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32. 
BAYESIAiifSW AND ANALOGY IN IIUME'S DIALOGUES 

Wesley Salmon has r e c e n t l y  Eocussed a t t e n t i o n  on  
HUIM'S c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of the  argument from d e s i g n  for t h e  
e x i s t e n c e  of God i n  t h e  Dialogues Concerning Natural Re l i -  

q&, by construing it a c c o r d i n g  t o  a Bayesian accoun t  of 
i n d u c t i v e  i n f e r e n c e s  to c a u s a l  hypotheses .  Salmon a r g u e s  
t h a t  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  argument from d e s i g n ,  con- 
Bidered by P h i l o  and C l e a n t h e s  i n  t h e  Dia logues ,  as an appea l  
t o  ana logy  is n o t  a correct i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of H u m ' s  a rgu-  
n c h t a t i o n .  I would l i k e  h e r e  t o  a rgue  t h a t  Salmon's accoun t  
is too f a r  a f i e l d  of Hum.*. a c t u a l  p a t t e r n  of a rgu ing  to be 
t aken  a s  an a c c u r a t e  accoun t  of t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  i n  t h e  
Dialogues.  I would a l so  l i k e  to  c h a r a c t e r i z e  Hum's accoun t  
o f ' c a u s a l  arguments i n  the Dia logues  more c l o s e l y ,  and t o  
show haw i t  is connected  w i t h  h i s  n o t i o n  of resemblance.  I n  
do ing  so, I s h a l l  de fend  t h e  thesis t h a t  an  a p p e a l  t o  ana logy  
i 8  a f t e r  a l l  t h e  fundamenta l  Lorn of argument t ha t  is con- 
side red 

tars in 

in t h e  Dialogues.  

I. 
Salmon a rgues  t h a t  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  among the charac-  
t h e  Dia logues ,  p r i n c i p a l l y  between P h i l o  and 

Cleanthes .  c e n t e r s  about the v a r i o u s  probabili ty terms enter- 
ing i n t o  Bayes's  Theorem i n  t h e  form: 

P(C/ALB) .P(B/A) 
P(B/ACC) = 

P (C/ACE) *P (B/A) + P (C/ACg) * P  (g/A) 
* 

where i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of t h e  Dia logues ,  "A" s t a n d s  f o r  any 
e v e n t  of coming-into-being, "B" s t a n d s  €or any  e v e n t  t h a t  i 8  

a p roduc t  o f  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  and "C" s t a n d s  f o r  any e v e n t  that 
e x h i b i t s  order or design. '  The v a r i o u s  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  t h a t  
e n t e r  i n t o  Bayas'. Theorem can ,  t hen ,  be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  i n  
t h e  p r e s e n t  c o n t e x t  sore t ho rough ly .  For  example, P(B/ALC) 
is t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  an e v e n t  of coming-into-being which 
d i s p l a y s  o r d e r  is t h e  p r o d u c t  o f  i n t e l l i g e n c e .  This 
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p r o b a b i l i t y ,  i f  h igh ,  would tend to  s u p p o r t  t h e  argument 
from des ign ,  and, i f  low, would tend to undermine it. 

Theorem, w e  need to be i n  a p o s i t i o n  to  f i n d  t h e  fo l lowing  
t h r e e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s :  

P(B/A): T h i s  i s  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  any event of 

I n  order to e v a l u a t e  P(B/ALC) by u s i n g  Baye8.8 

coming-into-being i m  a produc t  of iatel- 
l i g e n c e .  I f  w e  know its va lue ,  it is e a s y  
to c a l c u l a t e  0 ( I / A )  , t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  that  
any e v e n t  of  coming-into-being is n s  a 
produce o f  i n t e l l i g e n c e .  For 
P(k/A) - 1 - P(B/A). Both t h e s e  probab- 
i l i t i es  are c a l l e d  t h e  prior p r o b a b i l i t i e s  
o f  t h e  problem. 

t y p i c a l l y  call8 one of t h e  two l i k e l i h o o d s  
of t h e  problem - t h a t  an e v e n t  of coming- 
in to -be ing  which is a produce of i n t e l -  
l i g e n c e  does  e x h i b i t  o r d e r  or dcsicjr. 

T h i s  is t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  - which Salmon 
ca l l s  t h e  o t h e r  l i k e l i h o o d  of t h e  problem - 
t h a t  a n  e v e n t  o f  coming-into-being which is 
n o t  a produce  of i n t e l l i g e n c e  e x h i b i t s  order 
or des ign .  

