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121. 
HUME'S Of S c c p t i a i a m  w i t h  r e g a r d  Lo reaoon: 

A STUDY I N  CONTRASTING THEMES.* 

This  paper  a t tempts  t o  describe t h e  complex d ia -  
l e c t i c a l  i n t e r p l a y  among t h e  c o n t r a s t i n g  r a t i o n a l ,  s c a p t i -  
c a l  and n a t u r a l i s t  elements which appear i n  Sec t ion  I ,  
Part I V  o f  Book I of Hume's T r e a t i s e  of  Human Nature.  A t  
t h e  same t i m e  w e  s h a l l  t r y  t o  show t h a t ,  con t r a ry  t o  Hume's 
own eva lua t ion  o f  t h a t  section, it is t h e  s c e p t i c a l  element,  
i n  which t h e  u n r e l i a b i l i t y  of  reason is supposedly demon- 
s t r a t e d ,  a s  opposed to  t h e  n a t u r a l i s t  e l e m e n t ,  i n  which i t s  
u n r e l i a b i l i t y  is supposed t o  remain hidden from us ,  t h a t  
deserves  t o  tr iumph. With t h e s e  two goa l s  i n  mind and i n  
o rde r  t o  make it easier f o r  t h e  r eade r  to  fol low t h e  in- 
e v i t a b l e  t w i s t s  and t u r n s  of t h e  d i a l e c t i c ,  w e  have d iv ided  
t h e  p a p e r , i n t o  two three-sec t ioned  p a r t s .  The f i r s t  p a r t  
b e a r s  t h e  t i t l e  "Reason and Scept ic ism",  whi le  t h e  second 
p a r t  b e a r s  t h e  t i t l e  "Naturalism". 

proving t h a t  Hume's a t tempted reduct ion  of a l l  knowledge 
to p r o b a b i l i t y  is f r u s t r a t e d  by h i s  f a i l u r e  t o  expla in  how 
w e  can make mis takes  i n  s imple  ope ra t ions  with small  numbers. 
I f  so, t h e  f i r s t  phase of h i s  s c e p t i c a l  a s s a u l t  a g a i n s t  
reason f a i l s  t o  d i s lodge  h e r  from h e r  th rone .  I f  t h e  sec- 
ond s e c t i o n  is  r i g h t ,  t h e  second s t a g e  of  t h e  s c e p t i c a l  
a s s a u l t  f a r e s  no b e t t e r .  For Hume's a t tempted reduct ion  
of a l l  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  to zero  is shown t o  r e l y  on an un- 
s a t i s f a c t o r y  formula for c a l c u l a t i n g  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  i n  
ques t ion .  In t h e  t h i r d  s e c t i o n  an e f f o r t  is made t o  show 
t h a t  t h e  at tempted r educ t ion  of  t h e  second s e c t i o n ,  it 
had been a success  i n s t e a d  o f  a f a i l u r e ,  would have des- 
t royed  reason b u t  l e f t  scepticism i n t a c t .  

The f i r s t  s e c t i o n  of P a r t  I is  concerned wi th  

*I should l i k e  to  thank Howard Sobel  f o r  h i s  pene t r a t ing  
and unsparing criticism of an earlier vers ion  of t h i s  
paper.  
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Nume's c o n v i c t i o n ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h a t  t h e  
flawed r e d u c t i o n  i n  q u e s t i o n  i s  unflawed and d e s t r o y s  b o t h  
l e a d s  to  a prolonged d i s c u s s i o n ,  i n i t i a t e d  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
s e c t i o n  of P a r t  11, o f  h i s  n a t u r a l i s m .  Indeed,  t h i s  theme 
dominates t h e  rest o f  t h e  paper .  Thus it d e s e r v e s  a p a r t  
t o  i t s e l f .  I f  w e  are correct i n  t h e  f i r s t  s e c t i o n  o f  
P a r t  I f ,  I jume's  n a t u r a l i s m  is  best i n t e r p r e t e d  as  a doc- 
trine of i n s t i n c t s  r e l y i n g  f o r  i ts  d o c t r i n a l  s t a t u s  upon 
a f a i l u r e  t o  a c c e p t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  of t h e  s c e p t i c a l  argu-  
ment d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  reason .  But ,  as  w e  t r y  to b r i n g  o u t  
i n  t h e  second s e c t i o n ,  t h e  s p e c i f i c  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  i n a b i l i t y  
w i t h  which Nume could  i n  t h e  f i n a l a n a l y s i s  give s u b s t a n c e  
t o  t h i s  f a i l u r e  o f  a c c e p t a n c e  is l e f t  w i t h o u t  any c a u s a l  
foundat ion .  F i n a l l y ,  i n  t h e  t h i r d  s e c t i o n  t h a t  i n a b i l i t y  
is seen t o  run a f o u l  of r e a s o n  as Hume h i m s e l f  unders tands  
it. And n o t e  is t a k e n  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  r e a s o n  so under- 
stood and t h e  s c e p t i c a l  argument d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  r e a s o n  
t h a t  Hume a d o p t s  f o r  h i s  own b o t h  commit him w i l l y - n i l l y  
to r e j e c t i n g  f o r  good or ill one  s t a n d a r d  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
knowledge. 

Reason and S c e p t i c i s m  

i I 

Nowhere are t h e  r a t i o n a l  e l e m e n t s  i n  Hume's 
phi losophy more i n  ev idence ,  i r o n i c a l l y  enough, t h a n  i n  
S e c t i o n  I ,  P a r t  I V  o f  Book I o f  t h e  T r e a t i s e  e n t i t l e d  O f  
Scept ic i sm w i t h  regard t o  reason. 
told i n  t h e  very f i r s t  paragraph  t h a t  in aEt demonotrntiue 
ecdences the r u l e s  a r e  c e r t a i n  and d n f a t t i b t e . '  
moreover,  m u s t  be c o n o i d e r ' d  do a kind of  uause ,  of ohich 
t r u t h  io t h e  naturat  e f f e c t .  (T180) I n  o t h e r  words,  
reason ,  l e f t  t o  i ts  own d e v i c e s ,  would produce t r u t h  and,  
presumably,  o n l y  t r u t h .  

