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ABSTRACT

' Ihia diuaertnclon s priuarily concnrned vlth dtacustiph Qf"
uuﬁnan ukep:tcian. It is dtvlded into two partl: _ | |

L Par: 1 1. eoncnrncd with incetpratativo mattars. }It iu uhbﬁn'i
that uunc s noat charactaristic okcpttc(un ip to de: trented as an
1nt1mato pat: o! a lyseeu uhtch s concn:nnd with tha tan&ticationt

ot an nn:ttaly naturqlintic account of man. One of Hume's najor con~

- *

B cerns, it is atgund. 1- uith the ptoduc:ion of a natura}tottc account

of" roanon. and tha .keptical clenonta ot Book 1 are-to ba aqan enein

Taly as. eithot*toundationt or by-producto ot this natutnliu;:j/iecount.

It ds ahovn that when thay are seen as par: and parcal of this natu-

| raliatic account ot Toason, :hu variou: lcvela of uunean~lkepttciln

can all ba racogniscd as on:iroly natural and predictadle, no: as

matters in any renpuct ltkely to aurpriae and baffle the rnldcr uho

' 1a tully acquainted: with Hume's purposca.

During thie dienuaaion. tumatks are nade -on- altotnatdta later='
ptotationa of Hume. on the purpose ot philolophy. on the atgnificanco

to Hume of hia empiricist firat principles; on ‘the: "aso of ruanon“‘

 on the aiantticance ot uumn‘a diacuauton og the natutal belie!t and

induction; on hia’ approach to thn lpoduictic. on his problons wlth

phtliutininn. .on nha cxtonaion of hit annlyatn of rcason 1n thn

Dialogueo. and on hia paycho&osinm. :

..
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~ -to explanation. -

‘ Part II evaluates thn vartous doctr&nes uncnvernd {n Part t of’ |
'the diasertation. It ia atgued thlt poat-barutnian theught uhould eu-f‘
‘drace uuch of nunn‘n natutaliatte aecount ot t!&!ﬁn. “dut that the narﬁgf'

l‘vintan framevork obvtatan wuch of tht\lggs‘ggggg;ionablc aapecta of |

Hume n q;t%nae ot hit ‘account, - thc inadequacies ot sone of nuue‘

akqptteal atgunenta hte nnde clear. and the atrength: ot Ris aecuunt ;

are brouaht tnto roltot. The underly;ng dtftnrenena betuenn nune and '
hin opponnnta on the natutn of rtlton as a “eoante“ ptinetpla are dta—'

~cu:aed, and Hune tg&ghoun to be tha vtc:or.

R

Durtng thia dtdeuanlon. renarkn arn*made on tht tvolutionaty

e

.igntticance of rea.on‘ on thn naturn of - the “natural bel&eto“-or :

; catnaotial prineiplca. on the justttieation ot induetlon. on “natu= |

| :nl necnnuity“. the ncaning ot “brute fact" and the \ttributton ot

' “rationnltty“ to thc nonhannttent‘ on thn ‘\Gidn ility of Rume's dlt-
fleultiel with phtlia:intan‘ on the: prinetple 5 auftieient-reaaon as

}' the_auptonc vationaliat prtneiple._and on the n{gniticané? of “aystem"

—
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Jo\m ?aamm .’m the Pret‘aea t:o Itum‘n tntentions aaurted I:hat:

o Nhout acholauhip ie ewmm. and aehohrahip without |
. eritieim P antry. m thtn point:. a8 on so few otheta. I vholeheutedly

- tgru \m:h him, But\gther than eonstam:ly int:emwing evalu&tion and

u\tnrpmtnuon. I have olen\tn keep theu aapeetn aepatatet the die=
pa

sertation i divided into two tay undté'r tho-labela “lnt:erpm,tationa _

e and “Nalﬁatloﬁn“. thiu han been done rgeLy out of convietion \:hat it

ie very difﬁcult to aive uorthvhi),a cr:l!:ieh' ot l{ume s phnoaophs
before the wider pleture ot vhlt ho was tryins to dq_has been eatinfgg-‘
totny aatabuahed. It secms to ne t:hat an extraordim number of 'cri-;_
‘ t:le:lsna of Hune a/‘n/fgdnenta fail to ettike home preeiaely be
:mtupmuu\m mtt:eu have not. firat bean fally co\m:ed. o | N o |
. > L o Lo

- In the !:lrat part of the dtanertat:ton. Im to explain tha ‘ /

unity. which it shens to ne rg— not bem prevloualy recogniaed. of cer— N

tain: “key elementa ot Rume's phuoaopt\y. Ic \ma not aubaéhuently neceaaary

v

to enploy ~ll ll. Prine e tantica of dineuaaing what mme might have said,

but didn t quttn. in ordet to move on from moaition to evaluation. ‘ . |
aynpathiee with Puce in am:ins ag he did. Diacuu:lng vhnt: a mn;gcsgallz '
© . satd ugm: mm be o vaste or tize for all but philosophical aqlecl::lea PR

3 i mma out: that what he um \momot interesting in the firet’ placa. |

)——\;ortumtaly, this ia far ftom txue ot Rune. \-mat Hume netunllz iaid. ao

. _s.-“; . .“' . * - . . v B " - -

-



Xt is uneovered in Part 1, providna more than enough uaterlal Eor many_
an evaluitive sequel. ' ‘
| Iha part ot tha Canada COuncil 1n keeping uy. body and ' aoul to=
gathe: thmughout the period of compoaition eertainly deaarvea acknow-'

| ledgenen:. ‘as does that of the HnHaater _Benefactors. Ny teaders. Pro- )
.\§esaor N. Btntt and Ptofeasor SN, Najn. and eapecially my auparvisor.

-Ptofaaaor J. Noxon. ‘aleo’ deaerve thnnks for their sometimes atrenuoue

. attenpte|to improve uhac follous._

Y

v




o PART T S q}f"
_énAérkR 1 Introduction « v ¢ o ¢ ;'. Ve e ke e e
CHAPTéR‘ 2t "SKepticiam (1 Preliminariea P .‘. .
« 'CHAPTﬁR kT _'Skapticiam (2) " On the Nartiaga oi Skepticlem -
_ ~ and Naturaliam e e e s Cee
CHA?TBR' &: Reason (1): P:eliminaries s e e e
CﬁAfTER 5:  Reason (2): The Naturalistic Analyaia of
| "Theoretical“ Reaaon e s e s e S
CH#PTE& 6:‘ Rnagon (3): Reason and the Dialogues . P
cﬁﬁérnn; ! "Natﬁralism and Poychologlsm « o o v s s v o s
. | /fffihnt Il . 5
" CHAPTER 8t ,Pfeéufaory ABBOSEMENTE « + s s 8 s 8 s b s s N
 “TCHAPTER 9% On Induction « « o« ; e e
_‘iQHAPTEﬁ 10: TiReason as & Cosmic Principle.. . .‘.:. Caa e
“czmr'r.n'a 1 ceas

et R it

. Summary .and Conglusions A T I

. -_,:h .

NOTES\ - .l\ l‘.“ .7.‘ - .ll - L L] ‘..I “. L » - » , .

BIBLIOGRAPHY \ o o« 'v & v o'v s v s s/e o Cie e

76

117

139

169
181
215

285

251

‘265




...... o s P
x \ |
—— o b : \ ) 8
‘ Sl i )
- - ] :
7 PRT 1 - i
- i
o i
- INTERPRETATIONS. - . b

Presumably all would agree with André
 Leroy that -the question of Bume's skep=--
_ticiem s "the ultimate question'. An;

gerjious attempt to answer that- question,

vhich has proved to Ye erucial for: evalu-
ating Hume's quality jag a philosopher,

presupposes intimacy with the details of L

his work (J. Noxon, Hume's Philosophical . ‘

_ Development, p. 13).
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION -

I ‘The'primarp'ado of tﬁis‘dissertatioo'is to expooad and-evaluate‘
: Humean skepticish;. It is not possible,,however,‘jnst to plunge into

| ’this,topic,‘diﬁoreiﬁg‘it from oider qoéstions about Hume's writings.

- Tﬁerattituoe taken by a commentator'on ﬂumean-skepti ism is inevitabiy“
coloured oy his genersl iaterpretation of Hume‘a philosophical wrli-
tings.. If for instance we believe‘ﬂume to be primarily concerned
‘with delimiting the sphere of possible knowledge, we wili alwmost io~ ~
evitably say that his skeptical posture expresses merely a "mitigated"
skepticism. 1f, altarnativaly. ve see Hume as primarily a phenomenalist,
or-a rigorous expositor of the Loeke—Berkeley empiriciam. we will very
probably view his skepticism as the end-product of a too faithful adhe—
rence to inadequate,axioms.h Neither of these approaches however, nor

L

: indeed ~any other of the well~known approaches to Hume's skepticiﬂm will
be taken in this dissertatioa. It will be argued, rather, that the -
skepticism is an essenttal element of a highly coherent system, to be.
appracisted onl{/rhen seen as a primary part of .the structure of the

Treatise of Human Nature.*

Reference to ‘the "system of the Treatise already, however,‘
brings us into the arena of hermeneutical controversy. Commentators

-such as F. Zabeeh will indignantly reply that Hume - i3 a philosopher

A

'*The Selby—Bigge edition, Oxﬁord, 1888 “is used throughout.
P T ,
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withgut a system.l-To euch adversaries 1t is necesaary to a weit |

until this diesertation unfolde, and the atrands of the aystem can be
- chown tc be, 1ndeed, elements cf a ccherent whole._ However, some -
easily-presentable but nevertheless convincing 1nd1catione can be found}_

”

| of the fact Eﬁ/t the Treatiee is nc mere collocation of 1ndividual

‘...‘“ [y

.thcsee. . For, instance, when apeaking.about his uork in a letter to
.Deemaieeﬁux. Hume implores his correspondeﬁt %o "look over my SYSTE&

of philosog\y" (April 16 1739: emphaais mine) The word “syatem ‘also
eppears on a large number of occasiens in the body of that work. Thqugh

sometimes the word may be used solely in reference to’ particular theses, »

on mhny other occasions it is not used. When opening Bcok I1I, for

'instence. Hume asserts that this/fdok will be seen to advance and corro= . -

borate_the "aystem of .philosophfy" begun in Books I and II.2 In the = L '

1

general 1ntr¢duction to: the Treati e, also. Hume announcea hie inten-

tion to produce "a complete syetem of the sciences, built on a founda—

: tion ‘almost. entirely new“.3

o

There 18, however3 a great tendency for Hume 8 commentgtors to

largely cverlook the general inrroduction, though 1t 19 1n fact of- the

.