P(C/ALB) : T h i s  is the p r o b a b i l i t y  - which Salmon 

P(C/ACii) : 

Wow Salmon is n o t  merely a rgu ing  - though he is a l s o  
a rgu ing  - t h a t  Bayes ' s  Theorem, w i t h  its c o n s t i t u e n t  probab- 
i l i t i e s  so unders tood ,  is r e l e v a n t  f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  a rgu-  
ment from des ign .  H e  is a r g u i n g  t h a t  Bayes ' s  Theorem is 
r e l e v a n t  f o r  i n t e r p r e t i n g  H u m ' s  thoughts  abou t  t h e  argument 
from des ign .  Salmon a d m i t s  t h a t  Vume must have been unaware 
of Bayes's  T h e ~ r e m . ' ~  But h e  C l a i m s  t h a t  Bayes'a Theoren i s  
n e v e r t h e l e s s  relevant for interpreting Hume. He s u g g e s t s  a 
number of rea8ona tor thi8.  ?ir8t, t h e  argument cons ide red  
by P h i l o  and C l e a n t h e s  is weakened, he s a y s ,  i f  it is 
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r ep resen ted  as a lkcre a p p e a l  to ' ana logy . '  
t h a t  the correct strategy for a n a l y z i n g  any c a u s a l  hypothe- 
cis  is Bayesiad, and undoubtedly P h f l o  and C lean thes  are 
deba t ing  abou t  c a u s a l  hypothrses. '  
C lean thes  shaw by the end of t h e  second d i a l o g u e  t h a t  t hey  
are aware t h e  argument is more complex than  a simple appea l  
t o  analogy.' 
one needs to  know in o r d e r  to  u s e  Bayes ' s  Theorem i n  t h e  
r e l e v a n t  way, Hume's characters and e s p e c i a l l y  P h i l o  'devote 
cons ide rab le  a t t e n t i o n  to each  o f  t h e  t h r e e  t y p e s  of prob- 
b i l l t i e n  i n  t h a i r  d i scuss ion .* '  t i f t h l y ,  Hume j u s t  does 
i n  t a c t  r ecogn ize  t h a t  t he  argument from d e s i g n  i s  "some- 
t h i n g  deeper  and more s u b t l e  t han  a s i m p l e  a p p e a l  t o  
anatlogy . 
r easons  f o r  a t t r i b u t i n g  Baycs ian ism to  Hume by r ecogn iz ing  
t h a t  some of Salmon's r e a s o n s  are dependent  on o t h e r s ,  and 
t h a t  same of h i s  reasons are s imply  i r r e l e v a n t  to  t h e  i s s u e  
of i n t e r p r e t i n g  Hum. Thus, h i s  f i f t h  r eason ,  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  
that Hum j u s t  docs  r e c o g n i z e  the excessive s i m p l i c i t y  of 
an  appea l  t o  ana logy ,  is n o t  g i v e n  independent  s u p p o r t  a t  
a l l :  i t  rents e n t i r e l y  on t h e  p r e v i o u s  f o u r  r easons  and i n  
p a r t i c u l a r  on t h e  f o u r t h  r e a s o n  (the one  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  
P h i l o  and Cloanthes  c o n s i d e r  t h e  Bayes ian  probabili t ies).  
The t h i r d  r eason  - t h a t  P h i l o  and  Cfennthes  are aware t h a t  
tho argument is more c q l e x  t h a n  a simple a p p e a l  to  ana logy-  
w i l l  be cons ide red  l a te r  i n  t h i s  pape r .  The f i r s t  two reasons  
are, I submi t ,  c l e a r l y  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  i s s u e  a t  hand. As 
f o r  t h e  f i r s t  one,  it may w e l l  be t r u e ,  for a l l  I s h a l l  
a rgue  he re ,  t h a t  t h e  design argument is weaker cons ide red  as 
an  appea l  t o  ana logy  t h a n  c o n s i d e r e d  as an  a p p e a l  t o  Bayes's  
Theorem. But, whether  or not t h i s  is so, its b e i n g  so would 
show no th ing  a t  a l l  a b o u t  whe the r  H ! I  t hough t  i t  weaker when 
10 cons idered .  A similar p o i n t  is t o  be made f o r  Salmon's 
second reason ,  t h a t  Bayes ian  a n a l y s i s  is t h e  corr?rct s t r a t e g y  
for e x a c i n i n g  c a u s a l  hypotheses .  

Secondly,  he  s a y s  

T h i r d l y ,  P h i l o  and 

Four th ly ,  w i t h  respect to  t h e  p robabi l i t i es  

8 

We chn g r e a t l y  s i m p l i f y  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of Salmon's 

Even i f  t h i s  should  be SO, 
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t h i s  would do n o t h i n g  to p rove  that H s  cons ide red  Bayesian 
a n a l y s i s  t o  be t h e  correct way to  probe  c a u s a l  claim. #hat 
it would r e q u i r e  t o  show someth ing  abou t  viewe on 
t h i s  and related matters is s u r e l y  a close a n a l y s i s  o f  
Hum's  t ex t s  i n  t h e  Dia logues  and e isewhere .  And t h i 8  
Salmon does n o t  have. 

