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59.  

HUME'S DEBT TO KANT 

V a r i o u s  commentators  on Hume's work h a v e  a r g u e d  
t h a t  h i s  e x a m i n a t i o n  of  o u r  c a u s a l  r e a s o n i n g  i s  n o t  fund-  
a m e n t a l l y  a t  odds w i t h  t h e  claims made by Kant i n  h i s  

supposed  "answer t o  Hume". One way of making t h e  con-  
n e c t i o n ,  s u g g e s t e d  by Wolff f o r  example,  i s  t o  emphas ize  

t h e  ways i n  which Humean e p i s t e m o l o g y  depends upon a 
t h e o r y  of  m e n t a l  a c t i v i t y . l  
o n l y  be u n d e r s t o o d  i n  t e r m s  of b u i l t - i n  " p r o p e n s i t i e s "  of 

t h e  mind, t h e s e  d i s p o s i t i o n s  can be i n t e r p r e t e d  as  psycho- 
l o g i c a l  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of a mind o p e r a t i n g  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  
w i t h  someth ing  q u i t e  l i k e  K a n t i a n  c a t e g o r i e s .  Another  way 
of  a r g u i n g  f o r  t h i s  c o m p a t i b i l i t y  between H u m e  and Kant i s  

t o  b r i n g  o u t  c e n t r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  (a, r e l a t i n g  t o  c a u s a -  
t i o n )  which Hume's a c c o u n t  depends upon, b u t  which are 
such  t h a t  t h e y  c a n n o t  be g i v e n  an  e x p e r i e n t i a l  f o u n d a t i o n .  

Lewis White Beck h a s  o f f e r e d  s u c h  a K a n t i a n i z a t i o n  of  
Hume, a r g u i n g  t h a t  b e n e a t h  t h e  s u r f a c e  of  t h e  o f f i c i a l  
E m p i r i c i s t  Hume (and  j u s t  o u t s i d e  Hume's v iew o f  what  h e  
w a s  d o i n g )  t h e r e  i s  a commitment t o  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  have  

an  a p r io r i  s t a t u s  i n  h i s  t h e o r y . 2  
t h i s ,  w e  might  speak  w i t h  t o n g u e  o n l y  p a r t i a l l y  i n  cheek,  
of Hume's debt t o  Kant ,  f o r  t h e  K a n t i a n  c a t e g o r i e s  c o u l d  

be t a k e n  as  t h e  s y s t e m a t i c  working o u t  of t h e  u n d e r p i n n i n g s  
of  Hume's t h e o r y .  

I f  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  i t s e l f  can 

I f  Beck i s  r i g h t  a b o u t  

I n  t h i s  p a p e r  I s h a l l  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  problem o n l y  
i n s o f a r  a s  i t  r e l a t e s  t o  c a u s a l  r e a s o n i n g .  I f o c u s  on 
P r o f e s s o r  W i l s o n ' s  d e f e n s e  of  t h e  E m p i r i c i s t  Hume, i n  

which i t  i s  d e n i e d  t h a t  o u r  c a u s a l  r e a s o n i n g  rests upon 
a p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s . 3  
(1) Every e v e n t  h a s  some c a u s e ,  and ( 2 )  T h a t  l i k e  c a u s e s  
have  l i k e  e f f e c t s ,  and  l i k e  e f f e c t s  l i k e  c a u s e s  . Wilson 

The p r i n c i p l e s  i n  q u e s t i o n  are  t h a t  

a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e s e  are  b o t h  e m p i r i c a l  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  w i t h i n  
an  a c c o u n t  t h a t  i s  b o t h  p l a u s i b l e  and Humean. I s h a l l  



60 .  
a r g u e  b r i e f l y  t h a t ,  c o n t r a r y  t o  W i l s o n ' s  c l a i m ,  t h e  Humean 
a c c o u n t  o f  c a u s a t i o n  makes t h e  second of t h e s e  an a p r i o r i  
t r u t h  b e c a u s e  i t  is a n a l y t i c .  The f i rs t  i s  c e r t a i n l y  n o t  
an  a n a l y t i c  t r u t h ,  b u t  i t  c o u l d  n o t  have  been d e r i v e d  from 
e x p e r i e n c e ,  a t  l e a s t  as  H u m e  d e p i c t s  o u r  e x F e r i e n c e .  I t  

t h u s  seems t o  be a c l a i m  t h a t  is  f u n c t i o n i n g  a s  s y n t h e t i c  

and a p r io r i  i n  Hume's a c c o u n t  of  o u r  b e l i e f s .  Except  i n  
t h e  g e n e r a l  way t h a t  t h i s  p h r a s e  i m p l i e s ,  t h i s  p a p e r  i s  n o t  
r e a l l y  a b o u t  Kant ,  who w i l l  b a r e l y  be mentioned a g a i n .  I n  

my d i s c u s s i o n  of W i l s o n ' s  argument  I w i l l  n o t  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  
f o r m a l i z a t i o n s  which h e  h a s  i n t r o d u c e d ,  b u t  w i l l  a t tempt t o  
c a p t u r e  t h e  main l i n e s  of argument  i n  more o r  less o r d i n a r y  
language .  I n  p r o c e e d i n g  t h u s ,  I am s i d i n g  w i t h  H u m e  i n  
s i d i n g  w i t h  t h e  v u l g a r .  Having l i s t e d  t h e  e i g h t  r u l e s  of 
c a u s a l  judgment which are  u n d e r  d i s c u s s i o n  h e r e ,  Hume s a y s  

Here i s  a 2 1  t h e  LOGIC I th i n k  proper 
t o  employ in my reasoning; a n d  perhaps 
even t h i s  uas n o t  very necessary, but 
might have been supply'd by t h e  natural 
princip2es of our understanding. Our 
scholastic headpieces a n d  logicians shew ' 

no such superiority a b o v e  the mere vulgar 
i n  their r e a s o n  a n d  ability, a s  t o  g i v e  
us a n  inclination t o  imitate t h e m  in 
de2ivering a long system of r u l e s  a n d  
precepts t o  d i r e c t  our judgment, in 
phitosophy. (T175) 

