
t a k e s  t h e s e  t o  be i n f e r e n c e s  from t h e  d a t a  of s e n s e s  and 
memory t o  what goes  beyond t h e s e  s o u r c e s .  H e  r ega rded  t h e  
p remisses  o f  such  i n f e r e n c e s  as " b a s i c  p r o p o s i t i o n s "  which 
a r e  known i n t u i t i v e l y  and are i n d u b i t a b l e ,  so t h a t ,  f o r  
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Ihme, i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e  comes i n  o n l .  a f t e r  t h e  p r e m i s v e s  
are  e s t a b l i s h e d .  Zabeeh t h i n k s  t h a t  t h i s  i s  u n j u s t i f i a b l e  
phenomenal i sm,  a n d  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  a l l  knowledge,  s i n c e  i t  
i n v o l v e s  t h e  u s e  o f  c o n c e p t s ,  " n e c e s s i t a t e s  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  
of a l a n g u a g e ,  a n d  t h e r e  c a n n o t  b e  a n y  l a n g u a g e  w i t h o u t  
r u l e s ,  and  t h e  u s e  o f  r u l e s  r e q u i r e s ,  among o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  
i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e "  (pp .  78-79)  . 

Here one  f e e l s  t h e  l a c k  o f  any  c lear  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  
w h a t  i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e  i s .  S t o v e ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  i n  h i s  
c o n t r i b u t i o n ,  s a y s :  

An i n d u c t i v e  a r g u m e n t ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  main 
stream o f  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  u s a g e ,  is s i m p l y  an 
a r g u m e n t  f rom o b s e r v e d  t o  u n o b s e r v e d  i n s t a n c e s  
of some e m p i r i c a l  p r e d i c a t e s  ( p . 5 4 ) .  

Now Zabeeh s a y s ,  
... t h e  p r e m i s s e s  o f  a n  i n d u c t i v e  a rgument  a re  
e x a c t l y  i n  t h e  same p o s i t i o n  as  t h e  s u p p o s e d  
u n w a r r a n t e d  c o n c l u s i o n . . . t h e  s c e p t i c a l  d o u b t  
a b o u t  i n d u c t i o n  c o u l d  n o t  ar ise  u n l e s s  w e  g r a n t  
t h e s e  i n d u c t i v e l y  l a d e n  p r e m i s s e s  (p .  8 0 ) .  

B u t ,  c l e a r l y ,  i f  i n d u c t i v e  a r g u m e n t s  a r e ,  as S t o v e  s a y s ,  
f rom o b s e r v e d  to  u n o b s e r v e d  i n s t a n c e s  o f  p r e d i c a t e s ,  t h e n  
t h e  p r e m i s s e s  c a n n o t  b e  i n  e x a c t l y  t h e  same p o s i t i o n  as  

t h e  c o n c l u s i o n .  I t  is p o s s i b l e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  Zabeeh 
i n t e n d s  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h a t  t h e r e  s i m p l y  are n o  a r g u m e n t s  
which  s a t i s f y  S t o v e ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  i n d u c t i o n ;  t h a t  i s ,  
t h a t  n o  p r e d i c a t e s  c a n  b e  c o r r e c t l y  a p p l i e d  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  
o b s e r v a t i o n  a l o n e .  T h i s  i s  s u g g e s t e d  by a p a s s a g e  o n  p . 7 8  