Anyone who s t e a d f a s t l y  a d h e r e s  t o  such p r i n c i p l e s  
w i l l  reject o u t  o f  hand one k ind  of s c e p t i c i s m  w i t h  r e g a r d  

For  it is t h e r e  we a r e  

Our reaeon. 
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t o  r eason .  T h a t  i s  t h e  k i n d  which r e s u l t s  from t h e  a l l e g e d  
d i s c o v e r y  t h a t  r e a s o n ,  l e f t  t o  i ts  own d e v i c e s ,  compels us  
t o  embrace one or more c o n t r a d i c t i o n s ,  an obv ious  form of 
f a l s i t y . 2  I t  is  a k i n d  o f  s c e p t i c i s m  which Bayle  c u l t i -  
v a t e d  so a s s i d u o u s l y .  And y c t ,  d c s p i t c  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  which 
Bayle's w r i t i n g s  e x e r t e d  upon Hume, t hey  never  convinced 
him o f  t h e  v i a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  k i n d  o f  s c c p t i c i s m .  On t h e  
c o n t r a r y ,  a p a r t  from some wavering i n  t h e  Enquiry,  h e  was 
as  adamant a s  any L e i b n i z i a n  r a t i o n a l i s t  t h a t  r i g h t  roason- 
i n g  l e a d s  o n l y  t o  t r u t h . 3  O r ,  i f  t h a t  smacks o f  a t a u t o -  
l o g y ,  h e  was as adamant as any L e i b n i z i a n  r a t i o n a l i s t  t h a t  
r e a s o n  l e f t  t o  i ts  own d e v i c e s  is always r i g h t .  

What k i n d  of  s c e p t i c i s m  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  r eason  is 
Ilume p r e p a r e d ,  t h e n ,  t o  e n t e r t a i n ?  It  is one which depends 
i n i t i a l l y  upoii our  fattibZe and u n c e r t a i n  f a c u t t i e s  (T180) 
which lead u s  t o  misapply t h e  c e r t a i n  and i n f a l l i b l e  rules 
of t h e  d e m o n s t r a t i v e  s c i e n c e s .  But r e a s o n ,  as a l r e a d y  
i n d i c a t e d ,  is n o t  one  of t h e s e  f a c u l t i e s .  R a t h e r ,  it is 
by t h e  i r r u p t i o n  of o t h e r  aawaes, and  by  t h e  i n c o n s t a n c y  
of our  m e n t a t  p o w e r s  (T180) t h a t  we m i s t a k e  t h e  f a l s e  f o r  
t h e  t r u e .  What Hume p robab ly  h a s  i n  mind h e r e  a r e  t h i n g s  
l i k e  f a i l u r e  t o  pay a t t e n t i o n  and l a p s e s  of  memory. They 
are bo th  common c a u s e s  of error. They were, moreover, 
e x p l i c i t l y  r e c o g n i z e d  a s  such  i n  t h e  C a r t e s i a n  t r a d i t i o n  
which forms t h e  backdrop  to so much of what t r a n s p i r e s  i n  
t h i s  s e c t i o n  of t h e  T r e a t i s e .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, however, 
D e s c a r t e s  h i m s e l f  set d e f i n i t e  l i m i t s  t o  t h e  e f f i c a c y  o f  
t h e s e  c a u s e s  o f  error. For  h e  h e l d  t h a t  some t r u t h s  are 
so simple t h a t  t h e y  mcrely have  t o  bo o n t e r t a i n c d  i n  ordcr 
t o  be s e e n  t o  b e  t r u e . 4  And h e  seems to  have though t  t h a t  
a t  l e a s t  some a d d i t i o n s  of t w o  small  numbers f i g u r e d  among 
such  t r u t h s .  5 

Does C a r t e s i a n  p r o c e d u r e  h e r e  have any r c l e v a n c e  
to  Hume? I t  would seem t h a t  he has a g rudg ing  r e s p e c t  f o r  
it even  when h e  is q u i t e  c o n s c i o u s l y  f l o u t i n g  it. For h e  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  men t ions  aocoapts of a n y  l e n g t h  or  importancz 
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as b e i n g  prey to  t h e  i n c o n s t a n c y  of  o u r  mental  powers. T h i s  
s i t u a t i o n  is to  be r e c t i f i e d  i n  p a r t  by t h e  artificial 
s t r u a t u r e  o f  t h e  aocompts. (T181)  And i t  is o n l y  when he 
h a s  s a t i s f i e d  h i m s e l f  t h a t  as a r e s u l t  o u r  a s s u r a n c e  i n  a 
long numerat ion does  n o t  exceed p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  he t u r n s  
to  a d d i t i o n s  of t w o  numbers l a r g e  o r  small. Even t h e n ,  
however, he does n o t  address h i m s e l f  d i r e c t l y  to tho  ques- 
t i o n  o f  how w e  come to make m i s t a k e s  i n  such  s i m p l e  opera-  
t i o n  w i t h  small numbers. Rather ,  h e  produces arguments 
des igned  to  show t h a t  s i n c e  w e  can  make m i s t a k e s  i n  l o n g  
enumerat ions w e  must b e  able - presumably whether  w e  can  
e x p l a i n  t h e  mechanics o f  it or n o t * -  t o  make mis takes  i n  
even t h e  s h o r t e s t  ones.  
s i z e  of t h e  numbers involved .  I f ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, h e  
had been able to  e x p l a i n  the mechanics of it, such  argu- 
ments would n o t  even  have  been  r e q u i r e d .  Moreover, i f  h e  
is unable  t o  produce such  an  e x p l a n a t i o n  c o v e r i n g  numbers 
b o t h  l a r g e  and small, i t  is p l a u s i b l e  to assume t h a t  some- 
t h i n g  is wrong w i t h  t h e  arguments.  