1. The b a s i c  problem is whether  o r  n o t  Hume's e x p l a n a -  
t i o n  of o u r  c a u s a l  r e a s o n i n g  depends upon t h e  assumpt ion  
t h a t  a l l  e v e n t s  have  c a u s e s ,  and depends upon i t  i n  a way 
t h a t  makes t h i s  a s s u m p t i o n  a p r i o r i .  Beck (and Wolff)  have  
a r g u e d  t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  c a s e ,  and hence  t h a t  Hume is much 
closer t o  Kant t h a n  i s  commonly supposed.  T h i s  Wilson 
d e n i e s .  The argument  r e v o l v e s  a round t h e  c a s e s  i n  which w e  
f a i l  t o  o b s e r v e  t h e  c a u s e s  w e  h a v e  cone t o  a s s o c i a t e  w i t h  
c e r t a i n  e f f e c t s  (or ,  i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  v i c e  v e r s a )  so t h a t  t h e  
c o n j u n c t i o n  of  e v e n t s  is  n o t  " c o n s t a n t " .  The Humean a c c o u n t  
of what  happens i n  s u c h  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  i s  t h a t  t h e  imagina-  
t i o n  s u p p l i e s  t h e  d e f i c i e n c y ;  w e  f e i g n  unobserved e v e n t s  t o  
fill t h e  gap.4 But  whereas  Hume f r e q u e n t l y  d i s p a r a g e s  s u c h  
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exercises of the fancy (as he calls them) he dr_)es not do so 
here. Hence, one may ask, what entitles us to paper over 
the cracks in our causal experience? It is Beck's view 
that it can only be the assumption that all e v m h  have 
causes. And since it is precisely this that is supplying 
the deficiencies of our experience, this universal general- 
ization cannot itself have an experiential basis. 
2.  We need to complicate this account in one additional 
respect before considering Wilson's defense of the more 
traditional Hume. When Hume deals with the gap problem 
(as I will call it) he does not, of course, explicitly 
invoke the principle that all events must have causes. He 
utilizes instead the 'same-cause' principle. Where we 
have witnessed an event but have not observed anything 
which we could designate its cause, we rely upon the 
supposition that like effects come from like causes. 3Ct 

is this that guides our feigning operation. And, this 
principle (Rule 4 )  Hume says is derived from experience. 
(Whether this is so is a point to which I shall return.) 

Now, it appears to Beck that this manoeuvre has 
simply displaced the gap from our experience to Hume's 
account of it. For, even assuming that like effects are 
begotten by like causes, we can have no use for this 
principle unless we are dealing with something which is 
identifiable as an effect. Without this, we are stuck with 
the possibility that a given event may not be an effect at 
all. Of course our minds may have a tendency to feign the 
existence of some unobserved conjunct, just as we have a 
tendency to see after-image spots when we have stared at 
lightbulbs. The point is that the "like cause.. ." prin- 
ciple is useless in our reasoninq unless we have some way 
of bridging the gap between events and effects.6 
interpretation the principle that every event has some 
cause performs this function, but this cannot be something 
we have learned from our  (gappy) experience. 
3 .  Before turning to Wilson's grounds for rejecting 

On Beck's 
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t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  it may be u s e f u l  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e s e  
p o i n t s .  Hume's own example is  t h a t  of  h e a r i n g  a d o o r  t u r n  

upon i t s  h i n g e s  w i t h o u t  s e e i n g  t h e  d o o r  move (T196-7).  I t  
o c c u r s  i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  Of s c e p t i c i s m  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  
senses; t h a t  i s ,  i n  t h e  m i d s t  of Hume's a c c o u n t  of t h e  
o r i g i n  o f  o u r  b e l i e f  i n  body ,  o f  t h e  c o n t i n u e d  and indepen-  
d e n t  e x i s t e n c e  of t h e  objects of o u r  p e r c e p t i o n .  H e  g e t s  
a t  t h i s  problem by way o f  t h e  common s e n s e  wor ld  of h i n g e s  
and doors, let ters and posts,  s ta i rs  and f e r r i e s :  b u t  
presumably  w e  s h o u l d  t r e a t  t h e s e  objects as  h e u r i s t i c  
d e v i c e s  (and  h e n c e  as t r a n s p a r e n t )  i n  t h i s  a c c o u n t  of o u r  
a r r i v a l  i n  t h i s  commonplace w o r l d .  What w e  a r e  t o  not ice ,  
r e a l l y ,  I s  t h e  series of i m p r e s s i o n s  ( t h e  p l a y  of r e p r e s e n t -  
a t i o n s ,  a s  Kant would l a t e r  s a y )  f r o m  which,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  
o u r  c a u s a l  b e l i e f s  d e r i v e .  
H u m e ' s  s q u e a k i n g  h i n g e  is  t h a t  t h e r e  have  n o t  been  c o n s t a n t  
c o n j u n c t i o n s  i n  t h e  phenomena ( i m p r e s s i o n s )  which u n d e r l i e  

o u r  c a u s a l  b e l i e f s .  W e  must  e i t h e r  d r o p  t h e  view t h a t  

t h e r e  i s  a u n i f o r m  c o n n e c t i o n  i n  cases s u c h  as  t h i s ' o r  
i n t r o d u c e  an a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  al lows f o r  d i v e r g e n c e  between 

what  is  p e r c e i v e d  a n d  what  is t h e r e  t o  be perceived. The 
b e l i e f  i n  b o d y  a l lows  us t o  preserve t h e  bel ief  i n  c o n s t a n t  

c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h o u t  t h e r e  b e i n g  a c o n s t a n c y  i n  t h e  exper -  

i e n c e  of  s u c h  c o n n e c t i o n s .  B u t ,  one  might  a s k  w i t h  Beck, 
what  moves u s  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h e s e  c o n n e c t i o n s  a t  t h e  p r i c e  