where  Zabeeh,  r e f e r r i n g  t o  Hume's q u e s t i o n  'why f rom t h i s  
e x p e r i e n c e  w e  form a n y  c o n c l u s i o n  beyond t h o s e  p a s t  
i n s t a n c e s ,  o f  which  w e  h a v e  h a d  e x p e r i e n c e ' ,  s a y s  t h a t  
" i n s t a n c e "  means " i n s t a n c e  o f  some p r e d i c a t e " ,  b u t  p e r -  
h a p s  Zabeeh i s  s a y i n g  t h a t  a l l  e m p i r i c a l  p r e d i c a t e s  i m p l y ,  
i n  some way, a c a u s a l  l a w  or  r e g u l a r i t y .  T h i s  i s  sup-  
p o r t e d  by h i s  a p p r o v i n g  q u o t a t i o n  f rom R u s s e l l :  "most 
o b j e c t  words are c o n d e n s e d  i n d u c t i o n " .  I f  t h i s  i s  correct,  
t h e n  Zabeeh must  p r o v i d e  some a c c o u n t  o f  i n d u c t i o n  a l t e r -  
n a t i v e  t o  S t o v e ' s .  
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Another p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t h a t  Zabeeh would a c c e p t  
S t o v e ' s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  b u t  a rgue  t h a t  t h e  m a s t e r i n g  o f  empi r i -  
cal  p r e d i c a t e 8  i n v o l v e s  i n d u c t i o n ,  This i e  what i a  euggee- 
t ed  by such  remarks a s ,  "Learn ing  language  r e q u i r e s  t h e  u s e  
of words ,  and t h a t  r e q u i r e s  making c o g n i t i v e  i n f e r e n c e  from 
c e r t a i n  s e m a n t i c  and s y n t a c t i c  r e g u l a r i t i e s "  (p .79) .  T h i s  
appea r s  t o  be t h e  argument t h a t  no  one can  even  make an 
o b s e r v a t i o n a l  s t a t e m e n t  t o  p rov ide  a premiss  f o r  an induc- 
t i v e  i n f e r e n c e  u n l e s s  he has  mas tered  a language ,  and s i n c e  
m a s t e r i n g  a language  i n v o l v e s  i n d u c t i o n ,  one canno t  s t a t e  
t h e  p remisses  of an i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e  w i t h o u t  hav ing  
a l r e a d y  made u s e  of i n d u c t i o n .  But t h i s  does  n o t  show t h a t  
H u m e ' s  s c e p t i c i s m  canno t  be  s t a t e d ;  it shows o n l y  t h a t  i f  
b o t h  Hume and Zabeeh are correct, language  l e a r n i n g  is  n o t  
a r a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t y .  

F i n a l l y  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  P i l l  S. A r d a l ' s  "Some 
I m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  V i r t u e  o f  Reasonableness  i n  Hume's 
T r e a t i s e "  is s c h o l a r l y ,  e n l i g h t e n i n g ,  and h a s  t h e  added 
mer i t  o f  r a i s i n g  a number of i n t e r e s t i n g  q u e s t i o n s  i n  ad- 
d i t i o n  t o  t h o s e  d i s c u s s e d  a t  l e n g t h .  
famous q u o t a t i o n  t h a t  r eason  i s  and ought  on ly  t o  be t h e  
s l a v e  o f  t h e  p a s s i o n s ,  and c o u p l e s  t h i s  w i t h  Hume's view 
t h a t  r eason  is i n e r t .  H e  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  Hume does  n o t  deny 
t h a t  r eason  i n f l u e n c e s  conduct ,  g i v i n g  examples,  and then  
c o n c e n t r a t e s  on t h e  concep t  o f  r eason  a s  i n e r t .  Here he  
a r g u e s  t h a t  Hume e q u a t e s  r eason  w i t h  t r u t h ,  or t h e  d i s -  
covery  o f  t r u t h ,  and t h a t  h e  does  so a s  a consequence o f  
h i s  r e j e c t i o n  o f  menta l  f a c u l t i e s ,  which come under  t h e  
same ban a s  o c c u l t  q u a l i t i e s  and so on. The claim t h a t  
" ' T i s  n o t  c o n t r a r y  t o  r eason  t o  p r e f e r  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  
t h e  whole wor ld  t o  t h e  s c r a t c h i n g  o f  my f i n g e r "  becomes no 
s c a n d a l  when " reason"  is i n t e r p r e t e d  t h i s  way, f o r  i f  
" c o n t r a r y  t o  reason' '  means s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y  or f a l s e  ( s a i d  

o f  p r o p o s i t i o n s )  then  t h i s  famous s a y i n g  on ly  i l l u s t r a t e s  
Hume's view t h a t ,  as Ardal s a y s ,  " p a s s i o n s  and a c t i o n s  have 
no  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  and consequen t ly  canno t  

Arda l  b e g i n s  w i t h  t h e  
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conform , or f a i l  t o  conform,  t o  r e a l j . t y "  ( p . 9 4 ) .  A t  t h e  
same time, A r d a l  p o i n t s  o u t  how i d i o s y n c r a t i c  t h i s  u s e  o f  
" re a s  on a b l e  I' a n d  I' u n r e a s o n  a b l e  'I i s . 