’1aat importance in underptanding Hume s aystem. Hume 8 introduction by
.o means limits itself to just ennouncing that a- system is to be pre-
aented' it also givea the keystone of this system, explaining the
eingle goal of the whole Treatise. Hume tella us there that he is
going to produce a ecience of human nature, explaining the major as— "‘_f I
pects of mant,‘which tutn out to be divisible into his underetanding. ' t. {ﬁ/?;f
‘pasaions, and morals (the lntter including his political system) But,
of cdurse, it will be anid, ayl_commentators_kncw thiso ‘Unfortunate;y,-

£

!
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hoeever, most of them just don t take ic sufficiently seriously. Ihe

reason for this would seem to be that when philosophers read the’ Trea-

‘.tise they are naturally interested in it as a work of philosophy, not

'as an essay into a putative empirical science which never seems to have

o, got off the ground.. 'Hume's division of the Treatise into three neat ‘

)

‘ ;J‘>' ' parts also gives his readers ample opportunity to read only the first._-
o . i
The - third book concerns morals—-so those who are interested in;noral
( ....4- R -

philosophy can read that-—and the second book concerns the passions,
which would obviously only interest a historian of psychology! This
- " second book furthermore will at first sight seem quite impenetrable
to. the.student of philosophy, who 1s not used to reading supposedly
philosophical writings which have nevertheless nothing uhatever to do ///;///
with conceptual analysisa And-this is a great pity, because 1f we do.
not at least’ thoroUghly appreciate the methods of the second book, .H ,.' “
,then we will easily be misled concerning the purpose of the first.\
Reading the former alone we may eesily conclude that Hume, m philo—-
sopher, was primarily an epistemologist doing\the usual sort of thing T:v; ::_l
'“-‘ that we come to expect of epistemolopists.' 1f, however, we are well
versed‘in the-second‘booke and:even.better;"vith‘the third”as.welly we -
will’ come. to appreciate that Hume's fundamental intellectual drive. ;'. K
-even in the first book, channelled his efforts into the production of
_ an objective account of .man, an sccount based on a novel form of ax—
S »

1Ih¢5‘w‘sﬁn«qip}anation. The fundamental mode . of explanation of man offered through-‘

B

Jout the Treatise, involved the unveiling of psychologicsl mechanismss
"IJ'--. -
'Throughout the discussion of man 8 understanding, passions,and morals,

we find a constaot reference to psychological mechanisms a constant

,.‘_ o !
v [
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" attempt to explain man's nature in the type ofpnaturalistic'terminology

'_whieh would eatiafy a natural eeientist working in any other field. .
'Hume 8 phenomenalism. eopy principle, indeed his skepticism. all largely
‘fede away after Book I has been coneluded, but the naturalistic expla-

.-

' nation of man carries en unabated. ‘And’ this primary motivation of the

.‘\

entire Treatise makee«Book 1 what it is: . re_aimply‘cannot reallj ap- o
| preciate it until we aee it as one more aspeet-of a natnralisticlaccount
o man._ . - . . -

We ‘have by now ieft ‘the peripheries of the arena of hermeneutic

. controversy, having pledged to fight alongside Norman Kemp Smith and 7 
-his diseiples such as Charlea Hendel. But in joining their-battle; I h
do not. fight under their orders but rather as an ally with his own pur-
poses in:mind. While joining in resistance to the Reid—creen interpre-
tationa, while furthering an interpretation of Hume as fundamentally a

naturaliet s DO agreement exists on the import of this fundamental
papproach‘to Hpme 8 Treetise_for hia_skepticisn.r 1t will be urged that
Kemp Smith's comment that "Hume'e'philosophy is not fundamentaliy' |

akeptical.;.tbut] positive and naturaiistie"3 shows that he completely

L 3

migconstrues the nature of,Hume's“ekeptieiem.:'AIongewith‘Charlea Hendel.é

he loocks upon Hume's skeptieism and‘hie "positive and naturalistic
‘trines as entirely oppoaed with one developing relatively independentlp
of the other i In thie diasertation, however, it will be ergued that o
rather than being opposed, they are intimately tied together, only being
»fully comprehenaible ?hen seen as aspeets of a harmonioua _system.
But perhape -1 reiteration of the eubatentive points 8o far mag\\\

is in order: I have already perhape overstretched myeelf in'produeing

- T g . . . u 4



5

:ianticipetions of whet 1s to come. At this stage; tbe major point to be
remembered 1s that this dissertation ie committed to the underetanding |
of Hume 8 skepticiem in the 1ight of ‘his naturalism, which is said to

be the, keystone of the system found in the Treatieejw Furthermorey+I-
have committed myeelf to the view that skepticism is-an eeeentiel part

of this naturaliatic system, a primary part of. ite etrucrure—-and here,

- the. parting of the waye with Kemp Smith. can be preseged Thie relation—
Bhip with Ke;p Smith ‘deserves to receive further elucidation before we. .
move on. The weys will part so often that 1t should be made clear~
'exectly in what sense this dissertation should be coneidered ag anchored

within the Kemp Smith tradition. It will not take-meny words to clerify

. thie, since part of the point has already been made.

. "*\{ ‘ - IR : o
'I¥ - Prior to Kemp Smith’s superlative work on Hume's philosophy, the

: interpretation offered by Reid in Bume‘s lifetiﬁe"'whicn was takenfup"

egain by Green when Hume's writings reemerged from obecurity, dominated

Humeau commentary.- This interpretetion was of that highly aeductive kind
which offers to us poor confused philosophere the pattern underlying the
‘onuard march of'thought'in the.hietory of idees.- Locke-Berkeley—Hume—

Kant (or Reid): these represent a dialectical series in the history of

s

ideae. Locke produced the dominant_empiricist presuppositions‘and some

-of their consequenceet Berkeley took up the baton and advanced the posi-

tion; and Hume completed.their.work rigoroosly and feerlessly Eollowing
_the path laid cut by them to placee where none else could follow. Thee
Kant (or Reid depending on who is telling the 3tory) came along. saw

where the fault lay, and thereupon carried philosophy into a new end;’;'

\ A ._,V{



higher reelo.; Inithie-dialecticei-serieei chen,.ueme:e re;atively'igno—
'mio;oee-teek 1s. said to be that of‘the-mere churniegsoucﬂoffcdneeqeencee.
' We are 1nvited to look upon Hume as a a&f: ofllogicel eeueage-machieelzzr////j
The exioms are fed in at one end the hendle is turned, and out*of the
other end come a ec:ing of theorems, connected- through the identity of
"their materials, but by precioua 1itt1e else. Thoee.who succeeded hie,
80 the story goee; thereupon took one look at this ahring of conseQuen—
ces, immediately recognised it to be contaminated, and ware therefore
able to locate the offending axioms., The whole produc: of Hume s en-.
“deavoure ehould therefore be thrown out, but Hume is neverthelcse still
to be honoured! By curoing the handle of the eausage-machine with

hitherto unequalle precision, the exact. source of contaminetion came

to be ieoleted ‘and Hume e ‘endeavours thus indirectly allowed philosophy  ;
'to_purify 1CBe1f. and continue in renewed health.. Though we should

- o i
throw the-results of Hume's labours into the trash-can, we keep alive -

his memory as one whose fall advenced the cause. As his epitaph we'

offer rhe condeecending eulogy that "he, and he alone, amonge: contem-

porery thinkere, followed logic wherever it led him". >

'Fortunately for Hume's honour, Kemp Smith has shown that_rhie '
. fable s at best highly eeoerficiala_ He showedlthac Huze's work did
amount to a system, not a oeeultory.juxtaposition of’oaradoxee-ee'
eyetem;‘whac ie'more, which in epietemologyhoffera.en elternetive to -
the Kantian doctrine of cetegoriee._ Kemp Smith showed us that Hume in
_effdct produced the doctrine tha: our. knowledge-eystem ie founded upon
a nqgher of “netural beliefs";‘fundemental beliefs detived not from

nationaliry, but from ouxr naturel instincts and prapensities. Bume,.'-



\\; :
rather than just following in the footateps of Locke and Berkeley.ggha .
animated by .a: apirit entirely alien to their work. ' i ii

It vill readily be admitted that this diaaertation leans heavily :

"on Kemp Suith's: refutation of the Reid-Green interpretation. At times
ic may make his point in differont vays, et timea it way add-to ‘his _"'
- argument, but it 1s not intended as in any way a rival to Kemp Smith'

" work on thia baoio doctrine. ‘Ito point of_departure ia not merely \

that of acceptance of the "natural beliefs" interprotation. however, \\\(HJ'

" large though that may loom in it. The restiof this introduction will >
thus be spent on a preaentation‘of the "contralsconception"-which ie -

: attributed to Hume in producing the Treatiae. No attempt will be made-r

.therein to defend the interpretation, or evaluate thea view preaented.