of t h i s  a n c i l l a r y  h y p o t h e s i s ?  C o n s i d e r  a rough a n a l o g y :  
The n a t i v e  of P o s t  Hoc h a s  o b s e r v e d  a p r e v i o u s l y  c o n s t a n t  
c o n j u n c t i o n  between t h e  r i t u a l  b e a t i n g  of t h e  drums and the 
r ise  o f  t h e  s u n .  When one  day t h e  drums are s i l e n t  b u t  
t h e  s u n  rises n o n e t h e l e s s ,  h e  can i n s i s t  t h a t  t h e r e  must  
have  been  drums h e  d i d n ' t  h e a r .  A l t e r n a t i v e l y  h e  c o u l d  
t r e a t  t h i s  as  showing (or a t  l e a s t  as  some e v i d e n c e )  t h a t  
t h e r e  i s  n o  u n i f o r m  c o n n e c t i o n  between drumbeat  and s u n r i s e .  
Hune's problem i n  t h e  s e c t i o n  t h a t  d e a l s  w i t h  e x p e r i e n t i a l  

g a p s  i s  a v a s t  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  of t h i s  one.  The belief that.  

e v e r y  e v e n t  must  h a v e  s o m e  c a u s e  is not b e i n g  g i v e n  t h e  

, 
\ 

What w e  observe by means of 
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d i r e c t  s u p p o r t  o f  e x p e r i e n c e :  r a t h e r ,  i t ' s  b e i n g  k e p t  a l i v e  

b y  means of an  a n c i l l a r y  h y p o t h e s i s  whenever e x p e r i e n c e  

f a i l s  t o  p r o v i d e  t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  c o r r e l a t i o n .  Beck t a k e s  
t h i s  a s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  show t h a t  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  n o t  

g l e a n e d  f r o m  e x p e r i e n c e ,  b u t  i s  f u n c t i o n i n g  as  a p r io r i  

i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of e x p e r i e n c e .  
4.  Basic t o  W i l s o n ' s  a l t e r n a t i v e  a c c o u n t  o f  t h e s e  
matters i s  t h e  i d e a  t h a t  t h e  Humean mind is r e g u l a t e d  i n  
p a r t  by f e e d b a c k .  I t  i s  t h i s  t h a t  Hume is  a f t e r  when h e  

s p e a k s  of t h e  i n d i r e c t  and o b l i q u e  manner i n  which c e r t a i n  
of o u r  b e l i e f s  a r i s e  -- as h e  does i n  c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  our  
r e a s o n i n g  from t h e  ' same-cause '  p r i n c i p l e ,  and i n  e x p l a i n i n g  
o u r  a r r i v a l  a t  t h e  b e l i e f  i n  body.7 I f  it can  be shown 

t h a t  o u r  way o f  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  g a p s  i n  o u r  e x p e r i e n c e  

can  be a c c o u n t e d  f o r  by  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  v e r y  "cus toms"  
which are p r o d u c t s  of e x p e r i e n c e ,  t h e  bas i s  of the argument  
f o r  a n  a p r i o r i  e l e m e n t  i n  H u m e ' s  a c c o u n t  w i l l  be u n d e r c u t ,  

W i l s o n ' s  f i r s t  s t e p  i n  t h i s  r e - e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of 
Hume's e m p i r i c i s m  is  an  attempt t o  show t h a t  " fo r  Hume" 

t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  e v e r y  e v e n t  h a s  some c a u s e  is not 
l o g i c a l l y  i n d e p e n d e n t  of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  l i k e  c a u s e s  have  
Like e f f e c t s .  When p r o p e r l y  u n d e r s t o o d ,  t h e  ' same-cause '  

x i n c i p l e  a c t u a l l y  e n t a i l s  t h a t  w h a t e v e r  happens  h a s  some 
zause. The n e x t  s tep  is s i m p l y  t o  show t h a t  t h i s  omnibus 
x i n c i p l e  i s  i t se l f  n o t  a b r i o r i .  On W i l s o n ' s  a c c o u n t  i t  

:urns o u t  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a "law a b o u t  l a w s "  which are \them- 
: e l v e s  d i r e c t l y  b a s e d  on e x p e r i e n t i a l  r e g u l a r i t i e s .  The 
' i n a f  s t e p  i s  t h e  f e e d b a c k  l o o p  d e s c r i b e d  above .  
k t i l i z a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  c a u s a l  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  which a l l o w s  us 
.O " s u p p l y  t h e  d e f i c i e n c i e s "  of o u r  e x p e r i e n c e .  Where t h e  
ormal c o n j u n c t  of  an  e v e n t  i s  n o t  e x p e r i e n c e d  it i s  more 
e a s o n a b l e  t o  s u p p o s e  t h a t  one  h a s  m i s s e d  someth ing  t h a n  
0 a l t e r  o n e ' s  e x p e c t a t i o n  of c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n .  More- 
v e r ,  t h e  e x i s t e n t i a l  h y p o t h e s i s  e n t a i l e d  by t h e  ' s a m e -  

a u s e '  p r i n c i p l e  i s  n o t  d i s c o n f i r m e d  by t h e  so  cal led t*gapsi' 
n o u r  e x p e r i e n c e :  s u c h  e x i s t e n t i a l  c l a i m s  " a r e  n o t  

I t  i s  t h e  
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f a l s i f i a b l e " .  L e t  m e  c o n s i d e r  e a c h  of t h e s e  s t e p s  i n  t u r n .  
5 .  H o w  can  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  l i k e  c a u s e s  have  l i k e  
e f f e c t s  p o s s i b l y  e n t a i l  t h a t  e v e r y  e v e n t  h a s  a c a u s e ?  
S u r e l y  one can  imagine a world i n  which some e v e n t s  ( say ,  

t h e  sub-a tomic  o n e s )  have  n o  c a u s e s ,  b u t  a l l  o t h e r s  a r e  
c a u s a l l y  o r d e r e d  i n  a way t h a t  conforms t o  t h e  l i k e - c a u s e  
p r i n c i p l e .  S u r e l y  it is n o t  i n  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  t h e  Humean 
e n t e r p r i s e  t o  r u l e  t h i s  o u t  a pr ior i .  One can  e a s i l y  

i n v e n t  a parody b a s e d  upon Hume's own example: I f  w e  
d i s c o v e r e d  as  a sound e m p i r i c a l  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  l i k e  
husbands  have  l i k e  wives ,  c o u l d  it p o s s i b l y  f o l l o w  f r o m  
t h i s  t h q t  a l l  men are m a r r i e d ?  