Hume's p e r s o n a l l y  unacknowledged f a i l u r e  to  under- 

i n f e r e n c e  - e lsewhere  and i n  a d i f f e r e n t  c o n t e x t  an  a c t u a l  
commitment t o  its r e l i a b i l i t y  is e x p l i c i t l y  made - h a r d l y  
promotes h i s  e f f o r t  to  c u l t i v a t e  s c e p t i c i s m  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  
it. Indeed ,  i f  w e  were to  a c c e p t  a premiss o f  one  of h i s  
arguments,  namely, t h a t  if any s i n g l e  addition were a m -  
t u i n ,  e v s r y  one w o u ' d  be 0 0 ,  and o o n u c q u o n t t y  t h o  w h o l a  OP 
t o t a l  sum w e  ahould ,  i r o n i c a l l y  enough, have no choice on 
t h e  ev idence  a t  hand b u t  t o  aff i rm t h o  a n t e c e d e n t  and con- 
c l u d e  t h a t  h e  is ,  d e s p i t e  h i m s e l f ,  p r o v i d i n g  an  argument 
for the i n f a l l i b i l i t y  of a t  l eas t  some to t a l  sums as op- 
posed to  t h e  f a l l i b i l i t y  of immediate i n f e r e n c e  per B e ,  as 
he had in tended .  (T181) And so much the  worse for h i s  

s c e p t i c i s m  w i t h  r e g a r d  to  reason .  The premiss, however, 
is q u i t e  un tenable .  Hume h i m s e l f ,  as w e  have  s e e n ,  h a s  
a l r e a d y  i n s i s t e d  on t h e  i n c o n s t a n c y  of o u r  mental  powers. 

Nor i s  any a l lowance  made for t h e  

'mine d i r e c t l y  t h e  p a r a d i g m a t i c  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  immediate 
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B u t ,  surely, such inconstancy would allow me to add 7 and 
5 ,  say, get 12, forget and put down 13 instead. I may 
thon add 13 and 2 and get 15. I may be certain of the two 
single additions involved here without being certain of 
the sum, which is in fact wrong. That Itume should have 
deliberately committed himself to a premiss which is SO 

obviously incompatible with such a homely phenomenon gives 
some indication of the dire straits to which he is reduced 
in his attempt to discredit immediate inference indirectly. 
An explanation of how it is that immediate inference may 
be mistaken, if one is forthcoming, would, on the other 
hand, have allowed him to dispense with such an unappealing 
premiss . 

Hume, nonetheless, is satisfied, at least for the 
moment, that a l l  knou tedge  r e s o l v e s  i t s e l f  i n t o  p r o b a b i t i t y .  
(Tl8l) He then proceeds to produce an argument designed 
to show that all probabilities are reducible to zero. It 
essentially goes as followsr 

I n  e v e r y  judgment  ... oe ought  atways t o  
o o r r e o t  t h e  f i r s t  judgmen t ,  d e r i v ' d  from 
t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  o b j e c t ,  by  ano ther  j u d g -  
ment ,  d s r i v ' d  from t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  under- 
s t a n d i n g .  

i t y ,  b e s i d e  t h e  o r i g i n a l  u n o s r t a i n t g  i n h e r e n t  
i n  t h o  s u b j e c t ,  a neo  u n c e ~ t a i n t y  d e r i v ' d  
from t h e  oeakneno of t h a t  f a c u l t y ,  which 
j u d g e s ,  and hav ing  a d j u a t s d  t h e s e  too t o -  
g e t h e r ,  we ape o b l i g ' d  b y  our reason  t o  
add a neu doubt  d e r i v ' d  f rom t h e  pos- 
s i b i l i t y  of e r r o r  i n  t h e  e s t i m a t i o n  we make 
of t h e  t r u t h  and f i d e l i t y  of our f a c u l t i e s .  
T h i s  i s  a d o u b t ,  which immed ia te l y  occura 
t o  u s ,  and o f  o h i c h ,  i f  we would c l o s e l y  
puvnuc O U P  reason, 00 cannot  a i J o i d  9 iv in :J  cl 
d e c i s i o n .  But  t h i s  d e o i s i o n ,  t h o '  i t  s h o u l d  
b e  f a v o u r a b l e  t o  our preoeedCng judgment ,  
being founded  o n l y  on  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  mutt 
weaken s t i l t  f u r t h c r  our f i r s t  e v i d e n c e ,  and 
must i t s e Z f  be wsaken'd b y  a f o u r t h  doubt of 

... i iaving t h u s  found  i n  everu p r o b a b i l -  
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the  oame k i n d ,  and so on & i n f i n i t u r n  ... 
No f i n i t e  o b j e c t  ban s u b s i s t  under a 
d e c r e a s e  r e p e a t e d  i n  i n f i n i t u ?  ... a t 1  t h e  
rules of l o g i c  r e q z r e  a con tcnua t  d i m i -  
n u t i o n ,  and a t  l a s t  a t o t a l  e x t i n c t i o n  
of Bet ie f  and s u i d e n o e .  (T181-183) 

What are we to  make o f  t h i s  argument? There does seem t o  be 
a f law i n  it. For Hume seems t o  be convinced t h a t  w i t h  t h e  
i n t r o d u c t i o n  of each  new p r o b a b i l i t y  judgment t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  
or t h e  o r i g i n a l  sum, s a y ,  w i l l  d i m i n i s h  u n t i l  a t  i n f i n i t y  it 
r e a c h e s  0. A c t u a l l y  h e  should  have sa id  t h a t  a t  i n f i n i t y  it 
converges on 0.7 But i n  t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  t h a t  is n o t  an  i m -  
p o r t a n t  criticism. What is i m p o r t a n t  i s  h i s  c o n v i c t i o n  

t h a t  w i t h  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  each new p r o b a b i l i t y  judg- 
ment t h e  o r i g i n a l  p r o b a b i l i t y  a s s i g n e d  to  t h e  sum needs 
must d i m i n i s h  a t a l l .  Such a d i m i n u t i o n  would i n e v i t a b l y  
occur  i f  i n  o r d e r  to f i n d  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of  a p t o b a b i l i t y  
I s imply m u l t i p l i e d  t h e  t w o  t o g e t h e r .  Such a procedure ,  
however, i g n o r e s  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  however s l i g h t  t h a t  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  p r o b a b i l i t y  is d i f f e r e n t  and perhaps  even h i g h e r  
than  I i n i t i a l l y  judged it to be. Thus i f  it is ,  g i v e n  my 
f a c u l t y  of judgment, .7 p r o b a b l e  t h a t  t h e  o r i g i n a l  probab- 
i l i t y  o f  t h e  sum is . 8 ,  it may n o n e t h e l e s s ,  g iven  t h a t  same 
f a c u l t y ,  be . 3  probable  - it could be no h i g h e r  - t h a t  it 
is .9. I f  moreover,  I add t h e  t w o  t o g e t h e r ,  as I s h o u l d ,  
1 g e t  . 7  x . 8  + . 3  x .9 - . 8 3 .  T h i s  number, n e e d l e s s  t o  
s a y ,  is h i g h e r  than  t h e  one  a s s i g n e d  as t h e  o r i g i n a l  prob- 
a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  sum. And even  i f  w e  c o n t i n u e d  t h e  p r o c e s s ,  
as well w e  may, o f  a s k i n g  f o r  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of t h e  rele- 
v a n t  judgment of p r o b a b i l i t y  t h e r e  is no r e a s o n  to  believe 
t h a t  t h e  series would converge on 0. 