Salmon's f o u r t h  reason for f i n d i n g  Bayesianism t h e r e i n  k e p t  
f i r m l y  i n  mind. 
C lean thes  a c t u a l l y  c o n t a i n  8 c o n s i d e r a t i o n  - as Salmon M i n -  
t a i n s  - of t h e  three p r o b a b i l i t i e .  e n t e r i n g  i n t o  S a h o n ' s  
Bayesian a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  problem? Salmon vehemently main- 
t a i n s  t h a t  it does: *Although t h e  argument i n  t h e  Dialogues 
is n o t  cast i n  fo rma l  terms, Huraa shaved  a f u l l  a p p r e c i a t i o n  
of t h e  t h r e e  t y p e s  of c o n s i d e r a t i o n  which must .be  brought  to 
b e a r  i n  order t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  theistic c a u s a l  h y p o t h e ~ i s . " ~  
But Salmon's vehemence, as we sha l l  see, seems t o  be l i t t l e  
more t h a n  a c o v e r  for p a u c i t y  of d e m n s t r a t i o n .  

How a b o u t  t h e  p r i o r  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  P (B/A) and P ( B / A ) ,  

the p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  an event  ot  coming-into-being is t h e  
product  of i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  and Lhe p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  such an  
even t  i s  no t  t h e  p r o d u c t  of i n t e l l i g e n c e ?  
of an argument t h a t  t h e s e  p r i o r  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  a r e  g iven  con- 
s i d e r a t i o n  by t h e  c h a r a c t e r s  i n  t h e  Dialogues.  As he cor- 
r e c t l y  p o i n t s  o u t ,  P h i l o  i n  t h e  second, s even th ,  and e i g h t h  
d i a logues  does  d i s c u s s  many o f  t h e  ' s p r i n g s  and p r i n c i p l e s '  
ty which a v a r i e t y  of e v e n t s  of co.ning-into-being t r a n s p i r e :  

' animal and v e g e t a b l e  g e n e r a t i o n ,  i n s t i n c t u a l  a c t i v i t y ,  laech- 
a n i c a l  c a u s a t i o n ,  and i n t e l l i g e n t  des ign .  And P h i l o  does  
say  i n  t h e  second d i a l o g u e :  Y h o t  peculiar p r i v i l e g e  h%m.. . 
thought ,  t h u t  ue m u s t  mnbe Z t  the modal o f  t h e  uhole ~otivzrrrr? 

(DNR148)" But s u r e l y  a l l  t h a t  P h i l o  is t r y i n g  to  do i s  to 
reject the thesis that t h e  exhibit ion of d e s i g n  @plies i n  
evew case a d e s i g n e r .  
vide any  a s ses smen t  of P(B/A), e x c e p t  i n  the nega t ive  and 
t r i v i a l  s e n s e  of showing t h a t  t h i a  v a l u e  is n o t  1. 

L e t  US, t hen ,  t u r n  to  t h e  t e x t  of t h e  Dialogues w i t h  
%, 

Does t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  between P h i l o  and 

Salmon has  a trace 

. 
To reject th is  t h e s i s  is n o t  to pro- 

But 
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where does P h i l o  attelnpt t o  g i v e  any f u r t h e r  numerical esti-  
mate? Where doas he maintain even t h a t  P(B/h) is nea r  zero 
or t h a t  P(B/A) is n e a r  I? The answer is, Nowhere. I n  f a c t  
there is Ln t h e  Dialogues no c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of Salmon's prior 
p r o b a b i l i t i e s  a t  a l l .  That va r ious  forms of coming-into- 
being a r e  adduced i n  t h e  course of t h e  d i scuss ion  s u r e l y  
does nothing to  show € h a t  t h e r e  is any such cons ide ra t ion .  

With r e s p e c t  to  t h e  remaining t w o  types of probab- 
i l i t i e s  - t h e  l i k e l i h o o d s  of t h e  Bayesian problem - Salmon 
seems t o  have no argument a t  a l l .  H e  simply claims t h a t  
P h i l o  does cite the  a p p r o p r i a t e  evidence i n  h i s  d i scuss ion  
of t h e  var ious ' s p r i n g s  and p r i n c i p l e s '  of corning-into-being: 
"In t h e  course of t h e  argument, P h i l o  b r i n g s  o u t  t hese  con- 
siperations q u i t s  e x p l i c i t l y . " "  But where? To be sure, 
P h i l o  cons ide r s  examples t h a t  might i n  t h e i r  own r i g h t  be 
u s e f u l l y  construed according t o  a Bayesian a n a l y s i s .  But 
where does P h i l o  so c o n s t r w  them? Where does he provide 
any e s t ima te  - even a crude one - o f  t h e  probabilities i n  
ques t ion?  So f a r  a s  I can a s c e r t a i n ,  t h e  answer is, Nowhere. 