of t h e  o n e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e  by t h e  o t h e r  & m i s l e a d i n g .  
But  what  h e - i s  r e a l l y  a f t e r ,  of c o u r s e ,  is a f o r m a l  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of H u m e ' s  f o u r t h  r u l e ,  t h e  r u l e  which H u m e  

d e s i g n a t e s  a s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  l i k e  c a u s e s  have  l i k e  
e f f e c t s .  S i n c e  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  is bas ic  t o  t h e  p r o c e d u r e  
of  e l i m i n a t i v e  i n d u c t i o n  which Hume d e s c r i b e s ,  and ' s i n c e  

that depends upon t h e  a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  e v e r y  e v e n t  h a s  some 
c a u s e ,  Wilson i n f e r s  t h a t  H u m e  is r e l y i n g  on a v e r s i o n  of 
the l i k e - c a u s e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  embeds t h e  t h e s i s  of u n i v e r s a l  

c a u s a t i o n .  Combined, t h e s e  t w o  p r i n c i p l e s  which Beck deals 
w i t h  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  become ( r o u g h l y )  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  f o r  
e v e r y  e v e n t  t h e r e  are s i m i l a r  e v e n t s  ( e v e n t s  w i t h  t h e  same 
p r o p e r t y )  which have  s i m i l a r  a n t e c e d e n t  c o n d i t i o n s ,  con- 
s t a n t l y  c o n j o i n e d .  

a 

W i l s o n ' s  way of r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h i s  a s  an  e n t a i l m e n t  

I t  s h o u l d  be o b s e r v e d  t h a t  Wilson i s  h e r e  much 

c loser  t o  Beck t h a n  h e  r e p r e s e n t s  h i m s e l f  a s  b e i n g .  Regard.. 
i n g  t h e s e  t w o  p r i n c i p l e s  Beck a r g u e d  t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  
"would be of l i t t l e  u s e "  o r  " p r a c t i c a l  b e n e f i t "  w i t h o u t  t h e  
second:  and  t h a t  " w h i l e  t h e  f irst  is i n d e p e n d e n t  of t h e  
s e c o n d ,  w e  c a n n o t  m a i n t a i n  t h e  s e c o n d  w i t h o u t  t h e  f i r s t . I b 9  

S i n c e  W i l s o n ' s  logical  f o r m u l a t i o n s  are  a t t e m p t s  t o  c a p t u r e  
what  Hume needs  as  b a c k i n g  f o r  t h e  e l i m i n a t i v e  method, B e c k  

would h a v e  no  r e a s o n  t o  disagree a b o u t  t h i s :  he s a i d  i t  
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h i m s e l f .  Thus, when o n e  n o t e s  t h a t  what  Wilson h a s  f o r m a l -  
i z e d  i s  s i m p l y  t h e  complex p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  one  needs f o r  
e x p e r i m e n t a l  p u r p o s e s ,  t h e  claim o f  i n t e r d e p e n d e n c e  t u r n s  

o u t  n o t  t o  be i n  d i s p u t e .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand t h e r e  i s  s ig-  
n i f i c a n t  d i s a g r e e m e n t  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  d e r i v -  

i n g  t h i s  complex p r i n c i p l e  from e x p e r i e n c e .  
6 .  Wilson‘s  a c c o u n t  of  t h e  e m p i r i c a l  o r i g i n  of  t h e  
b e l i e f  t h a t  e v e r y  e v e n t  h a s  a c a u s e  d o e s  seem Humean. H e  

a r g u e s  t h a t  w e  l e a r n  of p a r t i c u l a r  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n s  t h r o u g h  
c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n s  of e v e n t s  w i t h  resembl ing  p r o p e r t i e s .  
I n  t h i s  way w e  come t o  e x p e c t  an e f f e c t  t h a t  is  s i m i l a r  t o  
t h e  e f f e c t s  w e  have  o b s e r v e d  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  g i v e n  s i m i l a r  
e v e n t s  (which w e  come t o  i d e n t i f y  as c a u s e s ) .  N o w ,  i n  t h e  
c o u r s e  of d e v e l o p i n g  numerous s u c h  h a b i t s  o f  c a u s a l  a s s o c -  
i a t i o n ,  w e  a l s o  come t o  have  a n o t h e r  d i s p o s i t i o n ,  a., 
t h a t  of l o o k i n g  f o r  e v e n t s  which c a n  be i n c o r p o r a t e d  w i t h i n  
such  c o n j u n c t i o n s .  Thus,  w e  n o t  o n l y  d e v e l o p  s p e c i f i c  cau-  
s a l  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  b u t  also t h e  g e n e r a l  d i s p o s i t i o n  t o  
p e r s i s t  u n t i l  w e  have  p u t  new a s p e c t s  o f  o u r  wor ld  t o g e t h e r  
c a u s a l l y .  The r u l e s  which H u m e  o f f e r s  f o r  t h e  g u i d a n c e  o f  
o u r  c a u s a l  r e a s o n i n g  s i m p l y  c a p i t a l i z e  on t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n s  
which e x p e r i e n c e  h a s  g e n e r a t e d  i n  u s .  The tendency  t o  k e e p  
l o o k i n g  whenever w e  f a i l  t o  o b s e r v e  s i m i l a r i t y ’ i n  t h e  e v e n t s  
which p r e c e d e  a p a r t i c u l a r  t y p e  of e v e n t  can  be r e p r e s e n t e d  
p r o p o s i t i o n a l l y  as t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  l i k e  c a u s e s  have l i k e  
e f f e c t s .  But t h i s  i s  j u s t  i n a d e q u a t e  i f  i t  is  n o t  c o n s t r u e d  
a s  i n v o l v i n g  a s  w e l l  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  e v e r y t h i n g  which 
happens is  c a u s e d ,  f o r  w e  are  h e r e  d e a l i n g  w i t h  an  e x p e c t a -  
t i o n  which c a r r i e s  u s  beyond e x p e r i e n t i a l  r e g u l a r i t i e s ,  t o  
c a s e s  i n  which no s p e c i f i c  c o n n e c t i o n  h a s  been d i s c e r n e d .  