=

. the.function of thia,ehapter will be’ entirel expooitory. :

IIT °  Since the logical positivints.fi, tfcieimed Hume as their intel-

© lectual ancestor, his opposition to metaphieicai speculation has been
emphaaieed:_.and of course_he uao indeed'opposed to idle-a Eriori ape¥
oulation. He repeato with vigour the doctrine that’our theorizing must
be firmly rooted in experienoe. Neverthelesa. neither hednor any other A.
.thinker-could be‘entireiy'deuoid of some;eort-oi world-view,_and his
;‘pnilosophy?eannot be fully appreCiated uithout referénqo to it. It is

: not intended to attribute some atartling metaphysic to him.f onlylan |
‘opposition to the rat onaliatic*theiatic couception of man and his

'place in nature which_dominated Europe in his time, and which repreaents

today one of the two major world-pictures of fered to Weotern man. It

- will be affirmed that va aee Hume producing. in opposition to tho

l

n.
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oreoailiog orthodoxy. an aporoaoh to man ﬁﬁroi'io 1n the ﬁioeat sanse
natutaliatic He wished to futthor a soience of man which accepted
his place as juat one more pnrt of nature-—and whon Hume came to apply
~-this to his accoupt of roasoq, uhioh taak conatitutea a mnjot part of

tha Treatiso hia npproach lenvos the mundane levol nnd bocomea utart—

-
‘-

lingly original.‘ The orfginal and mundano are navertholoss intor— :
P

,/ tuinod nnd 80 thia accoung will proceed simply by prosonting Buma 8

attitudo in the faca of prevailing orthodoxy.
Tho orthodox nttitude gaw man ag a creaturo of God. a apecial

boing put en earth for.a pu:poaa, Humo. howaver, saw ‘man as ontirely

h a product of natura, to ba ugdoratood entitoly as a naturnl creatton.

The - theistic concoption of man saw him as osuontially difforent from

tho animala. whereas Hume thought that. any diffaronco could only be

‘a matter of degteo. Wherein lies the difforonca between man. and\tho a
animala, aocording to orthodoxy? Primarily. 1n the possoaoion of a |
ooul—-that part of him which aurvivos death—and reasdh. the guiding
prtnciplo of the soul in the face of natural urges which can load us
to ruin. Secondarily. man is said to differ Erom the animals 1n poa-
aosoing free-will, Omn thia theistic account, man 13 not liko the o

animals 1n having to follow the dictates of nature.  He can’ ovarrulo :

'nature's promptinga. following a lina of |conduct based on rationality.

Hume o/gonception of man nnd reason unde ines thia completoly. reject— . :

1ng the notion of. an immortal soul, met physical freedom of the will.

and tho approach to reason which could make sense of the religious

*For gubstantiation of a numbor of claims concerning “the orthodox v
.sea below, Chapter 4,
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'vioﬁpoint; “To the extent to vhich nan ooold hovo‘mooaphyaiool free uilf.?L
‘ﬁf ooold not poooioly ba a.otoatoro of nnturo;. Thus, we tind-ﬂuno deny~ .
"ins:thio notion, and :noroby'rotoio1n31h concaption ofvman ao,ontiroly
oonprohonaiblo within a'nkiutol Eromovotk.> Thon;'roaoon. as Ne o;ni
ooivoo it, is fundamontally juat an 1no:inot like any othot. It ia ono
'of naturo 8 toolo. 31von to man to holp hin oopo with ;;o onvitonmont.
Far from boing aomothina cvar ond beyond our 1nutinota uhioh ovorrtdoo
thom. not only is ic itoolfxan instinot. but ic cln only oooporoeo with Jr
tho,pasoiono in produoing aotion, in 1tool£ it 1s poworloao to ootivoto.
‘Whereas the orthodox saw reason ‘as cno*oooio of morolo.;boins oomo sort
'of God;givon ohook.on notunol 1mpulooo.‘éumo aaw morals as being grounded
in 1nat1nct ictaalf, reason hoving only cho funotion of olatitiootion in
the ophora of morality. ‘ ' o
In tho sphere of knowlodgo,.whoroaa on :ho orthodox view reason
io tnkon to bo ‘the basis of our boliofa. Humo saw roaaon as ouboorviont
to natural baliofo. thoso boliofa folsted upon us by nature. The wholo
oyacom of. knowlodso wag and io considered by orthodox philoaophora as

:boing ; rational ona, such thot. ohould-ony aspact bo ‘found indofonf

;oiblo. it must be ojooted £rom the ayotom. Humo considerad tho syatem
of knowlodgo to be pormoatod by non-rntionol. thoorotioollx 1ndofon—

i oiblo aspects which novortholosa could not. and ohould not. ba ojoctod
from the uyatom. baing oaooncial.to it. Humo aaaortod ‘that our bolioto
need not be rationally baood and could indood oomotimoa ho aooually

' oountor—rntionol, uithout the viao man boins obligod to rojoot them,

- Tho otthodox conception of roooon vaa ot oomothing capable o£

trnnaconding oxporionoo and nare day—to-day mottera. ‘a8 aomothing

Tl



 .yuat bo‘rattpnglz uhntovnr hnppono mua: be conprehanaible. to a h
_bcins, if not ﬁo us. Hume' 8 eoncoption of reaaon. on thu othar hand.
.could allov it none of these magnificent pretonsiona. ‘He saw- 1t simply
as'a man-cnntrcdrthins. a usaeful tool givan by nature tb man an a-mhins .
‘fq? eurvivn;, Ite vholu function cantrad around holping man deal aue-.
‘ ceaa£u11y with a hostilu environmnnt. Once wva view reason 1n thts
liah:. rationalia:ic onthusinam sooms quita odd. Once e vlev teauon
:thua. :hero saoms to be na point in giving it a spacial ata:un as’
lomothing lublime lnd anlt-justifying. which ought alvayn to bo accep-
tod as a flnal arbitor in all apherea. Raaaon does not receive any
iultimnno juatitication in Hume's conenption of :hings. it ia jusf
aomothina whlch man uses. Roason. Erom being conceived as a supreme,
lolf-Juatitying 1naislator for man, the universe, ‘and God. is auddenly 5
cut down to a fnllible. limited. and ultimatoly unjuacifinble tool.
ono amongat many, for the well-being of man. ‘, )
| The two aspacta of qumn s concnption.ihis,fajaétion éf'tradi-
tional raligioda explanations and h;é_ipp;ohch éo_rniaon.are. 1t'w;11*_
Vbn soan, 1ntimately ﬁied'fogother. Traneing then saparately vould
nias much of the apirit of his central concoption. The tvo aspacts
dovctail in tvo ways. It ie lntgely because of the naturalistic,
'non-roligious conception of ‘nature that Hugo makea his dietinctive

aproqch,:o reason, and there is also some truth in the raciprocal:



“once granted that co ception of rciuoﬁ. poﬁatful réésonn-aﬁpear &?r" k

"'-tofunins to accept the & andard thnlatic view of the vorld.

on- the former poin:\\\oniy 12 va conceivn of man as a nntural

object like any othar. will wa\be in to conceive of reason as a purely

A

natural,_funetional tool. Aa 1ons\nn ve think ‘of man as something
apacial, aomnthins beyond natute. a way is 1e£t opon to look upon

'reason. auppoaedly Ehn dnfining chnractaris:lc df that part of him

which 13 immortnl. as being aomnthing non—natural" d:ﬁhcendont. Not

only dona the rationnltatie vinw of\rgaaon only snem 8o very nntural

\

‘ bacausa of che raligioua conception of mnn. but tha rejection ot than

. concaption. if carrind through far anough. ulll almoat inovitably 1end

\

on :o raconaidnrgtion of that approach co reason. \yhat is taaaon? As > .‘

-long a3 we think of 4t as a faculty given by God to thu\aoul to guida
. L
man in :he face.of adva:aity.and hia own animal impulsesn, ua w;ll bea

~

. _ S ‘ : ~.
slow in asking for its justification. But if the religious standpoint

~
~
~

is taken a“ay. vhat can we say about-wha:‘renﬁon‘iat‘ Once having
adop:edln naturalistic concaption of m#n. a naturaliatic conception
of feason'aloné Humean‘lines-wﬁuid aéem‘entiroly appropriate,

| On the aecond point=' if we tacitly accept the Platonic-
Cartesian concaption of reason as the moggl of tha uuiverse ' accep- .
‘ting. for ins:ance. that there must be a.reaaon fﬁr ﬁhdteve: happens, -
that all things must be ultimately comprehennible. and 80 forth, we

! will easily accept the argument Qhat tha appearance of order in the

univeraa gives evidence that it hns a rationnl creator. To astart with._

: aincea wu will see raason as tha crowning glory of man. thnt :hrough

vhich he can go bayond mere nature, it is the firat thing that we would

\
.
.
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'.\\\\x\ attributo to the Deity. But also. geared as wa wou ‘ be, to the idea
\\ﬁnt rationality is aomehov intrinsic to tha univerae. acca ins that

'\\‘ all thi 8 must be rational, we will axpect to find ita gource’ in 8

thing which m ifeata racionality. However, if we sea reaaon as marely i

' ;\h&t _limitad to g&l‘ve will be very ‘alow indead in moving £rom

4thn appa-qg:\::ier in tha universa to the conclusion that it has a

‘suppose, bé\gsnfined merely to this narrow\corner. and has even thera
8o limited a eppera of action} with what propriaty‘can wve aasign it
AAifor the oxiginnl\gauae of a11 things? The narrow view of a peasant,

who ‘makes his doma§tic economy the rule for the government of kingdoms.