l 

8 
I 

I11 

Earl ier  w e  mentioned Descartes and h i e  b e l i e f  t h a t  
a t  least some a d d i t i o n s  of two.smal1 numbers merely have 
to be e n t e r t a i n e d  i n  order t o  ba s e e n  to  be t r u e .  Hume,  
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on t h e  con t r a ry ,  seems t o  i n t e r p r e t  him a s  holding t h a t  
every th ing  is open t o  doubt an tecedent  to  a l l  s tudy and 
philosophy. For a s  iiume understands him, Descartes i s  pre- 
pared a t  t h e  s t a r t  t o  doubt h i s  very f a c u l t i e s  among which 
reason f i g u r e s .  B u t  once one doubts reason i t  is c l e a r l y  
p o i n t l e s s  t o  t r y ,  a s  Hume's ve r s ion  of Descartes  does,  to 
show by r a t i o n a l  means t h a t  such a doubt is misplaced. 
(EiiU149-50) Hume, i r o n i c a l l y  enough, is forced t o  a n t i c i -  
p a t e  a s i m i l a r  criticism of h i s  own s c e p t i c a l  aryumont a5 
w e  have j u s t  desc r ibed  it. Here aga in  t h e  cr i t ic ism is 
d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  someone who is  compelled t o  employ reason 
in order to  ga in  h i s  end. 
v ind ica t ion  o f  scep t i c i sm a t  t h e  expense o f  reason. But 
t h e  v i n d i c a t i o n ,  being i n  t h e  form of  an argument concern- 
i n g  p r o b a b i l i t i e s ,  is supposed to be r a t i o n a l .  So, reason , 

is no t  destroyed.  O r ,  i f  t h e  v i n d i c a t i o n  is no t  r a t i o n a l ,  
i t  w i l l  no t  c o n s t i t u t e  a genuine v ind ica t ion  of scept ic i sm.  
(T186) 

c o r r e c t l y ,  i s  t h a t  t h e  s c e p t i c  merely employs the  weapon 
wi th  which h i s  opponent unwi t t ing ly  provides  him from h i s  
own stock, namely, reason.  He does n o t  commit himself  by 
t h a t  a c t i o n  t o  an eva lua t ion  e i t h e r  favourable  o r  unfavour- 
a b l e  of t h e  weapon i n  ques t ion .  
much l o g i c a l  r i g h t  a s  anyone else t o  employ it up u n t i l  t he  
time when i t  is seen  t o  des t roy  i t s e l f  a long wi th ,  Hume 
might have added, whatever j u s t i f i c a t i o n  t h e r e  might have 
been f o r  be l i ev ing  t h a t  it was h i s  opponent 's  weapon i n  
t h e  first place .  Reason's d e s t r u c t i o n  i n  t u r n  does guaran- 
tee t h a t  t h e r e  can b e  no u l t i m a t e  v ind ica t ion  of scept ic i sm 
o r ,  f o r  t h a t  ma t t e r ,  o f  anyth ing  else. But,  i f  scept ic i sm 
is des t royed ,  reason  i s  des t royed  along with it. (T186-187) 

cism i n  ques t ion .  I t  is n o t ,  however, a p e r f e c t l y  accura te  
account o f  t h e  s t a t e  i n  which w e  should f i n d  ou r se lves  i f  
HUme's  s c e p t i c a l  aryument d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  reason were 

I n  t h i s  ca se  t h e  end is t h e  

nume's r ep ly  t o  t h i s  criticism, if I understand it 

As a result, he has  as 

I f i n d  t h i s  a very e f f e c t i v e  r ep ly  t o  the  criti- 
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sound. F o r ,  c o n t r a r y  to what he  seems t o  b e l i e v e ,  s c e p t i -  
cism is n o t  d e s t r o y e d  i n  t h e  b a t t l e  w i t h  reason  t h a t  he 
d e s c r i b e s .  Rather ,  i t  emerges t r iumphant ,  even though no 
s t a t e m e n t  t o  t h i s  e f f e c t  can be r a t i o n a l l y  v i n d i c a t e d .  
S i m i l a r l y ,  a l though r e a s o n  d e s t r o y s  i t s e l f  i n  t h e  ba t t l e ,  
no s t a t e m e n t  t o  t h i s  e f f e c t  c a n  be r a t i o n a l l y  v i n d i c a t e d .  
And Hume might have thought  t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  absence of 
r a t i o n a l  v i n d i c a t i o n  i n  t h e  l a t t e r  case was accompanied by 
t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  of reason  t h e  same absence  of  t h e  r a t i o n a l  
v i n d i c a t i o n  i n  the former case would be accompanied by t h e  
d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  s c e p t i c i s m .  B u t  t h i s  t r a i n  of t h o u g h t  seems 
t o  have l i t t l e  to  recommend it. ' 