4 s  Wilson f u r t h e r  p o i n t s  o u t ,  t h e  tendency  t o  a c t  on t h e  
second o r d e r  e x p e c t a t i o n  ( t h a t  t h e r e  must  be something which 

dould make t h i s  an  e x p e c t e d  outcome) i t se l f  r e c e i v e s  con- 

f i r m a t i o n ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  s u p p o r t ,  when w e  do c o n t i n u e  o u r  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  and do  d i s c o v e r  a p a t t e r n  i n  e v e n t s  which 
lave n o t  been e x p e r i e n c e d  i n  a way t h a t  h a s  connec ted  them 

\ 
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c a u s a l l y .  S u c c e s s  i n  t h i s  e x p e r i m e n t a l  endeavor ,  t h i s  

e n t e r p r i s e  of  l o o k i n g  and f i n d i n g ,  is  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  b a s i s  
of t h e  c l a i m  t h a t  w e  are j u s t i f i e d  i n  r e l y i n g  on t h i s  
c a u s a l  assumpt ion  wherever  w e  t u r n .  Thus,  e x p e r i e n c e  
g i v e s  r ise t o  and u l t i m a t e l y  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  s u p p o s i t i o n  
t h a t  e v e r y  e v e n t  h a s  some c a u s e .  

I t  is  wor th  p o i n t i n g  o u t  h e r e  t h a t  t h i s  f i t s  w e l l  
w i t h  what  H u m e  h a s  s a i d  a b o u t  n e c e s s i t y .  The q u e s t i o n s  

which he r a i s e d  w e r e  ( i )  Why w e  suppose  t h a t  a c a u s e  is  
a lways  n e c e s s a r y  and (ii) why w e  conclude  t h a t  p a r t i -  I 
c u l a r  c a u s e s  n e c e s s a r i l y  have  p a r t i c u l a r  e f f e c t s  (T82, 
t h e  emphyses are h i s . )  There  i s ,  H u m e  a r g u e s ,  n o  i n t u i t i v e  

or d e m o n s t r a t i v e  n e c e s s i t y  i n  e i t h e r  case. The s u p p o s i t i o n  
of  n e c e s s i t y  h a s ,  r a t h e r ,  a p s y c h o l o g i c a l  f o u n d a t i o n .  The 
supposed  n e c e s - s i t y  of a p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t  d r o p p i n g  when its 
s u p p o r t  i s  withdrawn h a s  i ts  bas is  i n  o u r  h a b i t  o f  connec t -  
i n g  t h e  e v e n t s .  S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  o p i n i o n  of t h e  n e c e s s i t y  
of a c a u s e  f o r  e v e r y  new e f f e c t  ( a s  Hume p h r a s e s  it) comes 
from t h e  awareness  o f  o u r  own e x p e c t a t i o n  t h a t  w h a t ' h a s  
n o t  y e t  found a place among e x p e r i e n t i a l  c o n t i n u i t i e s  w i l l  
be found t o  b e l o n g  t h e r e  on closer i n s p e c t i o n .  Thus,  t h e  
same answer i s  g i v e n  t o  b o t h  q u e s t i o n s ,  as  H u m e  i n i t i a l l y  
s u g g e s t s .  W e  have ,  t h e n ,  a n a t u r a l  e x t e n s i o n  of W i l s o n ' s  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  which a l lows  us t o  c a p t u r e  what  Hume sa id  
a b o u t  n e c e s s i t y .  

7. Beck ' s  c l a i m  t o  h a v e  found an a pr io r i  e l e m e n t  i n  
t h e  Humean t h e o r y  i s  a c l a i m  a b o u t  t h e  way i n  which t h i s  
p r i n c i p l e  f u n c t i o n s  i n  t h e  f a c e  of r e c a l c i t r a n t  e x p e r i e n c e .  

... a p r i o r i  i s  a s  a p r io r i  does  ... 
When a p r i n c i p l e  i s  c a l l e d  upon t o  correct 
e x p e r i e n c e ,  i t  i s  f u n c t i o n i n g  i n  an  a p r i o r i  
manner,  r e g a r d l e s s  of i t s  o r i g i n . 1 0  

F a i l u r e s  i n  c o n s t a n c y  of  c o n j u n c t i o n  (gaps)  are  n o t  deemed 

t o  be e v i d e n c e  a g a i n s t  t h e  'same-cause'  p r i n c i p l e :  b u t  t o  
p r e v e n t  t h i s  f r o m  b e i n g  f a l s i f i e d ,  Hume " r e s c u e s "  i t  by 
r e l y i n g  on t h e  o t h e r  c a u s a l  p r i n c i p l e ,  which " remains  on 

d r y  l a n d .  '"' C l e a r l y ,  t h e  p o i n t  of Beck ' s  metaphor  is t h a t  
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the principle of universal causation is not functioning 
3s falsifiable. In Wilson's treatment of the gap problem 
this element of non-falsifiability is preserved, but the 
inference to a non-empirical (or a priori) principle is 
>locked. This is achieved by observing that the existential 
iypothesis implied by the complex causal generalization 
iescribed above is falsified by observation failures. 
jere Wilson relies on the general point that existential 
-1aims are not (directly) falsifiable and the corresponding 
:omon-sense point that the existence of an X (e.q. a 
:ommon property) is perfectly compatible with the failure 
:o observe X. Thus, the characteristic which Beck's case 
:urns upon, e., non-falsifiability, turns out to be a 
ieature of some paradigmatically empirical claims. More- 
wer, as Wilson's subsequent di,scussion is designec! to 
;how, such claims are by no means functioning as g&c?ssarr 
.ruths. 