Saying t h i s  doer nothing to  c l a r i f y  what t h e  c r u c i a l  argument 
concerning causa t ion  is i n  t h e  Dialogues.  Salmon claims 
t h a t ,  vhatever  it is, it is n o t  an appeal to  analogy. I say  
it & an appeal  to  analogy, and now I s h a l l  t u r n  t o  showing 
t h i s  p o i n t  i n  f i r t h e r  detail .  

Salmon's case, then ,  seems v a s t l y  trumped-up. But 

I f .  

What is an appeal  t o  analogy i n  t h e  sense  i n  which I 
maintain t h a t  P h i l o  and Cleanthes  a r e  c o n s i d e r i n g  such an 
appeal  when they d i s c u s s  t h e  a rguaen t  from des ign ,  and i n  the 
sense  i n  which Salmon ma in ta ins  that  they  are no t?  The t y p i -  
cal  analogy reasons from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  one p a r t i c u l a r  is 
minilar to another  p a r t i c u l a r ,  to  t h e  claim t h a t  a given pro- 
p e r t y  possessed by t h e  first p a r t i c u l a r  is also possessed.by 
t h e  o t h e r  (or t h a t  a t  least a similar p r o p e r t y  i a  posses89d 
by t h e  o t h e r ) .  The s t r e n g t h  of t h e  a n a l o g i c a l  reasoning 
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c r u c i a l l y  depends  on t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  between t h e  two p a r t i -  
culars, and perhaps  also on t h e  number of par t icu lars  u e h a v e  
expe r i enced  w i t h  t h e  p r o p e r t y  i n  ques t ion .  When t h e  two  
p a r t i c u l a r s  are q u i t e  similar, than  t h e  analogy is strong, 
and when t h e y  are more or less d i s ~ ~ i m i l a r ,  t hen  t h e  ana logy  
i 8  weak. 
t h a t  P h i l o  t h i n k s  he is con8 ide r ing r  

But n w  t h i s  is c e r t a i n l y  t h e  sort o f  argument 

That a s tone  w i l l  f a l Z ,  t h a t  f i r e  o i l 1  burn, 
t h a t  t h e  e a r t h  ha8 s o l i d i t y ,  we have observed 
a thouoand and a thourand time.; and when 
any neu i n e t a n c e  o f  t h i r  nature i r  prusented,  
we draw wi thou t  h e s i t a t i o n  the accustomed 
i n f e r e n c e .  The e z a c t  r im iZar i t y  of the caser'  
g i ves  U. a p e r f e c t  areuranoe o f  a airnilor 
euent;  and a s t ronger  evidcnc8 i a  n r v e r  de- 
s i r e d  nor sought  a f t e r .  But whrnever you 

* depar t ,  i n  t h e  t e a a t ,  from the  s i m i l a r i t y  of 
t he  oarar,  you d imin i rh  pruportiona t ly tho 
evidenae; and may a t  Zart bring i t  t o  a very 
oeak ana lo  ohtoh $0 oonfosredly  l i a b l e  to  
orror&i.~-taintp. (DNR144) 
T h i s  q u o t e  is from thcl 8econd d ia logue ,  bu t  there is 

no r eason  to  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  fundamental form 
of argument Y e i n g  c o n s i d e r e d  ha8  changed l a t e r  in t h a  
Dialogues.  And t h e r e  are a t  least  fou r  r easons  f o r  t h i n k i n g  
t h a t  it has  not changed. F i r s t ,  P h i l o  simply d e f i n e s  the 
argument from e x p e r i e n c e  a8 an  analogy of t h e  sort j u s t  
desc r i b a d  : 

When two o p e a i e s  of  o b j e o t e  have aloaye been 
observed t o  be aonjoined toge ther ,  I can 
i n f e r ,  b y  custom, tho e t i s t a n 3 e  o f  one when- 
e v a r  I 8 0 9  t h e  e t i s t e n o e  o f  the othnr:  And 
t h i o  I ootZ an argument from erperionoe. (DNR149) 

Secondly,  i n  t h e  f i f t h  d i a l o g u e ,  P h i l o  makes c l e a r  t h a t  he 
is still c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  same specie8 of  argument to  be the 
basis f o r  h i s  d i s c u e s i o n  w i t h  Cleanthelr: 

' 