,is in comparison a pérdonahlo auphism“ a6 |

It ia important to realisa where the nignifis?nca of Hume 8 con-

ception 1ies. Inasmuch as he rejects the :eligioua‘hypotheais; hq 18

AN
rationnl creatar. To put 1t succinntly‘ “If [reason]. as we may well

harﬁly unusualt every second thinker today'would concur with him on  °

that. What is of great fmportance is that those who would agree with

him rendiiy on this point do, even thbugh théy don't necessarily tecog—.

niaa it, have a attong tendency to aide with his opponents concerning

the ‘nature of -reagon. Don't we tend to auppoaa that the world must be

nomehow rational? That is why 1ndecerm1niam atrikea us as 80 abaurd- .

if something could happen withou: a cause, then'thqt evant would be
totally, irrevocably, incomprehensible: and, waisuppoée. the world
just is not, and cnﬁho: be, like that. | o

th\ahould_wa. today, make guch an_asauﬁption concerning the '

\

*Substituting "reason" for "thought", but retaining thereby nhélmaaning
of the original. - ' . '

;o
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"rati;ﬁﬁliﬁy? of the universe? Since Qe:are b§ and large committed. to

. Darwinism, should ve hb:'fghdily'accﬁpt ;héhnumgan a;c;tude t§ reason?

_ Shouid we no:-ﬁcéépt that reason 1s mere1y ébm?ﬁhing whicﬁ has evbliéd'

out of lowly animal nagaésities, éomething of'aﬁfﬁroﬁocencric. rathey f
'thnn.cosmic hign;ficgnce? This question wili'loSmflatge_aé :ﬂe &iuser—r
-tﬁtion'pgpgteaqea; Snd will form the méin.tbpic;;f Chapter'ioz ”fhe

" next t@gk to be tackled.ihawaier; 1s that of gxﬁia}ning :ha relation=

- ship between Hume's naturalism and his akeptic;am.*

EX

-5
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 CHAPTER 2: SKEPTICISM (1): - PRELIMINARIES

I 'The‘majot goal ot.the‘discusoion of okepticism iu'thio patt.of 7
tha diosertation is to indicate the nature of the chatacteristically
Humean skepticism. ‘The 1ntontiou is to expound ‘and defend the view
that Hume's akepticism is fundﬁmentally an essential part of a co-
-herent ayatem produced in the Treatisa. Some~brelim4naries to this
task must however, be pteaented. We must.‘for instonoe. give‘an_
:alucidation of our terms. The basic maaning of the word okeptio{om"
:neads soma: attention, as does naturaliam ’ which has been used in
sgveral senses in Humean commentaries. After the 1nitial olucidation |
of theao terns has been éiven, ic will be'necessary to\outiine various
_formo ot skepticiam, with the intention,of.oinning down the primaty
formfattributoble to Humo."ihis particular qhaptor will be-coﬁoerne&h '
tather'more with showing what typeo of skooticioo.ohould not be treatedl'
‘as the primary Humean form than with a discussion of that which ahould.
Though the £undamental Humean skepticism will be outlined the major
'presentation of 1t9 chatacterization. along with the defense of ita
attribution to ‘Hume, will be left until the next chapter. ‘This chap-
ter remains basically precursory. T S -'_ j#f“
"Naturolism can quickly:bg elucidated. It ahouid be quite
cloot, at least, that this'tétm‘is Bg&,boing‘usqd in theiethicalfaehse.
As*ugéd in thin work it will have pothing to do with-tho‘toduction of‘

'atlegedly sul peneris moral terms to "natural” terminology. Neverthelesa,-i::rﬁﬁ
- - \ . S . ) . N . .

{_confdsion may arise thtougﬁ“the_readerfs_aupposing'tho tetp to be used |

14 - ot .'
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v . . - B

'in the Harburton-nendel manner which refers essentially to a doctrine |
concerning “the immanent nature of the Deity. There ia indeed -&certain

‘ link with this use of the term, since it is being used in a sense which

s
does imply ‘a particular attitude towards religion. If. we uere not gen=-
L

sitive to the charge of circularity. we might define naturalism as the

n7

negation of supernaturelism . It 1ooka upon all phenomena, we might

-

say, ‘a8 explicahle\in the tetma used by natural sc.ientists, eschewing

all aupernaturaliat explanationa of the type profferéd by religious

~

B

dogmatists. : —_{;‘ . SRS

. Perhaps the use of paradigms may make the situation clearer. Ty=-
pical examples of the natuial" would include the mating and birth of

' animala. the flowing of water into the aea, the gravitation of planets,

' and the photosynthesis of plants. Oon the other.hand paradigm cases of
. the aupernatural, or non—naturals would be: suapension of the 1awa of
nature in miracles, the creation of the-univerae by an external Deity,

it

'ehd the exerciae of metaphysical free will. Haturalists would aay thst
all phenomena ‘can be understood by using explanations of the type of~
fered hy scientists of the former group, no genuine phenomena ever being ‘

-truly explicable by the type of explanation usually applied to the latter.
Hume's" naturaliam, in particular. manifests itaelf in hia thoroughgoing
attempt to offer an account of man in tarmg aimilar to those applied to
the tormer type“of phenomena. It becomea a distinctive naturaliat sys-
tem'in his attempt‘to.offer such an accouat of gggggg'and all its rami-
“fications. . A I

~ He “can ‘now. turn to clarification of the tern “akepticism . It

-.doea not‘at first lookfaa though we will have much difficulty in pro- -

ducing a general definition'of_the_term, because a denominator common
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'.to all itsfuses does enist' skepticism, we may say, involves doubt-

-raising, and it might seem that this feature suffices to, define the E

term. " The situation is not quite’ that simple, however. Certainly,

l_whenever ‘a person indulges in doubt-raising on any particular issue,

4

the label skeptic" ‘is likely to be attached to him by somebody. Never—
Sy .

theless, [I would . suggest that the term should be defined more narrowly.

If skepticism is equsted with doubt—raising, then _any original thinker.

engaged in the process o£ replacing accepted theories with new views,

-.would-be considered a skeptic. The process of replacing outmoded views '

"must inyolve not only the substsntiation ‘of the new view. but also the .

.

attempt o_raise.doubtsrabout the tenability of the old,view. Nowiin. o

actual fact, the label "skepticf is often applied to those who attempt

‘to establish new theories. ‘Those, for instance,-who asserted that'the .

earth was round rather than flat were once labelled skeptfcs. Again,

\ ’ y

" those who.try_to‘argue that the_uniuerse is entirely comprehensible in

‘naturalistic, rather than thelstic terns, are still likely to be des-

cribed as skeptics:h_a use of the term specifically accredited by the
» .

‘_Oxford English Dictionary. Howevcr, though the term “skeptic™ is in

fact used: in this msnner, l suggest that it should not be. An unaccep—
table subjective element is introduced when we use the term thus; its
applicability becomes dependent upon whether or not we agree with the
thinker in question. f would suggest that‘the word.“skeptic“ should

only be applied in cases’where a thinker indulges in doubt—raising in

~order to produce suspenae of judgment on an issue. If the attempt is

‘made, instead to raise doubts ont a view in order ‘to replace it with

another, then-the term should not be applicable. This.'note, removes

. ﬁ; . " M ' —
. L 7 ! 3,‘!.
. z 2y
LY.
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the element of subjective evaldation involved in the question of whether

or not Hume 8 moral theory" ahould be considered skeptical. Those 1n the

. rationalist tradition are. likely to speak of Hume s’ argument ‘that morals

Yy [

.cannot be derived frow reason as skeptical' others ‘will simply say that

.'it is true. Stipulating that "skepticis ‘be defined as "doubt-raising

in order to produce suspense of judgment on an 1asue” removea this dis--
agreement.‘ We simply observe that’ Bume raised doubts on the view thet
moral distinctions ‘are derived from Treason in ggggr to help substantiate
the view that moral distinctions are derived from senae, and then con-
clude that his procedure cannot be called ‘skeptical.

Though we msy have - a servicable definition of ‘the term "akepti-
cism", however, ve are uot very much closer~to understdnding exactly
whst is involved in the proposition “Hume is‘a skeptic ‘A Hany forms ‘of -
skepticism vhich in no way depart from the stipulated definition can be -

found. Thase various forms resuIt from’ the fact that the definition is

'ailent on the questions of what types of doubt are raised what matters

are doubted the degree to which doubts are pressed, and the purpose of

-;v

this doubting., It will be necessary, then, to pin ‘down various types of

L4

skepticism, seeing which can be attributed to Hume, and which approximate B

most closely to the characteristically Humean skepticiSm.

Before launching into this task however, it is)worthwhile fore—
]

'stalling those dhd would like to ssy that it is unnecessary. There are,

',incredibly, a few readers of Hume who assert that he was not'a skeptic.

It might not seem worthwhile taking such an assertion seriously;bbut

since a primary function of this work is to establish the fact that

&

skepticism Ain the Treatiserhad a vital part to play in a highly coherent

e
ew
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will also be of some service in {ndicating’ its nature.

systen, it cannot just be lightheartedly waved sside. As a preliminsry‘ :

"to the elucidation of Hime's skepticism, then, a brief outline of the
'—,skepticsl element of Hume s work will be presented This will serve not.