N a t u r a l i s m  

What then  o f  ~ume's n a t u r a l i s m  as  it a p p e a r s  i n  
t h i s  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  T r e a t i s e ?  Hume h o l d s  t h a t  t h e  u l t i m a t e  
v i c t o r  i n  t h e  s t r u g g l e  between r e a s o n  and s c e p t i c i s m  is 
n a t u r e  or, more p r e c i s e l y ,  custom working through t h e  sensi- 
t i v e  or i n s t i m t u a l a s  opposed t o  t h e  c o g i t a t i v e  p a r t  o f  our  
n a t u r e .  X t  is n a t u r e  f i l t e r e d  through custom t h a t  is sup-  
posed t o  p r e v e n t  us i n  a p u r e l y  alogical way from a c c e p t i n g  
t h e  o v e r l y  r e f i n e d  arguments o f  t h e  s c e p t i c ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
t h e  argument w e  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t h e  first p a r t  o f  t h i s  paper .  
(T183) Hume, c u r i o u s l y  enough, does n o t  seem to  have t a k e n  
very s e r i o u s l y  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  one  may a c c e p t  t h e  overly 
r e f i n e d  arguments o f  t h e  s c e p t i c  and n o n e t h e l e s s  c o n t i n u e  to  
b e l i e v e ,  a l b e i t  w i t h o u t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  from o n e ' s  own s t a n d -  
p o i n t ,  i n  t h e  e f f i c a c y  of reason .  And y e t  one is led to 
ask how such a procedure  would be so very  d i f f e r e n t  from, 
s a y ,  t h e  one h e  a t t r i b u t e s  to us w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  uni-  
f o r m i t y  o f  n a t u r e .  Such a u n i f o r m i t y  is o n e  i n  which, 
according to him, w e  c o n t i n u e  to b e l i e v e  even though t h e  
belief can be shown by refined argumenta t ion  t o  have  no 
r a t i o n a l  jus t i f ica t ion .  Indeed, t h i s  p e r s i s t e n c e  o f  belief 
---- i n  t h e  f a c e  of s c e p t i c a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  t h a t  are supposed 
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t o  r e n d e r  i t  r a t i o n a l l y  g r a t u i t o u s  is one of  t h e  more con- 
s t a n t  and c e r t a i n l y  one of t h e  most o r i g i n a l  e lements  i n  
t h e  s h i f t i n g  concept  of  n a t u r e  as i t  m a n i f e s t s  i t s e l f  i n  
Hume's phi losophy.  To i n s i s t ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h a t  
n a t u r e  p r e v e n t s  u s  from a c c e p t i n g  t h e  o v e r l y  r e f i n e d  argu- 

I ments of t h e  s c e p t i c  makes it i m p o s s i b l e  t o  g i v e  a c o h e r e n t  
e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  how flume h imsel f  managed t o  produce t h e  
argument a l l e g e d l y  d e s t r o y i n g  r e a s o n  and presumably accept-  
i n g  its conclus ion .  The argument h a s  t o  be produced i n  

' o r d e r  f o r  i ts  r e f i n e d  n a t u r e  t o  be a p p r e c i a t e d  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
p l a c e .  Its c o n c l u s i o n  h a s  to  be accepted i n  o r d e r  f o r  t h e  
c a l l  upon n a t u r e  t o  f i l l  t h e  b r e a c h  l e f t  by reason  t o  be 
a d e q u a t e l y  mot iva ted .  

F a i l u r e  t o  a c c e p t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  would, n o n e t h e l e s s ,  
have a t  l e a s t  one  i m p o r t a n t  s y s t e m a t i c  advantage from 
Hume's p o i n t  of view. For ,  w h i l e  it would l e a v e  h i s  
n a t u r a l i s m  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  c o n t e x t  a t  l e a s t  w i t h o u t  adequate  
m o t i v a t i o n ,  i t  would make it easier t o  unders tand  how he  
might have come t o  t h i n k  t h a t  it was r a t i o n a l l y  j u s t i f i e d  
and,  as s u c h ,  something f o r  which good arguments could  b e  
adduced. Acceptance of t h e  s c e p t i c a l  c o n c l u s i o n ,  on t h e  
o t h e r  hand, would c o n v e r t  h i s  n a t u r a l i s m  i t s e l f  i n t o  one 
more example of a belief w e  p e r s i s t  i n  r e t a i n i n g  - t h e  
b e l i e f  i n  t h e  u n i f o r m i t y  o f  n a t u r e  h a s  a l r e a d y  been mention- 
ed i n  t h i s  connec t ion  - i n  t h e  f a c e  o f  ev idence  d e p r i v i n g  
it of  any r a t i o n a l  foundat ion .  And w h i l e  Hume has  succeeded 
i n  convinc ing  many of  us  t h a t  t h e  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  uni formi ty  
o f  n a t u r e  can and does s u r v i v e  t h e  awareness  of such a 

' d e p r i v a t i o n ,  it would be h a r d e r  to  p u t  a s i m i l a r  c a s e  for 
t h e  b e l i e f  i n  h i s  n a t u r a l i s m  per se o f  which t h e  c h a r a c t e r -  
i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  u n i f o r m i t y  of n a t u r e  appears  
t o  be a c o r o l l a r y .  The n a t u r a l i s m  p r e s e n t s  i t s e l f  as a 
d o c t r i n e  concornod w i t h  t h o  a l o g i c a l ,  i n s t i n c t u a l  character 

of b e l i e f  r e n d e r i n g  i t  impervious t o  a s c e p t i c a l  a s s a u l t ,  
no matter how d i a A e c t i c a l l y  compel l ing ,  aimed a t  p u t t i n g  u s  
i n  a c o n d i t i o n  where w e  w i t h h o l d  a l l  b e l i e f s .  But would it 
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be p o s s i b l e  t o  espouse  such  a d o c t r i n e  and a t  t h e  same time 
be persuaded t h a t ,  even i f  it s h o u l d  t u r n  o u t  to  be t r u e ,  
t h e r e  is no ev idence  f o r  it? A d o c t r i r i e  r e l a t i n g  to i n s t -  
incts  l i k e  t h e  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  u n i f o r m i t y  of n a t u r e  is one 
t h i n g .  An i n s t i n c t u a l  d o c t r i n e  r e l a t i n g  to  such  i n s t i n c t s  
is q u i t e  a n o t h e r .  9 