L i k e  effects P P O V e  t i k e  O O U S ~ S .  Th i r  i s  the  
etperimen t a t  argument.. . .ROU i t  i s  o e r t a i n ,  
t h a t  t h e  Z iker  t h e  #ff'eut8 are, ohioh are 
seen, and t h e  Ziker  t h e  u a ~ r e r ,  ohioh are  
i n f e r r e d ,  t h e  e t ronger  4 0  t h e  argumen t .  
Every departure on e i t h e r  r i d e  diminC8hes 
the  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  and renderr the e rper i ren t  
l e r r  aonolu6ive.  (DNR165) 
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T h i r d l y ,  i n  t h e  s i x t h  d i a l o g u e , ' t h e  basic p r i n c i p l e  a t  t h e  
core of t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  is still sa id  t o  be t h a t  whore rev-  
era2 known circumstancer are  observed t o  be r i m i t o r ,  t he  
unknown w i l l  a180 be found r i m i f o r .  (DNR170) A f o u r t h  1 
source  of s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  claim t h a t  Hume c o n s i d e r s  t h e  argu- 1 

ment from des ign  to  be b a s i c a l l y  an  a p p e a l  to  ana logy  is 
t h a t  th roughout  t h e  Dia logues ,  whenever ' t h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  

is whether  or n o t  t h e  u n i v e r s e  a s  a whole is or is n o t  
s i m i l a r  (and, i f  it is, t o  what d e g r e e  i t  is s imi la r )  to  t h e  
v a r i o u s  k inds  o f  e f f e c t s  t h a t  are found among t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  
par ts  of t h e  u n i v e r s e  w i t h  which we are f a m i l i a r .  Thus, i n  
t h e  seven th  d i a l o g u e  P h i l o  r easons  t h i s  way: 

I f  t he  un iver se  b e a m  a grea te r  l i k e n e r r  t o  
animat bodier  and t o  vege tab le r ,  than t o  t h e  
works o f  human a r t ,  i t  i r  molre probabte t h a t  
i t 8  cauru re renb ter  the  caurr of t h e  former 
than t h a t  o f  t h e  L a t t e r ,  and i t #  o r i g i n  ought 
r a t h e r  t o  be arcr ibed  t o  generat ion or vege- 
t a t i o n  than t o  rearon o r  derSgn. (DNR1761 

Indeed ,  P h i l o ' s  whole case a g a i n s t  t h e  argument from d e s i g n  
depends on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  b a a i c a l l y  t h e  argument,  as h e  con- 
c e i v e s  i t ,  & a n  a p p e a l  to  ana logy .  H i s  main p o i n t  is t h a t  
w e  have n o  s t r o n g  ev idence  about t h e  o r i g i n  o f  t h e  u n i v a r r e ,  
and t h a t  i n  t h e  absence  o f  s u c h  ev idence ,  t h e  best  w e  can  do 
is t o  r eason  by a w& analogy8 moreover, t h a t  the par t i -  
cular weak ana logy  t o  which t h e  d e s i g n  argument appeals i r  
no better t h a n  a v a r i e t y  of o t h e r  weak a n a l o g i e s :  

I 

argument' is be ing  cons ide red ,  t h e  c r u c i a l  p o i n t  o f  debate C 

c 

~ 

I have r t i l l  a r r e r t e d ,  t h a t  wu have no && 
t o  e r t a b t i r h  any ry s t em of cornogony. O u r  
erper i encr ,  80 imper f ec t  i n  i t r e t f ,  and ro  

t h e  wholo o f  t h i n g r .  But i f  ve m u r t  need8 
I f i t  on .one hypo thee i r ,  by what r u l e ,  pray,  

ought we t o  determine our cho ice?  I r  t h e r e  
any o t h e r  rule than the  grea te r  r i m i t a r f t p  
o f  t h e  ob jec t8  aomparrd? Asd doer not a 
p l a n t  o r  an animal,  v h i c h  rpr ingr  from vege- 
t a t i o n  o r  generat ion,  bear a r t r o n g e r  
resemblancr t o  t h e  v o r l d ,  than doer any 
a r t i  f i c i a l  machine, v h i c h  a r i e e r  from rearon * 
and deaign? (DNR177) 12  

I l i m i t e d  both i n  e t t e n t  and dura t ion ,  can 
I a f f o r d  ur no probable con jec ture  oonoerning 
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L e t  u s  t h e n  c h a r a c t e r i z e  more c l o s e l y  t h e  appeal t o  
analogy, as Hume c o n s i d e r s  it i n  t h e  Dialogues. T h i s  s l igh t  
seem imposs ib lo  t o  do, s i n c e  i n  d i f f o r c n t  pas ragcs  i n  t h e  
Dialogues Hume might seem to  erabrace somewhat d i f f e r e n t  
fundamental  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  argument by analogy. One r e a r o n  
f o r  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  t h i s  regard is t h a t  Hume u s e s  both an 
a b s o l u t e  or t ou t -oouc t  n o t i o n  o f  resemblance  and also a ra- 
l a t i v e  or compara t ive  n o t i o n  of resemblance.  According to 
t h e  a b s o l u t e  n o t i o n ,  t w o  objects e i t h e r  resemble each  o t h e r  
or they  do not:  t h e i r  reserablanoe is n o t  a matter of 
degree.13 According t o  t h e  compara t ive  no t ion ,  t w o  objects 
resemble each  o t h e r  t o  a given  degree ,  rather than merely 
resembl ing  each  o t h e r  or n o t  resembl ing  each o the r :  i n  t h e  
compara t ive  s e n s e  o f  *resemble,* it might  happen, f o r  ex- 
ample, t h a t  5 resembles b, b u t  does so to a lesser degree  
than  5 resembles $.14 L e t  u s  u s e  *R* to  d e s i g n a t e  t h e  ab- 
s o l u t e  n o t i o n  of resemblance,  i n  such  a way t h a t  "R(x,y)* 
says  t h a t  5 and y resemble each  o t h e r ,  t o u t - c o u p t .  L e t  u s  
u s e  "r" to d e s i g n a t e  t h e  compara t ive  n o t i o n  of r e sc rS lance ,  
i n  such  a way t h a t  "r(x,y)"  d e s i g n a t e s  the degree to which 
- x and y resemble. Then w e  can  let  