'only to indicate the massive extent of skepticism in the Treatise bnt

1

”II._ Qnite early on in the Treetise we find that Hume tries to prove,

via an. snalysis of-terms such as equsli:y , thst geometry 1s not exact

at all and that "since these tdeas ate«so loose and uncertain, I would

'_fsin ask.any mathematician what infallible assurance he hss, not only of

the more intricnte and obscure propositions of his science, but of the

most.Vulgsr;and obvious principles“;;- This opening skeptical flourish

.18 very soon followed-by sﬁveritable ontburst'of skeptically—oriented

doctrines. We are told‘thet belief is not the rational thing we thought.

it was: that we don't believe because of reason and evidence, but be-

csuse'of'our psychologicalmske—up.2 Then we learn that induction is

. not rationally defensible, not even based on reason at all, but merely

" a result of the wey we hsppen to be psychologically constitnted.3 Mean-

while, we are told that our balief that every event has a cause, even

though this is extremely important to us,'dlso.cannot be shown to be

‘rationally defensible.a One of Hume's most significant skeptical argu-

‘ments. is that've can never possibly find an objective 1ink bétWEen“

cause and effect, such that we could see.that a particular cause willA

1ead to a particulsr effect, thereby having a rational foundstion for {

the expectetion of the effect upon perception of the cause.? ’
. 6’.‘.\, -
Hume seems to leave ugs some hope, early in the Treetise,'thst

- c -
. pt
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we can cling to certainties 1n algebre-and arithmetic, but even thie_he. \.

eventually sets about taking away.. In the section entitled "of . Skébti—

/ ~

cism with Regard to Reason he attempts to prove that we cannot renain
.convinced of any certainty, aﬁter all. " First he triee"to‘prove'that
g1l knowledge rtgolves itself into probability ,6'and then he goesvso
far as to assert that, so long as we atick to reason, we can' t “even Bij’
e;y proposition as Erobable. Rational reconsideration of the proposition
_must weaken. our assurance of its truth, "'till et last there ‘remain noth—
ing of‘the.originalfprobebility however great_we may suppoee it to have |
been“.?‘ This'leads Hume to assert that we fcannot'derendi.rréaeon~by-:
reason".8 ) S L ; . “l. \ oy |

Without giving us a chance to recover from this, Hume launches intoc

proof that our belief in external durability, i.e.‘the belief that objects ;
q

- exist independently of the perceiver, "continuing to exist when unperceived
_cannot be rationally defended but in fact ought to be: rejected by reason.9
He follows this quickly with an argument that no adequate account. of percep-
tibn can be produced and that no analysis of objects, be it a bundle or. sub-
stance theory, can be produced *10 The dietinction of qualities into primary
and eecondary also leade to directly skeptical conclusions 'he asserts, even.
though it is based on solid reaaoning. 11 One more skeptical shock ie pro-
duted when he argues that belief in a continued, unaltered self, is irra—
tional.12 In the midst. of all this, Jé find Hume exclaiming. |
Kﬁ begun this eubject with premising, thet we ought to
have an implicit faith in our. gsenses...But to be ingen-

uous, 1 feel myself at gresent of a quite contrary - -

A

*Those who see Hume as endeavouring to produce a consistent phenomenalism
will debate this. See, however, the opening sentence of the Treatise, I,
Iv’ v.

ey
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sentiment, and am more inclined to repose no faith at
all in my senses...What then can we look for from this
confusion of groundless and extraordinary opinions
but error, and. falsehood? And how can wa justify to

- ourselves any belief we repose in them? 'This skepti- |

" eal doubt, both with respect to reason and the senses,
is a malady, which can never be radically cured, but.

' must return upon us at every moment...'Tis impossible
upon any system to defend either our understanding
or senses; and we but expogk them farther when we

endeavour’ to justify them in that manner.13 . o ;’;/,¢_'

Andrghpn,'after fil;ing'paée‘after page of Book I with these
skept;cal‘aéaer;ioﬁs, Hume delivérs the mﬁsqively skepticai conglusicn. —
. .Almos; ani.éxtraéﬁ'froﬁ ;ﬁat‘saciiqn ﬁouidAaefve'our purpose,.bu; éha/-
'fq}lquing.mudtiséfve as ?épfesgﬁcapiveé:_ |

My memory of past errors and perplexities, makes me

diffident for the future. The wretched condition,

weakne#a; and disorder or the faculties, I must.em=’

ploy in wmy enquiries, encrease my apprehensions.

And the impossibility of amending or &orrecting

_these faculties, raises me almost to despair...When

"I turn{my eye inward, I find nothing but doubt and
ignorance...After the most accurate and exact of my

‘reasonings, 1 can give no reason why I should assent

_to it...the understanding, when it acts alone, and Y
according to its most general principles, entirely . o
subverts it¥elf, and leaves not the lowest degree of
evidence in any proposition...We have, therefore, no.
choice left but betwixt a false reason and none at
all...The intense view of these manifold contradic-
tions and imperfections in human reason has so.
wrought upon me, and heated my brain, that I am

- ready to reject all belief and reasoning, end can’
“look upon no-oginion even as more probable or likely
than another.1% - - = - . - -

Hume's skepticism:does not entirely stop at the end of Book I,

but-——gignificantly as we will note lhter?doply reiterations of earlier
skeptical points are found in Books II and III. -In the Appendix, how- ,(/
-:ever, we find Hume gkplaining further the difficulties éon;gfning per~

30n31 1deqtigy, asseft;ng:. If thiﬁ be not § goqd'genefal reason for

-~

[
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ekepticiem; 'tis at leaet a eufficient one (if I were not elready abun-

~ dantly supplied) for me to. entertein a diffidence and modesty in all my

15 °

_decieions He aleo shows there thet he is quite happy to be entitled

a ekeptic. telling ds "I must plead the privilege of a skeptic" 16

The Enguiries Concerning the Human Understanding and Concerning

the Principles of Horals* are not the subject of thie ‘work, heving a -
set of problems peculiar o - themselves but it is worth briefly mentione
~ ing that in the firat Enquiry, skepticism, rather than being reduced like =
so much else, is in fact crystelized. Hume ehowe there far less self—
.consciousneee in eteting hia‘ehepticel principles. It is significant
that his eole purpoee in mentioning external durability, perception, end
substence and bundle theories, ie to quickly raige’ skeptical points.-
These, he tells us after-a very brief examination,'are topics "in which e
'the profounder and more philoeophical skeptice will elwaye triumph when

they endeevour to introduce in universel doubt into all eubjecte of human ‘

knowledge and enquiry 17 Such assertions are’ frequEntly, end -confidently,
expressed in the firet Eng gx and.this, if the maeaive extent of-ekep-

[

s f

* ticism -in the Treatise were not elreedy enough indicatee thet the skep-
ticism of the eerlier work was eerteinly no mere.pasqing fancy.

. \ _ }

IIT Having cleetly indicated the‘vaet'extent of skepticism in Humeﬁe
Treatise, it must be concluded that thoee who try to eey that Hume was
not a skeptic are crushed. More aignificently, those Hho try - to mini--

mize and lergely overlookethe‘ekeptical element in Hume" 8 work ehould

) . 1

-®L.A. Selby-Bigge (ed.), 2und edition, repr. Oxford, 1955.
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: also be somewhat emharrnssed.‘ ﬁhy; houevet, should'anybody aver hnbai.
. denied that Hume was a akept{c? Part of the anowor might lie in the
follouing of Hune s statementa.

Should 1t here be askod oa,. whether I. aincerely assent
to this argument [thit no proposition ig more probabla
than any other], which 1 seem to take such pains to -

“inculcate, and whether I be really one of those. skep-
tics, who hold that all is uncertain, and that our:
judgment is not in any thing possest of any measures
of truth and falsehood; I should reply, t that this
question is- entirely superfluous, and that neither I,
nor any other person was ever ‘gincerely of that opi-

 pion...Whoaver has taken pains to refute the cavils. |
of this total gkepticism, has really ‘disputed without
an. antagonist. (emphasis in taxt) .

ceodt i8 certain. that no man ever net with any such

- absurd creature, oT conversed with a man, who had no

- opinien or principle ciscerning any aubject, either of
-action or speculation. . _

" These atatements. “however, hardly show that Hume is not akopti—

caily inclinad‘ thoy just indicate that ho {s not a “Pyrrhoniat“-—in

the sense in which he underatood the term. The. Pyrrhonian doctrino.

: _according to Hume and othera. is the doctrine that we ahould believo '
nothing, and quite understandably, Hume rejected thias form of skapti— :
cinm. As he pointed ‘out, nobody can ba a nkeptic in the sense of be-
lieving nothing., dispositionﬂ constantly betray one ] balief, what—
ever one may 8ay to the contrary. Richard Popkin has seized on thia -

'point. making quite gure that nobody could. continuo to gsuppose that
Hume was a nkeptic of . thio type, 20 pointiwé out meanwhiie tﬁht the .

- \

‘ancient Py rhonians themselvea should not ha\coxgidered to have held
nuch a view.. Popkin argued that Pyrrhonism. ahould really be looked
upon as the dootrine that atgumontntion ia capable of neutralizing nny

\
reasons put forward in favour of a. proponition. This is compatible withn

AN
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' continucd practical activity. the anciant Pyrthoniana could happily con-
“tinue to ‘act: accnrdins to the die:ates of tradition and custom, whila
. asaarting that on the puraly intallec:ual level, tho propositions accor~

ding to which they acted worc not dafansible. ' _
Popkin is clearly on the right track in aaying that Huma 8 akep-
V.ticiam ia allied to "Pyrrhonism" Qhen thia latcur docttina is correctly
g unde;stood. Huma constantly strussed the point that whatevat the grounds
_fof doubt, man will continue to reason and believe becauae nature dic-
tates ﬁﬁat this will be so. His skepticism, then, must be so ﬁﬁderatoqd '
.that it ig-cbmﬁﬁtibléfwith practigal'beliéf. Now'whﬁt I ﬁhail cilIA
"diinogtic’akdbtié&sﬁ"‘ia an extreme skeptical doctfiée;ﬁgperficiiliy
- very similar tof;he doctrine thaf we should Baliav§ nothidﬁ. bqtlon-

tirely Eoﬁbacible with continued practical activity. "bianoetic skep~

‘ticisn may be dafined as the doctrine that no propoaition over metitn
~asgent on tha baaia of pure reasoning alone; that, ahould ve atay en-
tirely within tha_bounds ‘of pura genson. we will never givn aaqent to
any'ptoﬁositioh whatspeveri Thia‘i; a highly-diatinctiv;, apdicar—r

'.tainly-axtremo form of skepticism: ‘and it is'the f;rm which I wish to
iaolata as the most important and fundamental form of Humean akepcicism.
It in an elaboraticn of the type of Pyrrhoniam Popkin describad but