A r d a l  t h e n  t u r n s  t o  t h e  main c o n c e r n  o f  h i s  p a p e r ,  
t h e  c o n c e p t  h e  f i n d s  i n  Hume o f  r e a s o n a b l e n e s s  a s  a v i r t u e .  
H e  g i v e s  a n  a c c o u n t  o f  how and  why Hume d i s t i n g u i s h e s  t h o s e  
s p e c i a l  I e e l i n g s  o f  a p p r o v a l  and  d i s a p p r o v a l  which  g i v e  
r i se  t o  j u d g m e n t s  o f  v i r t u e  and  v i c e  from p a s s i o n s  s u c h  as  
l o v e  and  h a t r e d .  Hume s a y s  t h a t  t h e s e  a r e  a p t  t o  b e  con- 

f u s e d ,  . . . t h o e e  s e n t i m e n t e ,  from i n t e r e s t  and m o r a l s ,  a r e  
a p t  t o  be confounded,  and n a t u r a l l y  r u n  i n t o  one a n o t h e r . .  ., 
b u t  a man o f  temper and judgment  can keep  them a p a r t .  
(T472) T h i s  s e p a r a t i o n  o f  moral judgment  f rom p a s s i o n  i s ,  
Hume t h i n k s ,  w h a t  p e o p l e  h a v e  u s u a l l y  had i n  mind when t h e y  
s a y  t h a t  one  o u g h t  t o  l i v e  by r e a s o n  n o t  p a s s i o n .  Hume 
a g r e e s ,  b u t  a r g u e s ,  A r d a l  s a y s ,  t h a t  i n  this s e n s e  " r e a s o n "  
i s  n o t  i n e r t ,  and  i s  n o t  t r u t h  o r  i t s  d i s c o v e r y ,  b u t  r a t h e r  
i t s e l f  a calm p a s s i o n :  ... t h a t  r e a s o n ,  w h i c h  ic a b l e  t o  
oppose  our p a s s i o n ;  and which we have found t o  be n o t h i n g  
b u t  a g e n e r a l  calm d e t e r m i n a t i o n  of  t h e  p a s s i o n s ,  founded 
on some d i e t a n t  v i e w  or  r e f l e x i o n  (T583). 

R e a s o n a b l e n e s s ,  as a v i r t u e ,  is a p p r o v e d  f o r  i t s  
u t i l i t y .  
j e c t i v i s t  c o n c e p t  o f  t r u t h ,  f o r  h e  c o n t i n u e s  t o  d i s t i n -  
g u i s h  r e a s o n  as t r u t h  f r o m  r e a s o n a b l e n e s s  as a v i r t u e .  
A r d a l  t h i n k s  t h a t  t h i s  is why Hume p r a i s e s  b o t h  t h e  v u l g a r  
a n d  t h e  t r u e  p h i l o s o p h e r s  i n  t h e i r  t h e o r i e s  o f  t h e  e x t e r n a l  
w o r l d ,  and why i n  Book I h e  rejects t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
p r i m a r y  and s e c o n d a r y  q u a l i t i e s ,  w h i l e  i n  Book I11 d e s -  
c r i b e s  i t  as a g r e a t  d i s c o v e r y .  
s i v e  a n d  s t i m u l a t i n g ,  and  seems t o  m e  t o  o u t l i n e  a promis-  
i n g  a p p r o a c h  t o  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  Hume's c o m p l i c a t e d  t h o u g h t  on  
t h e  r e l a t i o n s  be tween b e l i e f ,  r e a s o n  a n d  s c e p t i c i s m .  

B u t ,  Ardal s a y s ,  Hume d o e s  n o t  t h e n  a d o p t  a sub-  

L r d a l ' s  p a p e r  i s  p e r s u a -  

The t w o  p a p e r s  t h a t  r e m a i n  t o  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  c o m p r i s e  
t h e  s e c o n d  s e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  book,  on Hume's p h i l o s o p h y  o f  
r e l i g i o n .  K e i t h  Y a n d e l l ,  i n  "Hume on R e l i g i o u s  B e l i e f "  
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rejects what h e  s a y s  a r e  t w o  common assumpt ions :  t h a t  
Hume's p o s i t i v e  c o n c l u s i o n s  a r e  c o n t a i n e d  p r i m a r i l y  i n  t h e  

Dia logues ,  and t h a t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  work one must d e c i d e  
who s p e a k s  f o r  Hume. H e  a r g u e s  c o n v i n c i n g l y  t h a t  no  one 
p a r t i c i p a n t  is Hume's mouthpiece ,  b u t  t h a t  he  e x p r e s s e s  
h i m s e l f  t h rough  t h e  work t aken  a s  a whole.  