say  that 5 and y resemble each o t h e r  to  a g r e a t e r  degree 
than  do w, and f. 
d e s i g n a t e  a c a u s e - l o c a t i n g  f u n c t i o n ,  so t h a t  * c ( K ) *  d e s i g -  
n a t e s  t h e  cause  o f  5. 

ways o f  encoding  t h e  basic p r i n c i p l e  o f  ' t h e  exper imenta l  
argument. '  For example, it can perhaps  seem t h a t  the dic tum 
l i k e  ef fec ts  proue like C R U I ~ O  shou ld  be rep resen ted  as 

I t  c a n  a lso seem, pe rhaps ,  that the dictum t h e  liicer t h e  

effeots...the s t r o n g e r  $0 the U r g U M n t  shou ld  be rendered  as 

r ( x , y )  > r(x,f) 

F i n a l l y ,  le t  u s  u s e  t h e  l e t te r  "c- t o  

I t  can ,  perhaps ,  seem, t h e n ,  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  v a r i o u s  

R(z,ym(C(X_) ,C(y) 1 

[r(x,y) > r (Z8z) 1-r ( c  ,c(y) 1 > r ( c  (5) , c ( ~ )  1 I .  
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n he possibilities f o r  i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e  b a s i c  p r i n c i p l e  of 
appea l s  t o  analogy do no t  end here .  
no t ion  of  p r o b a b i l i t y  (though n o t  a Bayesian one).15 
can, then,  perhaps seem t h a t  the baBic p r i n c i p l e  should be 
rendered a s  

[r  (z,y) > r(x , t )  I ~ P [ R ( c ( ~ )  , c ( y )  1 I ' P [ R ( c ( x )  ,c(z)  1 1 1  , 
where * P ( A )  * is understood to  denote  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of A. 

No doubt there are many f u r t h e r  sugges t ions  f o r  formulat ing 
t h e  b a s i c  form of argument under d i s c u s s i o n  i n  the Dialogues. 
What, then, a c t u a l l y  is t h i s  form of argument, and how a r e  
Hume's two not ions of  resemblance connected w i t h  qach o t h e r  
i n  i t? 

g e s t i o n s ,  I do not  t h ink  t h a t  any of them is t h e  correct 
p r i n c i p l e  for i n t e r p r e t i n g  Hum. 
mentr,  or i n  o the r  words v a l i d  deduc t ive  i n f e r e n c e s .  B u t  
llume is c l e a r l y  aware t h a t  i t  is n o t  deduc t ion  he is d e a l i n g  
wi th ,  bu t  r a t h e r  induction." 
i nduc t ive  argument o f  some so t t  t h a t  P h i l o  and Cleanthes  are 
appea l ing  to. I s u b m i t  t h a t  t h e  fo l lowing  is the b a s i c  form 
of argument i n  questfonr  

Hume also e rp loys  a 
It 

Despite t he  i n i t i a l  p l a u s i b i l i t y  of  t h e  above nug- 

They a11  i n v o l v e  en ta i l :  

Accordingly,  w e  must f i n d  an 

( A l l  R ( E r Y )  
(A21 R ( C  

Therefore,  k = c ( y ) .  
The premises A 1  and A2 he re  are to  be c o n s t r u e d  not  as E- 
t a i l i n g  t h e  conclusion "4 - cty )"  b u t  r a t h e r  as providing 
i n d u c t i v e  support  f o r  it. 

we can  go on to i n t e r p r e t  Hum's c l a i m  t h a t  t h e  tfker t h e  
effect. are ,  v h i o h  are  reen, and t h e  l i k e r  t h e  e a u ~ e e ,  u h i o h  
are  i n f e r r e d ,  t h e  e t r o n g e r  Cr t h e  argument. (DEIR165) This 
m a n s  t h a t  t h e  g r e a t e r  the resemblances r e f e r r e d  to  i n  
A 1  and A t ,  t h e  s t r o n g e r  is t h e  inductive s u p p o r t  that t h e s e  
premises g i v e  t o  t h e  conclusion " E  - c ( y )  .a The not ion of 
"p robab i l i t y"  used by Hum i8, 'I submit, simply +hi. notion 
Of t h o  s t r e n g t h  of i nduc t ive  suppor t  that  premises  give to 