;ff\- o with infinitely more profundity 4n its: ramificationa than the means to

ataraxia of the ancients. A.discuaaion of those ramifications will ‘take
'up moat of thia dialertation.' a simpla exposition of the type of ukep-

| ticism, along with the reasons.. for attributing it to Eumn will angage
us. in Chap:er 3. Befota then, however, soma othar forms of skepticiam

' uill be diacussed and a source of confusion concerning Humaan nkepticiam

eliminated. | S | - -
¢ . o S ' »



v Ptobebly one. of the main reasons why Rumean ekepticiam haa been\\\ _

‘played dovm by a number of €ommentators (such as Kemp Smith) ia the'
anlumption that akepticiam 1s 1nevitab1y negetiviatic. The “negativia:
is one of thoee 1rriteting characters who won't stop patroting "you :

--don : reelly know :hat" whenevet ve: try :o eey aomethins construccive.p
He cons:antly endeavours to teduce,the sun total of knowledge. naver to

‘ndd to it. (The cleeeieel Pyrrhoniana were of this 11k. which ie one '

‘reason why. it ts dangeroue to treat: -Rume as one of their conpeny ) Such

-

e

a form of akepcictem nay, . 1ndeed. be aometimee of great velue. uhen it'
ie crushiug ecupid dogme;wgrueing man from eupersti:ion ‘and abeutdity,
“but such an’ approech ia only really of valua if it clenre the ground .
- for the real work: the cons:ruction of poaitive theoriee. A pereiaf‘
"tent neaativiem is a considarable irritation, and so- long as ve equate
akepticiam with negetivism. the:e will be a tendency for those 1nter—
pfetere aympethetic to Hume to pley down the ekeptical elemenh in his
" work. | B

Thia equation of akop:icism with negativiem. hawever has been

. a major cause of the Eailure to really appreciate the eyetem £ound ‘in

the Trentiee. Pnradoxicel though it may geeam, we should non presuppose

_ thet ekepticiam 1nvolvea negativism. hut should from the firat leave
open the poaaibility the: it 13, in Hume 8 system, used £1rat and fore-

| ;‘-moec to make a positive point. This may aeem to. contredict the general

definition of akepticiam effered above. a proceas can only be coneidered

..d

: ekepticnl, according to thnt definition. 1£ the - doubt-raiaing procedu:e ‘

1a‘ﬁbt followed by the production of a posicive theory replecing thet

which has been queetioned. 1f Rume:“ekepticelly“ ettecka‘something in -

R
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orderrto'relee ‘new poaitive theory. lt might seem rhet the procedure
: cnnnot be called ekeprlcel at all. Bur rhia misundererends rhe neture
of the poeirive theory Hume offered.- Let us conaider as an exemple

A )
Hume 8 esenult upon the doctrine of exrernel durabillry-—l.e. :he doc-

- . ttipa ther bodlea exlet externally to the minds of percelvere. con-

,;f””ff’ﬂ’f;;nulng to exiet uhen unpercelved. Hume'e skeptical esseulte on rhie
theory ara 1ndeed Eollowed by eomer.h:lng pooitlve. a positive theory

o concerning the undererandlng* vhich tekeo account of the place . of this
‘belief in our- knowledge-eyetem in cerms oE lnstinctlvc reeponsee. How-

‘ evear, the naw rheory concernlng the undererendlng is by no meana a |

\\\\:eglecemen of the bellef in external durability. it i8 on e qulte dif—
ferent lavel. Had Hume repleced Ehe belief in exrernal durabiliry with
a.phenomenellntlc anelysle of bodiea. the rerm "ekeptical“ could not ba
applied to his procedure, but’ Hume did not do this. He did not replece

'1the balief ln externel durebill:y by another of the same kind, but left

the balief in aunpenaion from the polnr of view of pure reaeoning. nnd

switchad his level of diacussion. to che level of theoriee concerning
~the undera:endlng lcaelf. | -3f‘
It is importnnt to reeember chat Hume is by no means a negati- '
vlsrlc thinker. The-Treetlee.-taken as a whole, is certainly dor
neéatfﬁisclc. A3 we havae previously noted. the ekeprical ucterances }
of the Trentlae are limited elmoet entirely to. rhe firer Book. the |
other Bookn clearly-beinghconcerned with the conerruction-of theoriee

. ebout morals ‘and the paeﬂions. If we should Yook ugon Hume just as a
- ) N\

~ N :
o *The expression- "the underetending" is ueed 1n a broad sense_to cover
all especta of man's reaaoning and the eyetem of knowledge and belicf.



eecurity

_1ng are not of contrary opinions
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" negativi t. then. ve blatantly 1gnore two thirde ef this uork. A cere-'

ful reedin;\b£253e opening pegee of the. Treetiee. elao. shows thet though* :

. Hume had skeptic am very, much ia mind he had hopee of finding new know-

Il.%\J

ledge. giving a complete ayetem of the sciences, built on a foundatien

elmost entirely newr and the “only one upon whieh they can stend with eny
Il 21

o

c1ear1y, he - aaye. e11 is not well with philoeephy. "there.

.1e nothing which is not the subject of. debate. and 1in uhich men of learn-

" ?2 However, Ee telle 'us that 1f ve
ahould but uederetand human nature. an- amelioration of the eituation
might be posaible. end therefore he- Bays, he will try to do juet that.
Naw ell this is highly poeitive. the whole 1ntroduction 1e ana-
theme to_negetlviem. Ie.it-not reeeonabla, then, to euppese that there

ie more to the skeptical mssertions found in Book I than the manifesta-

~ tions of a negetivietic'ettitude? What is being suggested in thie werk‘

is that the akepticel argumente ‘ara an 1ntegre1 pert of a new ppeitive

.ettitude concerningkgeanon end man's underatending. It viil be ergeed-

".that we should be prepared te.look upon them as part of a fundamental

reanalysis of reeeon,'includiné erguﬁente that crucial elements of the

_underetanding are not based on purefreeson, but are rather derived from

our animal nature. heing based upon instinct.

Thie might. at firsc, not peem to be very different from etraight- s

forwerd negetiviem. After giving the new 1neight 1eto raason and our

v

o underetnnding, it may be eeid Hume could enly leeve us to quietly di-

: geat thie and lose respect £or reeson and ecience. If he did thet. then

he would-indeed be a negativist.-iedirectly. 1f not directly.‘,The'effect

of his“werk would then just be a slackening ef intereet 1n-edding to the



o opened up the way for a new study. the atudy of the eubconecious mind.
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sum of human knowledge. Hume doas not. however. juat 1eave us to quietly
digest the ineufficienciea of our - capacitiee. He believed that hia workj.
opened up the gateway Eor a whole new way .of atudying man. We might see
an analogy with the work of Freud here. Fteud threw off the restraining 1

view that men's minds work only on the conacious 1eve1. and by 80 doing, '

——

N

__Similatly, Hume conaidered himself to have thtewn-off‘restraining,viewe

of man. aaeetting in their place the view that our system of knowledge

L

- is to & latge extent independent of our rationality. Hume would have

considered himaelf to have offeted new paradigms. new basic ways of.
: looking at the eubject, these new paradigms giving new guidelinea for
research., He saw himself as the founder of a new science. the objec—
tive atudy of man, which ‘could eRplain man’ e reason. ayatem of knowledge.
'motivations and moral beliefa on new gtounds, as being dependent 0
various peychological and emotional grounda, instead of reason itseif.
:We might urge that Hume 8 way of approaching man ieads us to be over—
”fakeptical deapaiting of eneceas in any rational adtivity—but then
exactly the pame thing could be urged in respect to Freud'a work., In~
asmuch as Freud showed that many appatently tational activitiea involved '
'juat “rationalization , he, too, ceuld lead us to doubt . onr capacitiea.
In fact. houeuet, the Freudian approach leads to £urther endeaveurs
in pureuit of truth. Thete should be no reaso for Hume 8 wark to affept
us differently. | |

Soma, however, may still be unsatiefied., Let na tevieﬁ. they-

misht say, the actual methods aupposedly used by Hume to aupport hia

new conception of the undetetanding. We find him»almpat conetently

-
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i‘ arguing thst apparently ational beliefs cannot be. rational et all, being
merely supported by i Jtinctive tendencies; he attacka reason. giving
argumenta to show that we are not obliged. via rehaon, to accept its own
dictatea, he apeaks of reason as leading to its ‘own destruction, and of

.——’/’
.inalienaﬁle elements of the knowledge’ aystem.as mutuslly destructive.
i

S

These "negatiyistic“ doctrines mig t indeed be used with a purpose, as
most potent taols ‘helping him to support his main thésia. It __x_bej

that through them. he is enahled to push aside the oppoaing conception
[T K

fof reason, and reason's significance for man, opening the way for hia

aew, naturalistic concaption. .Nevertheless we nay ask, ss-did Paas—

mofo,23 how he could possibly hope to found a study of man on auch a-

akeptical basis. It seems to Passmore, ag it does to many, that if we

-

‘start with skeptical doubts, and don't resolve them, then we. csn'never
l- br\aak out of dou‘bt to produca a system of knowledge, or add to the pre-
sent system. why, however; should this be so? It ia certainly true '
that we could never give, or expect, any ultimate justificstion of the
positions we assert. But why should this prevent us from trying to add
" to our stote of knowlege? All knowledge may really be . uncertain, ve
'could a.dmi;;J but mere uncertainty need aot remove belief.- the wise man
.propo:tions his oelief'to the evidence, Hume tells us, and 1f the evi-
dence for our beliefs 1s sufficiéatly good, then surely they.are guffi-
ciently, even if not completely, justified.:
- Fundamental sttitudes towa:ds the natdte of philosophy arelper-
haps at stake here. There is a tendency among philosophers to supposev _
that their goal is "true“ knowledge, knowledge of the. Lighest calibre. .l
LPhilosophers tend. to think that ___JL aren t going to be satisfied withi

the half-truths accepted by the ordinary man and man of ecience' rather,

N\
AN



b “(p
S R
S

e a2

they are going to pepetrcte the heze of half-truths and find "genuine"

,_knowledge. Sir Leslie Stephen commented that "the two: characteristic

instincts of the philosopher are the desire for certainty snd the de-

sire for harmony" Zd and he is surely correct. Is is not because of

such instincts that we find philosophers like Descsrtes snd Russell

trying to build their systems of philosophy? The attempt is made to

produce a system of knowledge with absolutely sure’ foundations. a firm
edffice being added to this unshakeable substructure. and'such at-
tempts strongly capture the imsginetion of the philosopher. -

ﬁ:& if we squose that. philosophy is essentially concerned with
a systemstizstion of our knowledge, aiming-at either providing an un-
shakeahle basig of our beliefs, or rejecting that which cannot be sup-
ported and raising a. new system of knowledge which can, then we will\
find Hume 8 approach incomprehensible. But may it not be that such a:
supposition is mistsken? LShould we not, perhaps, just look upon phi—'-

~

losophy as concerned with the- exploration of fundamental insights about

~-msn and the universe? It is exectly that which® Hume offered.