This is a neat reply, but does it w o r k ?  Though it 
lay be true in general that observation failures do not 
alsify existential claims, it is not clear that this can 
ave application here. The dispositions which we acquire 
rom experiential regularities are expectations about 
xperiential connections. Hume does not yet have a con- 
inuing external world of events and objects to draw upon 
henever an anticipated correlation is not observed Thus, - \\ 
he "existential hypothesis" which articulates a specific 
ausal expectation is a hypothesis about what will be 
bserved about the order of impressions. An observation 
ailure --falsify this existential hypothesis. It is 
o r  this reason that Hume can speak of these situations as 
ontradictions to common experience, and objections to 
hose maxims,. . . we form concerning.. . causes and effects 
T196). Of course it is true that Hume will salvage these 
axims by postulating an independent order of events, one 
hat corresponds to the correlate which we "feign". But 
?e problem that Beck was intrigued by must precede this 
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s a l v a g i n g  o p e r a t i o n ,  f o r  t h e r e  a r e  no " c o n t r a d i c t i o n s "  o r  

"gaps" excep t  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  s u p p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e r e  
i s  g r e a t e r  un i fo rmi ty  than  w e  a c t u a l l y  p e r c e i v e .  
8.  W e  have seen  a l r e a d y  t h a t  Wi lson ' s  way of cons t ru -  
i n g  Hume a l lows  f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  r u l e s  f o r  t h e  
c o r r e c t i o n  of expe r i ence  which a r e  themselves  founded upon 
e x p e r i e n t i a l  c o n t i n u i t i e s .  One way of a s s e s s i n g  t h i s  
i n t e r e s t i n g  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  o u r  most g e n e r a l  c a u s a l  
p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  feedback r u l e s  i s  t o  c o n s i d e r  whether  H u m e ' s  
account  of t h e  way i n  which our e x p e r i e n c e  is g iven  is 
c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  format ion  of r u l e s  of t h e  s o r t  Wilson 
d e p i c t s . \  L e t ' s  suppose f i r s t  t h a t  our expe r i ence  i s  
l a r g e l y  p a t t e r n e d  by t h e  s o r t s  of c o n j u n c t i o n s  which c a u s a l  
b e l i e f  r e q u i r e s ,  w i th  on ly  o c c a s i o n a l  " d i s c r e p a n c i e s " .  We 
can t h e n  imagi,ne t h a t  ou r  e x p e c t a t i o n s  would e a s i l y  c a r r y  
u s  ove r  t h e  gaps,  whether  t h e s e  be p e r c e p t i o n s  o u t  of 
con junc t ion  wi th  t h e i r  normal c o r r e l a t e s  or new expe r i ences ,  

n o t  y e t  a s s i m i l a t e d .  Here Wi l son ' s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  seems 
p l a u s i b l e .  But, c o n t r a s t  w i th  t h i s  an a l t e r n a t i v e  p i c t u r e  
of the g iven  o f  expe r i ence ,  i n  which f a i l u r e s  of c o r r e l a -  
tion are v a s t l y  m o r e  p r e v a l e n t  t han  con junc t ions .  Under 
t h i s  l a t t e r  assumption,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  a l l  e v e n t s  
have causes  would be poor ly  suppor t ed  by expe r i ence ,  and 
t h e  d i s c o v e r y  t h a t  w e  were i n  f a c t  d e a l i n g  w i t h  our exper -  
i e n c e  i n  a way t h a t  assumed t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  would s t r o n g l y  
s u g g e s t  t h a t  i t  was a p r i o r i .  Two q u e s t i o n s  a r i s e  he re :  
( a )  What i s  Hume's p o s i t i o n  on t h e  r e l a t i v e  p reva lence  of  
"gaps"?  ( b )  Which of t h e s e  c o n t r a s t i n g  views of  t h e  ., 
r e g u l a r i t y  of o u r  expe r i ence  is  more d e s c r i p t i v e l y  a c c u r a t e ?  
8 . 1  The answer t o  t h e  f i r s t  ( e x e g e t i c a l )  q u e s t i o n  is 
n o t  e n t i r e l y  unproblematic .  But, a f t e r  t h e  pas sage  t h a t  i s  

I! 

ce n t r a  1 

and t h e  
t o  t h i s  whole d i s c u s s i o n  - t h e  one abou t  t h e  door  
p o r t e r  - Hume makes t h e  s u r p r i s i n g  c l a i m  t h a t  

There  is s c a r c e  a moment o f  my l i f e ,  
w h e r e i n  t h e r e  i s  n o t  a s i m i l a r  i n s t a n c e  
p r e s e n t e d  t o  me, and I have  n o t  o c c u s i o n  
t o  s u p p o s e  t h e  c o n t i n u ' d  e x i s t e n c e  of ' 
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o b j e c t s ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  c o n n e c t  t h e i r  
p a s t  and p r e s e n t  appearances ,  and g i v e  
them such an u n i o n  w i t h  each  o t h e r ,  a s  
I haue found by  e x p e r i e n c e  t o  be s u i t a b l e  
t o  t h e i r  p a r t i c u t a r  n a t u r e s  and c i r c u m s t a n c e s .  
(T197, emphasis  mine. 1 1 2  

What I wish  t o  f o c u s  on h e r e  is t h e  c l a i m  t h a t  s c a r c e  a 
moment of  o n e ' s  e x p e r i e n c e  is f r e e  f rom d i s c o n t i n u i t i e s .  