II 

But i f  w e  a r e  n o t  t o  f a l l  p r e y  t o  such  a p e r s u a s i o n  
it becomes i m p o r t a n t  to  unders tand  how w e  a r e  prevented  
from a p p r e c i a t i n g  t h e  f u l l  e f f e c t  o f  t h o  s c e p t i c a l  argu-  
ment a s  Hume unders tands  it. How docs n a t u r e  accomplish 
t h i s  t a s k  so n e c e s s a r y  t o  h e r  own d o c t r i n a l  s t a t u s ?  Hume’s 
answer seems to be t h a t  t h e  s u c c e s s i v e  judging  about  a 
judgment & i n f i n i t u m ,  a r e f i n e m e n t  which t h e  s c e p t i c a l  
argument c e r t a i n l y  possesses, s t r a i n s  t h e  mind. Thus 
d i v e r t e d  from i ts  n a t u r a l  c o u r s e ,  t h e  mind p r e v e n t s  U 8  

from a c c e p t i n g  t h e  argument i n  q u e s t i o n . ”  
however, w i l l  h a r d l y  do. It presupposes  wrongly,  as L a i r d  
h a s  p o i n t e d  o u t ,  t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  s e e i n g  where a n  
i n f i n i t e  series l e a d s  w i t h o u t  t a k i n g  an  i n f i n i t e  number of 
s t e p s . ”  Indeed ,  Hume would have been better o f f  t o  admi t  
t h a t  w e  do see where t h e  series l e a d s  - s u c h  a f e a t  does 
no t  seem unduly t o  have s t r a i n e d  h i s  mind - b u t  to  i n s i s t  
on t h e  i n f i n i t e  number o f  s t e p s  as an  i n d i s p e n s a b l e  way of 
b r i n g i n g  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  o f  t h e  s c e p t i c a l  argument home to 
us. And s i n c e  we o b v i o u s l y  c a n n o t  t a k e  an i n f i n i t e  number 
of a t c p s  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  is n e v e r  brought  home to  U 8 .  The 
d i s t i n c t i o n  between s e e i n g  where a series l e a d s  and having  
i t  brought  home to  us  would, n e e d l e s s  t o  s a y ,  r e q u i r e  
f u r t h e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  The p o s s i b i l i t y  remains open,  more- 
o v e r ,  t h a t  i t  is  a d i s t i n c t i o n  based  on no r e a l  d i f f e r e n c e .  

Should w e ,  t h e n ,  l i k e  L a i r d  substitute for  menta l  
s t r a i n  ” t h e  atmosphere of u n r e a l i t y  t h a t  hovered round a l l  
a b s t r u s e  arguments o n s e  the moment o f  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  

T h i s  answer,  
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There is l i t t l e  doubt  t h a t  Hume 
arguments of s c e p t i c a l  i n t e n t  

b a t h e d  i n  t h e  atmosphere L a i r d  d e s c r i b e s .  Indeed,  they d i d  

n o t  even have to  be sceptical. i n  i n t e n t ,  a s  h i s  remarks on 
B e r k e l e y ' s  arguments  make abundant ly  clear.  (EHU155) On 
t h e  o t h e r  hand,  however, t h e r e  is no ev idence  as f a r  a s  I 
can sce t h a t  he h e l d  t h i s  o p i n i o n  of a l l  a b s t r u s e  arguments.  
He did n o t ,  f o r  example,  h o l d  i t  of mathematical  arguments 
which are i n  his view c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  a b s t r u s e . 1 3  
t h o s e  h e  d i d - r e j e c t  o r ,  a t  t h e  v e r y  l eas t ,  h e s i t a t e d  to 
accept d i d  n o t  s u f f e r  t h e i r  f a t e  because  t h e y  were a b s t r u s e .  
Rather ,  it was because  t h e i r  c o n c l u s i o n s  a s s e r t e d  or  impl ied  
t h e  i n f i n i t e  d i v i e i i b i l f t y  of e x t e n s i o n ,  a c a p a c i t y  which 
Hume took to  be i m p o s s i b l e .  S i m i l a r l y ,  I would s u g g e s t  
t h a t  it is n o t  t h e  a b s t r u s e  n a t u r e  of s c e p t i c a l  arguments 
t h a t  is supposed t o  p r e v e n t  u s  from a c c e p t i n g  them. I t  is 
t h e  p a r a d o x i c a l  n a t u r e  - L a i r d ' s  atmosphere of u n r e a l i t y  - 
o f  t h e i r  c o n c l u s i o n s  , a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  e s p e c i a l l y  prominent 
when w e  are no l o n g e r  a t t e n d i n g  to t h e  arguments,  t h a t  ful- 
fils t h i s  p r o p h y l a c t i c  f u n c t i o n .  

t h e  a l l e g e d l y  p a r a d o x i c a l  n a t u r e  of t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s  i n  
q u e s t i o n  is n o t  t o  t o l l  us how n a t u r e  p r e v e n t s  u s  from 
a c c e p t i n g  them. Indeed ,  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  Aume's o r i g i n a l  
e x p l a n a t i o n  i n  terms o f  menta l  s t r a i n  h a s  t h e  advantage over 
t h e  p r e s e n t  one. Mental s t r a i n  is a n a t u r a l  phenomenon t h a t  
docs a l l  t m o f t c n  l i m i t  o u r  powcrs of comprchcnsion, i f  n o t  
o f  acceptance." The absence ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, of a cor- 
responding n a t u r a l  phcnomenon t o  e x p l a i n  why we f i n d  t h e  
c o n c l u s i o n s  of s c e p t i c a l  arguments  p a r a d o x i c a l  robs tlume's 
a p p e a l  h e r e  t o  n a t u r e  o f  its i n i t i a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  I t  can 
now mean l i t t l e  more t h a n  t h a t  o u r  i n a b i l i t y  t o  a c c e p t  
t h e s e  c o n c l u s i o n s  is l i k e  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of a s s o c i a t i o n  
which must be r e s o l v ' d  i n t o  ord.sinal qualities of human 
n a t u r e ,  w h i o h  I paetend n o t  t o  e x p l a i n .  ("13) 

And 

14 

There is, n o n e t h e l e s s ,  a problem h e r e .  For  to  c i te  
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What, t h e n ,  of l ime 's  c o n t e n t i o n  mentioned a t  t h e  
beginning  o f  t h i s  paper  t h a t  o u r  reaaon must  bo ~ o n n i d s r ~ d  
ua a kind of caune of w h i c h  t w t h  io t h o  n a t u r a l  e f f e c t  
(TleO)? T h i s  contention more p r e c i s e l y  formula ted  would 
seem to commit him, whether  h e  is aware of i t  or  n o t ,  t o  
t h e  existence o f  a c a u s a l  c o n n e c t i o n  between o u r  r e a s o n i n g  
and t h e  d i s c o v e r y  o f  t r u t h .  A c a u s a l  c o n n e c t i o n ,  as Hume 
would be t h e  f i r s t  t o  agree, h o l d s  between events .16  
be ing  a u n i v e r s a l ,  is i n  any case i n c a p a b l e  of  e n t e r i n g  
such a r e l a t i o n .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, however, i f  t h e r e  is 
a c a u s a l  connec t ion  between our r e a s o n  and t h e  d i s c o v e r y  of 
t r u t h ,  i t  is, n o n e t h e l e s s ,  i n  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  a t  l eas t  one  
m a n i f e s t a t i o n  of  o u r  o r i g i n a l  and n o t  f u r t h e r  e x p l i c a b l e  
i n a b i l i t y  t o  a c c e p t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s  of s c e p t i c a l  arguments .  
I am t h i n k i n g ,  n e e d l e s s  t o  s a y ,  of t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  of Hume's 
s c e p t i c a l  argument d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  reason .  H e  c l e a r l y  