This nearly brings us to the end of our discussion of "negetivism ..

The basic point which is being msde is- that though Hume is indeed a

skeptic, his skepticism is not fundamentally negetivistic, but ig pri~

: marily used in aid of the positive progrsmme of Book ‘I: the production

of a neturalistic conception of .reason and the knowledge-system. It

'7 must, however, be added that precisely becsuse this is the programme

gwhich Hume set himself there are occasions on which his skepticism

~ \

lesds him to tegporagz despair. In the conclusion to the discussion of

. the understsnding, he does feel his doubts getting on top of him.' For

a while, faced as he is with the full insufficiencies of our knowledge-_

i
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‘system,'he can'think only of.donbts. However, esen at thst point he .
i knows that his despair will be short lived." Be: knows that e will re- -
rturn to study.' indeed he is just pausing for a moment before he

B .launches himself upon naturalistic accounts of morals and the passions.

This temporary negstivism , then, is quite separate from the deliberste,‘-‘

caleuleting assertions of skeptical theses which are manifestations of

. the primsry and most significant Humean skepticism.“' ;.ﬁﬂ;
e : ‘ 'fd;_':’ {‘{;.’t ‘
v o ﬁeforé‘m0v1ng on to a-further discussion of dianoetic skepticism,-

the‘remaining'alternative interpretations of Hume's skepticiam will be
discussed. It will be shown that these do notodeserve to be treated as -

" Hume" s most characteristic skepticism, a procedure which will give, by

default, some further strangth to the interpretation of;pis skepticiam

offered in this work.

)

Perhaps because of -the hostility felt towards skepticism due to

. 1ts negativistic associetions, Hume's interpreters on realizing that .

he must be called a skeptic, apparently try to soften the blow of the

“bﬂﬁttribution by so characterizing his skepticism that it sppears rela-

tively innocuous.r Consider, for example, Basson 8 (Cavendish's) charac-

_‘terization of Humean skepticism ag “falliblism .- ‘
All he [Hume] says is that no method e, use, not even ' |
_.when we empldy our peculiarly. human powers of reflec-
tive thought and logical. cslculation, issues infal-- _
libly in true belig:f 25 -

: Thus,_the skeptical Hume is supposed to be just telling us that
‘ neither induction nor deduetion need lead to certainty.‘ that induc-
:tion 4is an uncertain procedure, and mistakes might be made in deduc-
_tion; But what a Elacid, impotent skepticism this ia. If this is ell

" . that skepticism emounats to, then most of us are skeptics, and "Humean' '

.

'J‘. o7 '
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.doctrine of falliehism.
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‘skepticism" becomes a very tame affair hardly uorth our notice. And

of course, Humean skepticism is far more than that. The raging doubts _

4

of the eohclusion, the proofs that easential elements_of ourzsyetem ete

kS

not rational, the extraordinery:argument‘eoncereing,the degenetatlen of

-p}obabilities:flthese are not just producedlin support of the feeble

!
e

T

John Laird in his attempt .to characterize Humean skepticism,.,

particularly emphasises suspense\of judgment on all ultimate and sublime

Jissues,27 speaking as if this was the most fuudamental form of Humean

’ 'skepticism. ‘This form of - skepticism is. certainly, attributable to

_Hume as we find in the Treatise, on’ pages xxi 13, and 64. But: though

- "‘1

' ”:this form of skepticiem, like the 1ast may indeed be attributahle to

Hume it wonld seem to be no, better in describing the fundamental form .

of Hume's skepticiem; Hume's skepticism‘certainly does not.jusr conT

c

ticism will show. Hany philosophers of the empiricist school further—

. more, would accept the stand concerning "ultimate" brinciples. while

. 5
finding most of Hume s skepticism quite objectionebles .

-

2 Characterizations suc%:ls ‘the two just considered are cleatly

zlnet at‘all sttong;on'their own. Obvicusly, ume was far more than a

t

~— ’
*Perhaps falliblism should not be cast aside:quite so quickly as a "feeble"

" doctrine. . After all, D.C. Stove, briefly pausing in his endeavours to

"show that Hume had 1ittle of interest to .tell us, was gtacious enough to

. praise the doctrine of inductive falliblism.26 This, ‘hpwever, has the .
.appearance of further . damnation by faint praise. Probability theorists

" might, perhaps, have some grounds for gratitude to Hume for apparently
.delivering inductive science into their hands via this doctrine, but -few

philosophers would find such interest in it.  There is, at least, cer-
tainly no doubt that relative to the skepticism which Hume endeevoured

3! to establish falliblism is indeed a feeble doctrine.

2
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y falliblist equally clearly, he attempted te do more than just show us

that we muatrsquEEH_judgment_on— subitme"—a d "ultimﬁpe".oueations.

. _But an attempt to give a stronger, more distinctive form of skepticism,

- by pulling together'a number‘of-doctrines such as_theae, portends_a '
greater likelfhood of success.. Hume, it may be said, was essentially

| “mitfgared skeptic". The mitigated skeptic does mot just preach f3111-

blism and the ineffability of-sublime questions, he also generally urges

.cantion, modesty of opinion, and intellectuel tolerance. Furthermore,

'k\;—..__‘.'.

he strives to delimit the sphere of useful rational activity, and urges :

researchers to stay within theae bounds. He: aleo produces a doctrine
concerning the sphere of knowledge, which leads us to eschew "ultimate;
questiona.: | - |
When we run together all these doctrines under a single title,

" we do, indeed find ourhelves with a doctrine which might deserve to be
called characteristicelly Humeanf.' It is by no means a fli$sy form-of
skepticism; Once again, -there can be o 'diSpute that'lime_.~g_§ a .miti— 4
gated skeptic; both ‘the description-and.the'name are. taken fram Hume's

' vorks.zs Some elements of mitigated ekepticism are certainly o be

.found in the Treatise; In the Introduction, for instance, Hume\asserts

-that Ywe can give no reacon for our most general and most refinek

prin—

| ciples, beside our experience of their reality, which iz the reaao of the

mere vulgar" 29

' declaring that it wnuld be a good thing if founders- of syatems could\el-

usys limit their aspirations, being much more down—to—earth, and showi\

o more\streightforward,_prectical spirit. He then declares thnt his A\V

"only hope is, that 1 may contribute a little to the advancement of

Again, 1n the conclusion to the first Book we find_Hume



33

knouledge, by giving in some particulars e different turn.to the‘specula—-

tions of philosophers and pointi_g_out to them more distinctly those sub-
30
"

jects where alone they’ can expect assurance and conviction (emphasis

'minef. 'Einally, in the very last words of the Treatise, he declares "Noth—

P LR PRV PAETR AT s L o -

'ing is more suitable to that [Vewtonianl philosophy, than.a modest skepti-
cism to a certain degree, and & fair confession of ignorance in subjects,
rthat exceed all human capacity 3;' :', L O | '
"It is in the. Enguiries, rather than the Treatise. however, thatrmitih_
gated skepticism is expressed with resl eonwiction. If it were not for the
: clearly defined very explicit and«extensive assertions of mitigated skepti-?
" ¢ism in the Enguiries, the few assertions of it in the. Treatise would pro-r_
bably be overlooked. All aspects of mitigated skepticism are . explored there.
The conclusion of the. first Enguigx at Section XII Part III is entirely
devoted to an eulogy of this brand of skepticism, andhrekhrhs expressing an
:attitude of mitigated skepticism can be found throughout‘theﬁgooifazﬁfrﬁ,_
- Since mitigated skepticism is predominantly a. festure of the Enguiries,
hqwever it may ;ell be said that 1t is not our concern' This dissertation
-is after all concerned with the contents of the Treatise, not uith an exposi-

tion of the Enguiries. This is not a satisfactory attitude nevertheless. It

might be argued that mitigated skepticism was an implicit skeptical doctrine

C e

of. the Treatise but that Hume did not manage to bring the fact forward clearly
until he reﬁrote the work. The mitigated skepticism of the Enquiries might
also be seen just as a flowering of the.skepticism found‘in embryonic form“in
the Trestise. We have to take quite seriously, then, the suggestion that thisr-

was the .prime skeptical doctrine of the earlier work. It must be remembered

that the question we are. now set in this context is not whether Hume was a
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mitigated skepticﬁ either in theVTreatige or tﬁe Eeguiriés. It vi}i be
readily hdmiieedi:hg;-he vas in;boéh.i-The question is, rather, whether
this i3 the basic form of his ekept;eism; whether 1:‘i5 the‘fundemental
ﬁumean skepeicism we seek. :folfind an anseer‘EO this, we must ffy to

find tef_gggié of Hume's ﬁitigatea skepticism. -Having dene‘that, we wili_"
- ‘be in a far better_ﬁdsition_to appreciate its significence in his,wogk.