With t h i s  b a s i c  form o f  i n d u c t i v e  argument i n  mind, 
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4 1 .  

conc lus ions  i n  i n d u c t i v e  arguments.  T h i s  i d e a  o f  probab- 
i l i t y  c o u l d  be wore a c c u r a t e l y  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  i n  a set of 
formal  p r i n c i p l e s  a b o u t  t h e  basic form of argument. One 
s u c h  p r i n c i p l e  would e x p l i c a t e  how t h e  s t r e n g t h  of i n d u c t i v e  
s u p p o r t  o b t a i n i n g  i n  a new i n s t a n c e  o f  t h e  argument depends 
on t h e  number o f  p r e v i o u s  i n s t a n c e s  o f  t h e  a rgumen t s tha t  
have been s u c c e s s f u l .  Another,  s u r e l y ,  would be t h a t  i f  w e  
had t w o  arguments 

R (2.1 0 yl) 
R(c(x1) ,211 
Thcro fo re ,  z1 - c(yl) ,  

and 
R ( ~ 2 ,  y2 1 

* R(c ( ~ 2 )  , 421  
The re fo re ,  42  - c ( y 2 ) ;  

r(y1,yl) r ( 5 2 , y 2 ) ,  

r(c(xl) ,Sl)  > r ( c ( 5 2 ) , ~ 2 ) ;  

and i f  it were t r u e  both t h a t  

and t h a t  

t h e n  t h e  s t r e n g t h  o f  t h e  s u p p o r t  f o r  "51 = c(y1)" would be 
g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h e  s t r e n g t h  o f  t h e  s u p p o r t  f o r  "52 = cly2)." 

i n s t a n c e  o f  t h i s  g e n e r a l  form of i n d u c t i v e  ana logy ,  as f o l -  
lows. Let  *u* s t a n d  f o r  t h e  u n i v e r s e  and "9" s t a n d  f o r  Cod. 

The argument from d e s i g n  can  be r e p r e s e n t e d  as a n  

Then t h e  argument from d e s i g n  becomes: 
(81) R ( x , U )  
(82 )  R ( C  (5)  8 9 )  

There fo re ,  2 - c (u ) ,  
where i n  t h i s  argument *xu is unders tood  
t i t y  t h a t  d i s p l a y s  order and  d e s i g n ,  and 
and d e s i g n  are the basis for a a i n t a i n i n g  

t o  r e f e r  to  a n  en- 
where t h i s  order 
t h e  premise  81. 

Represen t ing  t h e  ' expe r imen ta l  argument f o r  theism' in  t h i s  
way has n o t  o n l y  t h e  advantag. of b r i n g i n g  o u t  t h e  i n d u c t i v e  
c h a r a c t e r  of +he form of argunnt  unde r ly ing  it, b u t  also 
t h e  advantage  of c l a r i f y i n g  how degrees of resemblance are 
u8ed to  assign d e g r e e s  of s t r e n g t h  to  arguments which at. 
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i n s t ances  of t h i s  form. Furtherawre,  c o n s t r u i n g  t h e  des ign  
argument i n  t h i s  way also has the advantage of b r ing ing  o u t  
th8t t h e  conclusian of the argument is a c a u s a l  judgment, a 
j u d g w n t  that OM itu is the cause of ano the r .  S ince  t h e  
a t q u m ~ n t  from design a s  P h i l o  and Cleanthem c o n s i d e r  i t  i n  
t h e  Dialogues is an argument that concludes to  the cause of 
the universe ,  t h i s  encapsu la t ion  of t h e  fundamental form of 
t h e  argument accords wi th  t h e  a c t u a l  argumentation of Hume's 
work. 

aecords w i t h  t h e  dimcussion i n  t h e  Dialogues. This  r e s p e c t  
has  t o  do w i t h  t h e  d e t a i l e d  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  i n  
t h e  Dialogues, a s t r u c t u r e  which Salmon completely misrep- 
r e s e n t s  when he  g ives  h i s  t h i r d  argument for a Bayesian 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  Dialogues. Salmon says:  "The s t r e n g t h  
of a simple srgument by analogy depends c r u c i a l l y  upon t h e  
degree of s i m i l a r i t y  between the e n t i t i e s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to 
which the analogy is drawn. But...watches are...dissimilar 
t o  universes .  
s t a t i n g  force.... By t h e  end of the second d ia logue .  ..both 
P h i l o  and Cleanthes  a r e  f u l l y  aware t h a t  the argument is 
more ~omplex . '~ '  Naw I am not  q u i t e  s u r e  whether  t h e  form 
o f  argument I am a t t r i b u t i n g  to P h i l o  and Cleanthes  i n  the 
Dialosues is a 'simple argument by analogy' i n  Salmon's s ense ,  
b u t  an argument by analogy it c e r t a i n l y  is (perhaps n o t  a 

simple one ) .  And appeal ing to t h i s  argument does make p la ine r  
the  gene ra l  d r i f t  of the details  of the  d i s c u s s i o n  between 
P h i l o  and Cleanthes.  For,  what they are a r g u i n g  about  is 
simply the va r ious  resemblances i n  q u e s t i o n  i n  t h e  premises  
81 and 82 of var ious  i n s t a n c e s  of the g e n e r a l  form of which 
t h e  argument from design is also an i n s t a n c e .  