Tak ing  t h e  Dia logues  a s  a whole h a s  o f t e n  seemed a 
problem, s i n c e  Dia logue  1 2  a p p e a r s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  
rest. N o t  so, s a y s  Yandel l ;  Hume d i s t i n g u i s h e s  t h e  ques-  
t i o n  o f  r e l i g i o n ' s  ' ' foundat ion  i n  r eason"  from t h e  q u e s t i o n  
o f  its " o r i g i n  i n  human n a t u r e " .  The Dia logues  is con- 
c e r n e d  main ly  w i t h  t h e  f i r s t  t o p i c ,  and t h e  N a t u r a l  History 
w i t h  t h e  second;  b u t  Dia logue  12  i s  a l s o  a b o u t  t h e  second,  
and is c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  N a t u r a l  History. F u r t h e r ,  it 
is  n o t  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  rest  of t h e  Dia logues ,  s i n c e  
i t  i s  n o t  concerned  w i t h  t h e  same q u e s t i o n .  

Yande l l  t h e n  s u g g e s t s  t h a t ,  t a k i n g  Hume's g e n e r a l  
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  p o s i t i o n  i n t o  accoun t ,  it i s  r e a s o n a b l e  to 
t h i n k  t h a t  h i s  p o s i t i v e  views a r e  c o n t a i n e d  n o t  i n  t h e  
Dia logues  b u t  i n  t h e  N a t u r a l  H i s t o r y ,  p r e c i s e l y  because  
t h i s  work c o n s i d e r s  r e l i g i o n  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  human n a t u r e .  
What i s  t h a t  r e l a t i o n ?  Yande l l  s a y s  t h a t  Hume b e l i e v e s  
t h a t  human n a t u r e  h a s  a p r o p e n s i t y ,  on s u r v e y i n g  t h e  order 
o f  n a t u r e ,  t o  b e l i e f  i n  an  i n t e l l i g e n t ,  i n v i s i b l e  a u t h o r  
o f  t h a t  order, and  t h a t  t h i s  is a p r o p e n s i t y  o f  r eason .  
Being so, it  i s  n o t  so u n i v e r s a l ,  n o r  so i n e v i t a b l e ,  as 
t h e  p r o p e n s i t i e s  o f  t h e  i m a g i n a t i o n  t o  b e l i e f  i n  c a u s e s  
and e f f e c t s  and t h e  e x t e r n a l  wor ld .  Yande l l  s u p p o r t s  t h i s  
t e x t u a l l y ,  b u t  i n  so s h o r t  a p a p e r  he  c a n n o t  t e l l  us how 
he  u n d e r s t a n d s  t h e  r eason / imag ina t ion  i s s u e  i n  Hume. Y e t  
t h i s ,  i t  seems to  m e ,  i s  c r u c i a l .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  Yande l l  
h a s  made a good i n i t i a l  c a s e  f o r  h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  Yande l l ,  George J. Nathan a r g u e s ,  i n  
"The E x i s t e n c e  and Nature  of  God i n  Hume's Theism", t h a t  
Hume d i d  a c c e p t  a v e r s i o n  of t h e  d e s i g n  argument (or ,  
be t te r ,  cosmolog ica l  a rgumen t ) .  The b a s i s  of  h i s  case is 
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an accoun t  of H u m e ' s  t h e o r y  of c a u s a t i o n  and c a u s a l  e x p l a -  
n a t i o n .  H e  s a y s  t h a t  t h i s  is by no means exhaus ted  by t h e  

" t r a d i t i o n a l "  c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n s  p l u s  customary t r a n s -  
i t i o n  t h e o r y  summed up i n  t h e  t w o  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  "cause" .  
lie c l a i m s  t h a t  Hum a l s o  r ecogn ized  " g e n e r a l  c a u s e s " ,  
sometimes c a l l e d  "powers" or " p r i n c i p l e s " ,  and t h a t  he re- 
ga rded  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e s e  a s  e s s e n t i a l  i n  c a u s a l  explana-  
t i o n .  Hume had i n  mind h e r e  such  p r i n c i p l e s  a s  g r a v i t y ,  
t h e o r e t i c a l  e x p l a n a t o r y  mechanisms n o t  known by t h e  s e n s e s  
or causal r e a s o n i n g ,  b u t  by r e a e o n i n g s  from a n a l o g g ,  e z -  

p e r i e n c e ,  and o b s e r v a t i o n  (EHU 3 0 ) .  