If t h i s  i s  t r u e ,  t h e n  w e  must have a l r e a d y  been q u i t e  
s e l e c t i v e  i n  o u r  a r r i v a l  a t  t h e  c o n j u n c t i o n s  which a r e  
i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  o u r  c a u s a l  r e a s o n i n g .  And t h i s ,  i n d e e d ,  
would p r o v i d e  backing  f o r  Beck ' s  c l a i m  t h a t  t h e  way i n  
which Hume h a s  u s  d e a l i n g  w i t h  "gaps"  r e q u i r e s  u s  t o  con- 

s t r u e  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  e v e r y  e v e n t  h a s  a c a u s e  i n  a 
w a y  t h a t  g i v e s  it a n  a p r i o r i  f u n c t i o n .  N e i t h e r  un i form 
e x p e c t a t i o n s  n o r  s a f e  i n d u c t i o n s  a r e  d e r i v a b l e  from 
c o r r e l a t i o n s  which are g e n e r a l l y  m i s s i n q  from o u r  e x p e r -  
i e n c e .  
8 . 2  Perhaps  t h e  best  t h i n g  i s  t o  i g n o r e  t h e  Humean 
p a s s a g e  which g e n e r a t e s  t h i s  d i f f i c u l t y ,  i n  t h e  way t h a t  
Wilson h a s  done: i t  i s  a lways  n e c e s s a r y  t o  be somewhat 
s e l e c t i v e  i n  r e c o n s t r u c t i n g  Hume. My own view i s  t h a t  
z h a r i t y  c o n s t r a i n s  u s  t o  p r e s e r v e  t h i s  claim i f  t h e r e  a re  
Jood r e a s o n s  f o r  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  it i s  t r u e ;  and r e f l e c t i n g  
3n my own e x p e r i e n c e  l e a d s  m e  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  i t  is .  I h e a r  

t h e  sound of  cars p a s s i n g ,  t y p e w r i t e r s  t y p i n g ,  t h e  Xerox 
nachine v i b r a t i n g  i m p a t i e n t l y .  I d o  n o t  now, or  " n o r m a l l y " ,  
2xper ience  t h e  o b j e c t s  which I have  d e s i g n a t e d  a s  t h e  
source  o f  t h e s e  sounds t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e s e  e f f e c t s .  I f e e l  
:he wind, n o t i c e  an a c h e  i n  my head ,  see an  image on t h e  
P.V. s c r e e n ,  s m e l l  t h e  u n p l e a s a n t  smoke of a c i g a r ,  h e a r  
:he phone r i n g ,  see words w r i t t e n  i n  a t r e a t i s e  b e f o r e  m e ,  
md so  on and on.  I n  n ~ n e  o f  them does such  a c o r r e l a t i o n  

) e g i n  t o  approach  h a l f  t h e  o c c a s i o n s ,  much less c o n s t a n c y .  

:t's t r u e  t h a t  t h e r e  are a few c l a s s r o o m  examples  i n  which 
:he c o r r e l a t i o n  does  a p p r o a c h  c o n s t a n c y :  I f l i c k  t h e  
; w i t c h  and t h e  l i g h t  g o e s  o u t :  my f i n g e r s  open and t h e  
:halk f a l l s .  But even h e r e  t h e r e  i s  p r o b a b l y  more t h a t  
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i l l u s t r a t e s  f r a g m e n t a t i o n  t h a n  c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n .  D o  I 
g e n e r a l l y  p l a y  w i t h  t h e  l i g h t s ?  D o  my f i n q e r s  a lways  open 

when t h e y  a r e  h o l d i n g  c h a l k ?  Does t h e  c h a l k  c o n s t a n t l y  
b r e a k ,  or  b r e a k  i n  t h i s  p a t t e r n ,  when i t  f a l l s ?  A s  an  
e m p i r i c a l  c l a i m  a b o u t  t h e  way i n  which e x p e r i e n c e  is  q i v e n ,  
t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  e v e r y  e v e n t  h a s  a (Humean) c a u s e  i s  n o t  
even a h a s t y  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ;  i t ' s  more l i k e  t h e  c l a i m  t h a t  
a l l  swans are b l a c k .  A s  Hume s a y s ,  a t  e v e r y  moment one  
f a c e s  e x c e p t i o n s  t o  t h e s e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s .  I t  may be t r u e  
n o n e t h e l e s s  t h a t  i t  i s  o n l y  b e c a u s e  w e  s o m e t i m e s  o b s e r v e  

/ 
r e g u l a r i t i e s  t h a t  w e  c a n  come t o  r e a s o n  c a u s a l l y .  The 
problem i s  t o  g e t  from t h e s e  few c o n j u n c t i o n s  t o  t h e  
e x p e c t a t i o n  t h a t  e v e r y t h i n g  i s  c a u s e d  w i t h o u t  b e i n g  de- 
f e a t e d  by t h e  s p e c t a c u l a r  l a c k  of  c o r r e l a t i o n  i n  t h e  w a y  
o u r  e x p e r i e n c e  i s  g i v e n .  
9. A d i f f e r e n t  w o r r y  can  be r a i s e d  a b o u t  t h e  s t a t u s  
of  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  l i k e  c a u s e s  have  l i k e  e f f e c t s a n d  
-~ v i c e  v e r s a .  Wilson,  Beck, and even  Hume s e e m  s a t i s f i e d  

t h a t  a t  l e a s t  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  g l e a n e d  from e x p e r i e n c e .  
But  a q u i c k  look  a t  Hume's own a c c o u n t s  and d e f i n i t i o n s  of 

c a u s a t i o n  seem t o  make i t  q u i t e  d u b i o u s  t h a t  w e  c o u l d  have  
d i s c o v e r e d  o t h e r w i s e .  Moreover ,  i f  w e  d o  a l l o w  t h i s  claim 
t o  f u n c t i o n  a s  a n  e m p i r i c a l  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ,  t h e n  a g a i n  it 
seems open t o  s e r i o u s  d o u b t .  L e t  m e  e x p l a i n  e a c h  p o i n t .  
9 . 1  C o n s i d e r  w h e t h e r  i t  would r e a l l y  be p o s s i b l e  t o  
d i s c o v e r  t h a t ,  e.q., l i k e  e f f e c t s  d o  not a lways  come f r o m  
l i k e  c a u s e s .  Within Hume's a n a l y s i s ,  a t  l e a s t ,  when w e  
g o  from a m e r e  c o n t i g u i t y  of e v e n t s  t o  a b a s i s  f o r  a c a u s a l  
c l a i m ,  w e  g e t  t h e r e  by means o f  a c o r r e l a t i o n  of like 
i n s t a n c e s ,  o f  r e s e m b l i n q  c a s e s ,  c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n .  I f  