t a k e s  t h i s  argument to  be sound,  -. t o  adhere  t o  t h e  
canons of reason ,  even if it is supposed u l t i m a t e l y  t o  d i s -  
c red i t  t h o s e  same canons.  As a r e s u l t ,  owing to  t h e  c a u s a l  
connec t ion  h e  t h i n k s  h e  d i s c e r n s  between o u r  reason and t h e  
d i s c o v e r y  of t r u t h ,  Hume ought  t o  e x p e c t  us  t o  a s s e n t  to  
i ts  conclus ion .  For ,  s u r e l y ,  to  d i s c o v e r  t h a t  something 
i s  t r u e  is to  a s s e n t  t o  it. U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  owing to t h e  
o r i g i n a l  and n o t  f u r t h e r  e x p l i c a b l e  i n a b i l i t y  h e  t h i n k s  h e  
d i s c e r n s  i n  u s  to  a c c e p t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s  o f  s c e p t i c a l  argu- 
ments,  he  ought  also to  e x p e c t  us  t o  d i s s e n t  from its 
conclus ion .  

T r u t h ,  

Which o f  t h e s e  t w o  mutua l ly  i n c o n s i s t e n t  expec ta-  
t i o n s  is  to  be p r e f e r r e d ?  I t  would seem t o  be t h e  formsr  
a s  opposed t o  t h e  l a t t e r .  tiume's n a t u r a l i s m ,  as w e  have 
a l r e a d y  had o c c a s i o n  to  a r g u e ,  is a l r e a d y  i n  d i f f i c u l t y .  
And i n  any case the f a i l u r e  t o  ex t rac t  from h i s  w r i t i n g s  
a s a t i s f a c t o r y  account  of how it is supposed to  accomplish 
t h e  t a s k  h e  a s s i g n s  to it i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  T r e a t i s e  
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is  a s u b s t a n t i a l  one.  Indeed,  i t  bestows an unenviable  
and s u s p i c i o u s  ad h s  c h a r a c t e r  on any subsequent  a t t e m p t  
l i k e  t h e  one w e  made to  c o n v e r t  i t  i n t o  an  o r i g i n a l  and n o t  
f u r t h e r  e x p l i c a b l e  i n a b i l i t y  to a c c e p t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s  of 
s c e p t i c a l  arguments .  

there is  one ,  have t o  be o r i g i n a l  and n o t  further e x p l i c -  
able. For any e x p l a n a t i o n  of it would s u r e l y  have to 
adhere  t o  t h e  canons of reason  beforcl it would be taken 
t o  be adequate  t o  t h e  c a u s a l  c o n n e c t i o n  i n  q u e s t i o n .  B u t  
t h i s  requi rement  would i t s e l f  s t a n d  i n  need of e x p l a n a t i o n  
and, what is more i m p o r t a n t ,  for t h e  very  same reason as 
t h e  o r i g i n a l  explicandum stood i n  need o f  e x p l a n a t i o n .  
too, i n  o t h e r  words,  commits one  to  a c a u s a l  connec t ion  
between o u r  reason and t h e  d i s c o v e r y  of t r u t h .  

covary  of t r u t h  is, t h e n ,  n o t  to be f u r t h e r  expla ined .  
And t h i s  is as i t  s h o u l d  be. For  acceptance  of t h e  con- 
c l u s i o n  o f  t h e  sceptical  argument d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  reason 
would i n  any c a s e  r e n d e r  i t  impossible to  p l a c e  any con- 
f i d e n c e  i n  such  an  e x p l a n a t i o n .  Indeed ,  the c a u s a l  con- 
n e c t i o n  l i k e  s c e p t i c i s m  i t s e l f  would become something t h a t  
we  know t o  be t r u e ,  i f  w e  know i t  a t  a l l ,  i n  t h e  absence 
o f  e v i d e n c e  e i t h e r  e x p l a i n i n g  o r  j u s t i f y i n g  i t .  
s i b i l i t y  o f  such  knowledge is incompat ib le  w i t h  one  s tand-  
a r d  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  i t  as j u s t i f i e d  t r u e  b o l i e f . 1 8  
n o n e t h e l e s s ,  s t a n d a r d  o r  n o t ,  a d e f i n i t i o n  of knowledge 
t h a t  for good or ill Hume c o u l d  n o t  c o n s i s t e n t l y  accept .  

A c a u s a l  connec t ion  between o u r  reason 
- and t h e  d i s c o v e r y  of t r u t h ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, would, i f  

I t ,  

17 

A c a u s a l  c o n n e c t i o n  between o u r  reason  and t h e  d i a -  
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(Oxford,  18881, p.180. H e r e a f t e r  c i t e d  a s  T. 
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the paradoxes of n a i v e  se t  t h e o r y  led mathematicians 
t o  ax iomat ize  t h e  s u b j e c t  i n  such a way a s  to p r e v e n t  
t h e  paradoxes from a r i s i n g ,  2.e. t h e y  were no l o n g e r  
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s p e c i e s  of r e a s o n i n g  and more convincing t h a n  when we 
intorpone another i d e a  t o  connect the  two O X t r Q m Q o .  
An a d d i t i o n  of  t w o  s m a l l  numbers would a l s o  presumably 
be f r e e  from such an i n t e r p o s i t i o n .  For  t h e  t w o  i d e a s  
involved  i n  t h e  a d d i t i o n  o f  7 and 5 t o  g e t  12 would be 
t h e  i d e a  of t h e  sum of 7 and 5 and t h e  i d e a  of 12. 
And t h i s  would be an example of  what w e  have cal led 
"immediate i n f e r e n c e . "  itume, i t  may be n o t e d ,  employs 
t h e  same language i n  t h e  n o t e  i n  q u e s t i o n .  
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pp.151-52. The formula Reichenbach g i v e s  is 
"q. p + (1 - q) .p'"where i n  t h e  case a t  hand p is 
the p r o b a b i l i t y  I a s s i g n  to  t h e  o r i g i n a l  sum and q 
is t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  i n  view o f  my l i m i t e d  powers of 
judgment t h a t  such an  assignment  is correct. p '  is 
ttrc probnbi l i . ty  I a s s i g n  t o  the sum i n  case the 
o r i g i n a l  p r o b a b i l i t y  a s s i g n e d  to  i t  is  f a l s e .  