Nathan t h e n  a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e  Dia logues  rejects any 
argument i n  which t h e  r e g r e s s  of c a u s e s  is a r e g r e s s  of 

p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t s ,  r e l a t e d  by c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n ,  b u t  
t h a t  Hume a c c e p t e d  a v e r s i o n  which r e g a r d s  God a s  t h e  f i r s t  
cause  i n  t h e  s e n s e  o f  u l t i m a t e  p r i n c i p l e  or  g e n e r a l  c a u s e  
of t h e  o r d e r  o f  n a t u r e .  B u t ,  so r ega rded ,  w e  canno t  know 
a n y t h i n g  o f  God's n a t u r e ,  and i n  p a r t i c u l a r  canno t  a s c r i b e  
any moral q u a l i t i e s  t o  him. Indeed ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  Nathan, 
Hume's a c c e p t e d  argument l e a d s  away from t h e  concep t  o f  
God a s  a p e r s o n a l  be ing .  The s t r e n g t h  o f  t h i s  i n t e r p r e -  
t a t i o n  depends t o  an  e x t e n t  upon how Hume's t a l k  o f  powers 
and p r i n c i p l e s  is t o  be unde r s tood .  Here I t h i n k  Nathan is 
less clear than  he  needs  t o  be .  Here are some o f  t h e  
t h i n g s  he s a y s  abou t  g e n e r a l  c a u s e s :  

These a r e  n o t  p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t s  b u t  r a t h e r  
powers which such  o b j e c t s  p o s s e s s  t o  produce 
c e r t a i n  e f f e c t s  i n  c e r t a i n  c i r cums tances  i n  
v i r t u e  o f  t h e i r  e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e s  (p .127) ;  

Hume...intends a d i s t i n c t i o n  t o  be  drawn 
between powers and c a u s e s ,  i . e . ,  between 
powers and t h e  o b j e c t s  w h i c h r e  t h e  b e a r e r s  
of powers (p .131) ;  

. . . g  e n e r a t i v e  mechanisms a r e  what form t h e  
powers of n a t u r e s  o f  objects (p .133) ;  

Genera l  c a u s e s  a r e  t h e  n a t u r e s  o f  v a r i o u s  
o b j e c t s  whereby they  e n t e r  i n t o  r e g u l a r  
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r e l a t i o n s  wi th  one a n o t h e r .  They are 
s t r u c t u r a l  f e a t u r e s  o f  o b j e c t s .  (p.140) ; 

and he  t e l l s  us t h a t  hwne cclinted a6 g e n e r a l  causes :  e lae-  
t i c f t y ,  g r a v i t y ,  cohes ion  of p a r t s ,  communication o f  motion 
by impulse ,  r eason ,  i n s t i n c t ,  g e n e r a t i o n  and v e g e t a t i o n .  

g e n e r a l  causes  are n o t  o b j e c t s ,  b u t  are s t r u c t u r a l  f e a t u r e s  
o f  objects; t h a t  they  are powers t h a t  o b j e c t s  posses s  i n  
v i r t u e  of t h e i r  n a t u r e s ,  and t h a t  t h e y  are n a t u r e s .  But i n  
g e n e r a l  it seems t h a t  on Na than ' s  accoun t  o f  Hume's o n t o l -  
ogy h e r e ,  g e n e r a l  c a u s e s  do  n o t  s u b s i s t  i n  t h e i r  own r i g h t .  
I f  so, and i f  Hume's God i s  t h e  u l t i m a t e  such  g e n e r a l  
cause ,  o f  what object i s  he  a s t r u c t u r a l  f e a t u r e  or  a 

n a t u r e ?  I f  he  i s  a power, o f  what is he  a power? On h i s  
own i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  Hume, such  q u e s t i o n s  must ar ise  f o r  
Nathan; b u t  h e  does n o t  c o n s i d e r  them. I n s t e a d ,  h i s  ver -  
s i o n  of  Hume seems to  e n v i s a g e  a d i f f e r e n t  o n t o l o g i c a l  
s t a t u s  f o r  u l t i m a t e  p r i n c i p l e s  on t h e  one  hand, and d e r i -  
v a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  on t h e  o t h e r .  To my mind, a l l  t h i s  i s  
v e r y  unHumean. 

There is some u n c l a r i t y  he re .  W e  are t o l d  t h a t  

Mar t in  B e l l  
U n i v e r s i t y  o f  York 