t h e  s u c c e s s i o n s  which o c c u r  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  e i t h e r  i n  t h e i r  

p r i o r  or  poster ior  e v e n t s ,  so  t h a t  i n  e i t h e r  case t h e y  are 
n o t  s e e n  a s  r e s e m b l i n g  i n s t a n c e s  (ones  t o  which a common 
a t t r i b u t e  c a n  be a p p l i e d )  t h e n  w e  w i l l  n o t  c l a i m  t o  have  
d i s c o v e r e d  a c a u s a l  c o n n e c t i o n .  T h a t  t h e r e  i s  no  way i n  

which w e  c o u l d  d i s c o v e r  c a u s e s  w i t h o u t  d i s c o v e r i n g  l a w f u l n e s s  
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c o n s t a n t  c o n j u n c t i o n )  i s  a p o i n t  which Hume makes c o u n t -  

ess t i m e s  i n  h i s  l e n g t h y  d i s c u s s i o n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and  
l e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n .  Thus,-Hume's  f o u r t h  r u l e  by  w h i c h  to 
udge of c a u s e s  is, l i k e  t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e ,  a r u l e  which 
i r e s e n t s  t h e  outcome of an  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of  what  causes 
ire, of an  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  c o n c e p t .  J u s t  a s  t h e r e  i s  no  
[ u e s t i o n  of  o u r  d i s c o v e r i n g  t h a t  some c a u s e s  come a f t e r  

. h e i r  e f f e c t s ,  t h e r e  i s  no q u e s t i o n  of  o u r  o b s e r v i n g  t h a t  
i k e  e f f e c t s  do  n o t  h a v e  l i k e  c a u s e s .  

1.2 But l e t ' s  set a s i d e  t h e  d e t a i l s  o f  t h e  Humean 
i n a l y s i s ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  see what  r e s u l t s  w e  g e t  i f  w e  & 
. r e a t  t h i s  as  an  e m p i r i c a l  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n .  C o n s i d e r  b a r n  

' ires, d i v o r c e s ,  h e a d a c h e s ,  exam f a i l u r e s ,  cars s t a l l i n g ,  

md o t h e r  t h i n g s  f o r  which w e  d i s c o v e r  c a u s e s .  T h a t  t h e r e  

ire dozens  o f  ways of  a r r i v i n g  a t  what  i s  ( a t  l e a s t  i n  a 
l e n e r a l  s e n s e )  t h e  s a m e  e f f e c t  is  j u s t  a p i e c e  of  common 
iense,  one  r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  c l a i m  t h a t  t h e r e  can  be more 
:han one means t o  t h e  same end.  One might  a r g u e  I suppose 
. h a t  t h e  b u r n i n g  of  a b a r n  c a u s e d  by f a u l t y  w i r i n g  and t h e  
iame s o r t  o f  c o n f l a g r a t i o n  o r i g i n a t i n g  from l i g h t n i n g  a r e  
- e a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  e f f e c t s ,  o n l y  r o u q h l y  grouped  t o g e t h e r  a s  
' t h e  same". But ,  i t  i s  n o t  o b v i o u s  t h a t  w e  c a n  t a k e  t h i s  
. i n e  w i t h o u t  t r i v i a l i z i n g  t h e  ' same-cause '  p r i n c i p l e  (by 

l i v i n g  t h e  c a u s e  as  a p a r t  o f  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  e f f e c t ) .  

lor, i s  i t  o b v i o u s  t h a t  w e  w i l l  a lways  s u c c e e d  i n  f i n d i n g  
L d i f f e r e n c e  i n  e v e n t s  t h a t  have  d i f f e r e n t  c a u s e s .  Does 
! x p e r i e n c e  p r o v e  t h a t  h e a d a c h e s  which are v i r t u a l l y  
. n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  c a n ' t  have  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  s o u r c e s ?  ... 
. h a t  t w o  s t u d e n t s  c o u l d  n o t  f a i l  a t es t  - even  by t h e  same 
i a r g i n ,  though o n e  s t u d i e d  t h e  wrong book and ' t h e  o t h e r  
Irank whisky a l l  n i g h t ?  H e r e  a g a i n  I t h i n k  w e  f i n d  t h a t  

. f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  q u e s t i o n  i s  n o t  g i v e n  a n o n - e m p i r i c a l  

i t a t u s  i t  w i l l  fail t h e  t es t  of  e x p e r i e n c e .  When w e  d o  

- e l y  upon i t  t o  g u i d e  o u r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  w e  a l l o w  t h e  
) r i n c i p l e  t o  f u n c t i o n  as  an  a p r i o r i  c l a i m .  I n  Hurne's 

iccount  t h e  ' same-cause '  p r i n c i p l e  h a s  an  a p r i o r i  s t a t u s  

13 
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because it is an analytic truth, a "relation of ideas." 
10. In his discussim Wilson has shown that Beck's 
"Kantian" interpretation of Hume overlooks ways in which 
experience can come to be self-corrective, given the 
mental apparatus available to an empiricist. No doubt 
there is more to be said in behalf of this interesting 
thesis. But, if I am right, Wilson is mistaken, first, in 
supposing that there is some logical deduction of the 
principle of universal causation from the principle that 

/ like causes have like effects (and vice versaland, 
secondly, in supposing that the latter is itself an empir- 
ical generalization. Hume's account of what we are dis- 
covering when we discover causes makes this as much a 
necessary condition as is temporal priority. We have seen 
as well that'some "hard wiring" may be discoverable in 
the way in which, even on Hume's view, we arrive at causal 
connection without the experience of constant conjunction. 

Nathan Brett 
Dalhousie University 
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-- both t h a t  l i k e  c a u s e s  h a v e  l i k e  e f f e c t s  and  l i k e  ' 
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