9 .  F o r  il djvcrgcnl: p o i n t  of vicw scc A.  J .  hyer, 
P r o b a b i l i t y  and Evidence (London and Basbigstoke, 19721, 
pp.5-6. 
t u a l  d o c t r i n e  h e r e  a s  Ayer would soem prepared  t o  Go, 
i t  w i l l  n o n e t h e l e s s  be markedly d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  
o t h e r  i n s t i n c t s  of  which t h e  d o c t r i n e  treats. For  
t h e y ,  presumably,  a r e  t h e  p r o p e r t y  of a l l  human 
b e i n g s  - w e  a l l  believe i n  t h e  u n i f o r m i t y  of n a t u r e  - 
b u t  it is d o u b t f u l  whether  t h e  m a j o r i t y  of human 
b e i n g s  unders tand  let  a l o n e  b e l i e v e  t h e  a l l e g e d  
d o c t r i n a l  consequences of such  a bel ief .  

If w e  do admit t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  an i n s t i n c -  
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( T 1 8 5 ) .  I t  is e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  f i r s t  f u l l  p a r a g r a p h  on 
t h i s  page  which  l e n d s  i t s e l f  t o  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

J o h n  L a i r d ,  Hume's P h i l o s o p h y  of ftunan Nature (London, 
1932), p.178. 

L a i r d ,  p.178. I n  t h e  in'terest o f  p r e c i s i o n  i t  s h o u l d  
be n o t e d  t h a t  L a i r d  speaks o f  m e n t a l  f a t i g u e  where  w e  
s p e a k  of men ta l  s t r a i n .  I t h i n k  t h a t  o u r  i n t e r p r e -  
t a t i o n  is closer to  t h e  t e x t .  

I t  i s ,  i n d e e d ,  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  which i n  Hume's 
v iew d i s t i n g u i s h e s  t h e  a r g u m e n t s  of t h e  m a t h e m a t i c a l  
sciences f rom t h o s e  of t h e  moral o n e s .  See Enqu i ry ,  
p.61. 

By " p a r a d o x i c a l "  I mean " i n  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  o u r  common 
sense n o t i o n s .  T h i s  does n o t  imp ly  , however , t h a t  
c o n c l u s i o n s  of scept ica l  a rgumen t s  p o s s e s s i n g  t h i s  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  are  i n  tlume's v iew c o n s e q u e n t l y  f a l s e .  
Indeed, h e  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  of t h e  one 
w i t h  which  w e  h a v e  d e a l t  i n  t h i s  p a p e r  i s  t r u e .  

The d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  w o r t h  making. IIume's view t h a t  
mental  s t r a i n  l i m i t s  our powers o f  a c c e p t a n c e  does  n o t  
seem to  h a v e  much i n  i t s  f a v o u r .  A d m i t t e d l y ,  t h e  
mental  s t r a i n  t h a t  goes i n t o  t h e  comprehens ion  of a n  
a rgumen t  may l a t e r  i n d u c e  scepticism o n  my p a r t  as t o  
t h e  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of my or ig ina l  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  i t s  
conclus ion .  And t h e  s c e p t i c i s m  would p r o b a b l y  be 
b a s e d  o n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  arguments i n v o l v i n g  men ta l  
s t r a i n  are u s u a l l y  abstruse.  For t h e r e  i s  a con: iec t ion  
be tween  s u c h  a b s t r u s e n e s s  and t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  of error. 
Bu t  t h e  fact r e m a i n s  t h a t  d e s p i t e  t h e  s t r a i n  I was 
u n d e r  I d i d  o r i g i n a l l y  accept t h e  c o n c l u s i o n .  An 
a c c e p t a n c e  accompanied  b y  mental  s t r a i n  is, n e e d l e s s  
to  s a y ,  s t i l l  an  a c c e p t a n c e .  

A l though  Hume c o u c h e s  h i s  d e f i n i t i o n s  of c a u s a l i t y  i n  
terms of objec ts ,  h e  t c n d s  to  u s e  "object" and "cven t "  
i n  t h i s  con tex t  i n t e r c h a n g e a b l y .  Thus ,  i n  t h e  Enqu i ry  
i n  t h e  p a r a g r a p h  i m m e d i a t e l y  p r e c e d i n g  t h e  one where h e  
g i v e s  h i s  t w o  d e f i n i t i o n s  of c a u s e ,  h e  n o t e s  t h a t  i h i o  
i d c a  of a necessary c o n n e x i n n  omong evc,nts ai .dszs from 
a nztmber of o i m i ' l a r  inatanoss u h i o h  o o m r  on t h a  can- 
c t n n t  c 0 n j u n c ; i o n  of t h e s e  event ; .  And i n  t h i s  Para-  
g r a p h  i t s e l f  object" and " e v e n t  are  used  i n t e r -  
c h a n g e a b l y .  (See EHU75-76) 

Hume h i m s e l f  i n  a l l  l i k e l i h o o d  would a c c e p t  t h i s  l i n e  
of t h o u g h t .  Fo r  to  require a n  e x p l a n a t i o n  of t h e  
causal c o n n e c t i o n  be tween  r e a s o n  and  the d i s c o v e r y  of 
t r u t h  seems tantamount  i n  t h e  absence o f  s u c h  an 
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exp lanat ion  to doubting a t  the s t a r t  our f a c u l t i e s ,  
among which reason figures. And w e  a l ready  know what 
Hume th inks  o f  that. 

18 .  For important criticism of t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  see 
Edmund L .  G e t t i e r ' s  by now c l a s s i c  "Is J u s t i f i e d  True 
B e l i e f  Knowledge?" A n a l y s i s ,  23-6 ( 1 9 6 3 ) .  pp.121-23. 