P h i l o  and Cleanthes  spend a g r e a t  deal of time dis- 
c u s s i n g  va r ious  cho ices  o f  g and t h e  merits of these choicer. 
I n  the second d ia logue  P h i l o  argues t h a t ,  gi-n o u r  minute 
and p a r t i a l  knawledge of the un ive r se  as a wholo, we could 
never be i n  a p o s i t i o n  to argue f o r  premise 81. krd i f  w e  

I n  another  r e spec t  too t h i s  c o n s t r u a l  of t h e  argument 

P h i l o  is qu ick  to  p o i n t  t h i s  o u t  w i th  deva- 
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could ,  P h i l o  m a i n t a i n s  i n  the f i f t h ,  s i x t h ,  and s e v e n t h  
d i a l o g u c s ,  t h e  atheist  still has a v a i l a b l e  many c h o i c e r  of 
orde r -d i sp lay ing  5 (m. an animal )  an& c h o i c e s  of c (u. 
coamFc s e x u a l  r e p r o d u c t i o n )  auch that  an a t h e i s t i c  arguawnt 

(C1)  R ( E r 2 )  
?- (C2) R ( C ( 5 )  t t )  

There fo re ,  4 - c(u) 
. is i n d u c t i v e l y  much s t r o n g e r  t h a n  any t h e i s t i c  argument of 

t h e  same g e n e r a l  form, because t h e  resemblances in C l  and C2 
are much cloaer t h a n  any of those in B1 and B2. X s u b m i t ,  

between P h i l o  and C lean thes  can and  shou ld  be seen i n  l i g h t  

what Salmon con tends ,  s i g n a l  t h e  enployment of soma form of 
argument t h a t  is n o t  an appeal to analogy a t  a l l .  

I 
Br 
:i tben ,  t h a t  the d e t a i l s  and c o n p l e x i t i c s  of t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  

1- of t h e  form of argument i n  q u e s t i o n .  They do not, d e s p i t e  
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David Hum, Dia logues  Concerning Na tu ra l  Religio!, 
ad. Noruan K e m p  S a i t h  (XndianaPolisr . Bobbs-Merrrl l ,  
19471, p. 148.- When Huacr say.-here, ... uhy e e i e c t  
eo m i n u t o ,  80 Weak. ao bounded a p r i n o i p l e  a s  the 
rearon ond d e a i g n  of  oninala i r  found to  bo u p o n  t h i 8  
p lane t?  it might  be though t  t h a t  he  is s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  
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p ( B / A )  is v e r y  l o w .  Perhaps  t h i s  is what Salmon directs 
h i s  a t t e n t i o n  to. B u t  flume's p o i n t  i n  t h i s  p a s s a g e  i a  
n o t  t o  estimate P(B/h). Rather i t  is to  aay t h a t  t h e  
a n a l o  y bctwcen on@ part  of n a t u r e  and t h e  whole of f t ,  
o d w e e n  one  p a r t  of n a t u r e  and a n o t h e r  par t  o f  i tr i s  
such  a weak ana logy  t h a t  it c a n n o t  c o r r e c t l y  u n d e r p i n  
an i n f e E e  from t h e  part to t h e  whole, or from one 
par t  t o  a n o t h e r  p a r t .  

11. Salmon, p. 151. ..I 

12. The same p o i n t  is repeated a t  t h e  end o f  the s e v e n t h  
d i a l o g u e .  

13. (DNRl65) The d i c tum L i k e  e f f e c t s  prove tikc caurer 
seems t o  employ t h e  a b s o l u t e  n o t i o n  of r e s e n b l a n c e .  

14. (DNR165) The d i c t u m  ... t h 8  l i k e r  t h e  e f f e a t r  ... and 
t h e  Zikrr the caurer...fhe rtrongar i r  the argument 
seems to employ t h e  compara t ive  n o t i o n  of rceemblance .  

0 

15. ( D N R 1 7 6 )  

16. Moreover, i f  any o f  t h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  were correct, t h e n  
w e  would have  a k i n d  of l o g i c a l  r e l a t i o n  be tween c a u s e s  
and e f f e c t s ,  and it is d o u b t f u l  t h a t  Hume u o u l d  a d m i t  
any l o g i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of t h e  sor t  to  ex is t .  

17. sa lmon,  p. 1 4 5 .  
L 