x&w we Eighg‘asserﬁ that Hume's eitigated skeptieism ié just based .
on a geheral eégeeiviatic ﬁrocess of'raising extreﬁe doubca.- In his stage
: of.eitigated skepticisﬁ, then,iﬁe weuld‘see H;;e'as puttiﬁgfprevieugly un-_
direeeed, purpoaeleesrskepticism'to somaigood use. This ﬁresupposes,‘how—

ever, that this qnderiying negativism was a more important aspect of Hume's ‘:

skeﬁticism; the primary form“ef his skepticism: and we have already tried

to reject that. Woeld it not be rather ﬁeak, anyway, juat.to base mici?.
gated skepticism on & general nege;ivism?‘ It would'certainly not be ef-
fecfive to foliow page after page. of purely negativiétie argdmeets.with
“che assercion that we mus: therefore be cautious in our. reasonings. Ra-
ther chan supporting his case chereby, he would be in the position of the
boy who too ofcen:cried "wolf". Responsible assertions of skepticism in
- a mitigated form, coming afﬁer numerbqs agsertions of 1rresponsiﬁle, merely
negativistie.skepticism, would fall oe déaf ears.
The only textual evidence showing that Heme's mitigated ekepticism
5cou1d be based on a general negativism indicates, anyway, that ic also has
some gshgg_basis. Hume says just that mitigated skepticism "may, in E__g,

n33

be the result of this Pyrrhonism [sic], or excessive Bkepticism (empha-

* 8is mine), thus indicating thae~we,must look elsewhere for the major source

of this form of skepticism. Two alternative accounts of the hasis of miti-
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gated‘ekeptician are not-hard*to find. We may asaert either that it.ia
primarily based directly on Hume 8 empiriciat principles, or we may .
point ra Qis naturalietic doctrine concerning reason and the knowiedg;\
system as its basie.‘ Qur decisiona on this matter are of fundamental
importance to our approach to Hume 8 skepticism. If we see the miti—

'gated akepticism as based on the naturaliatic account—as a side product‘

—
.

or moral of that fundamental account—-then it will be ‘geen as a akepti-
cal doctrine of secondary significance in compariaon to the akeptical
proccdure intrinsic to the naturaliatic doctrine. If. on the other hand;"
ve gee it as reSulting directly from Hume 8 empiricist presupposition.
'.then it is a akepticiam sui generis-—a type of akepticiam irreducible to .
'any other,‘and significant in its own right. If we see. it as resulting
directly from the empiriciat presuppoaitions, it will very probably ba
because we stress the aignificance of those empiricist principles, there-
upon aeaing the mitigated skepticism as an important fruit of empiricism.

It should be obvious that hcre, ‘we are finding ouraelvea back in

the realms of'the controversies begun by Kemp'Smith. Is Hume to be seen

C fundamentally ag an expositor of empiriciat preanppositions, one'who

' tireleaaly expounda the consequences of empirfecism; or is he to be seen

" as the producer ;i a new conception of our knowledge-syatem, the expoai—
tor of a naturalistic conception of the knowledge—ayatem? If we take the
former view accepting what Kemp Smith called the “Reid-Green" interpre-'

,'tation, then we will look upon mitigated akepticism as the direct result

of empiriciat presuppositions. If we. accept the interpretation of ‘Hume
as a naturaliat", then the way s left open for us to see mitigated

A Bkepticiam as a mnral or aide-product of this doctrine, and therefore,‘aa

aubordinate to a more basic akeptical approach.
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' To aome=extent; then, we can aitr 13 by and let Kemp Smith do the :
work. By announcing our’ adherence to. ‘his approechx' n task in hié
-prdtection. Obviously. however. this can only be sa to some small extent,
~ and some explanation'of why mitigated skepticiam should be seen aa based -
upon Hume 8 naturalism rather than upon his empiricism must be given. Iﬁ
order to see thia, however, we must first appreciate the attractiveness of
+ 1
Athe view that mitigated skepticism is based on empiricism. What exactly is.
meant when we apeak thus? How eould mitigated'skeptieiam be a direct‘te- :
" sult. of empiriciat presuppositions?

This can be answered in a number of ways. Fi:st, we must.rememhet:
that those who are members of the empitie§at sehool'of theught'take the
empirical acienees ‘as their paradigm aeurce_s' 'pf knowledge. They come to .
think of worthwhiletknewiedge as built up by a ceteful process ofxeb;ere
pation.aed experiﬁentatien; Our knowledge;laeebrding‘te them, does not
result from dogmeticlg;pgigéi speculatien; it is not-e'euceessioe'of'epe--
'eeietic ttuths; rether, it ia-a eollection of facts whicﬁ etperience, )
1atge1y,.has brought us.. Thus, sonme aapects of mitigated akepticism are
buile into the'emp'zlrie:lat approach. -In response to ration&ltstic enthu—-
eiesm, the empiticist‘;ould Ee.expected to assert such a "akeptical"

“attitude, pointing out that we ought to be cautioua .‘m our opiniona be-
_‘ware of dogmatising, and be ptepared to bae 1nstructed about reality by
experiencer But all this is only at best half the story. .There iz a
much more aignificant sense in which mitigated skepticism can be aeen ae~-"")
a direct-result of empiricie%: 1f, as empiricisteisay, the limite of
experience also demarcate the limits of possible kuuwledge, then it follows

that we must dtaw in the bounds of. science. ‘A smaller field of knowledge
: . \
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would thus be-open to us than ve might have_imaéined; ve ioold‘haoe to

oechew all sorta of intellectual ectivitiee we thought were worthwhile.' 

- Discovery of truth ebout tho world by purely rational ptocedures be-
copee impossible. Such "ecioncee as rationel cosmology. tetional theo— : ' Q

| 7
-logy and rational psychology must indeed be pseudo-ociencos. rcason _ ‘

cannot soar above the level of the experientiel, nor - can it find any . §

_trutho concerning the wo:ld indopendently of experionce.'

- e A

Hitigeted skepticiam, thus. oupported, becomes a doctrine of very

——

great*signiiicance to many. "It is a besic doctrine of the 1ogicel posi—

‘_‘"_“‘-'h ' .
_ tivisto, along with other empiricists anﬁ»enti-metaphyeiciena. Even - A;;//ri;27

though negative, it is thought by many to be of immonse importance in
channeling our energioa into prope: fields, and of very greet histo:ical
significance in copbattieg'cettein erroneous philosophical‘apptoechesm

Mitigated skepticieo, :ﬁaiérbra. inasmuch as it is seen to embody this
empiriciet attitude, will be tteated by many as entirely worthy of 8

: greet-phiiosophet such as Hume, end mitigated ekepticiem, 8o understood

' ﬁill uéﬁ%zoteooably be treated by them as the major form of Humean skep-

It haa altead? been agreed thet we need not dispute the fact that

Eume vas an advocate of mitigated skepticiam, and it can likewiae\be con-
‘ceded that thie mitigated skepticiem might have beeh to some extent baeed
on empiriciet presuppoeitions. Nevertheless, the view that it wae pri-{ '
marily hased on empiricist preouppoaitions, like the: view that it wvas
Kume 8 primary ekeptical doctrine, will not be: conceded.. The firnt point'-.
that nay ba made in defence of this 18 the fact that we almoet never find_

PR

Hume st:aightforwnrdly aeaerting the doctrine that knowledge’ia limited
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tbrcha aphere.of.:he_experientiql,‘On-ﬁ fai.:céasioqs.ﬁe fina thtaﬁéﬁtﬁ_
R 1 whara something appfoximatinggto this doctrine méy bi rpaq 1nto_Huﬁe‘a"
. aéﬁaverationh,?é-but Huﬁa almosE ﬁavef produces the §iew in_agy ;oft of
- dogfrihnire forﬁ; nor does h; éiva‘it-any emphasis. It ﬁiﬁh: be réplied;':
‘hdwever,':haf even‘though-the doctrine m&y‘not'hafe beean expressed-in.a-
pat formulé, it ﬁ?véfihelésa permeateq_gume's-ucrks; being implicitrin_.
the copy principle, ﬁhihh‘playﬁ such a.m;jér ba;t in.ﬂis‘épistemologg.
.Thin,-hbuever; bringsjus scra;éhf bacﬁito the debatg with uhiéh_xéﬁp,
;sm;:h conce:ﬁea @1@801£:‘ Are ve ;o"conliaér Hume's basic émpiriciqt
. princ;p¥ga Cbncafhiﬁg‘fhp s;urcas of our knoqladge as the unquestiongblg.’
-axioms 6f'p york Aevbted‘to'the praductiéq.qf gheir conseguences, OF
nhpﬁldlthey be treated rath;f more aé useful tools;aiﬂiﬁgiin the prbducf. O~
tion of the na;hfalistié philosophy? Iﬁ;ﬁfar as Xemp Smi&ﬁ foughﬁ for
the latter view, this &issaféﬁtion 1s 1n agraemen:'wifhrhim.‘ |
PR . Though A det#iled reiteratioﬁ of Kgmp.Smith‘a argumeﬁt in this work
© would not be apéropriata,as.some aimiiar or.ailied defences of his. approach

can auitﬁbly ba given 1nrtha presant contexc.* For 1nstancé, the irony of

*Some Furthar points should not, however, go. entirely unnoticed. First,
‘Huma's version of the basic empiriciast principle concerning the source of
knowledge, the copy principle, met with far less use than some of Hume's
interpreters would lead us to believe. - In the Treatise, only on the firast.
occasion of its use3® (concerning matarial substance), was the copy prin-
ciple used in anything like an. automatic fashion, rejecting the notion’
vithout any more ado. Even this, howaver, was supplemented later by fur- -
~ ther reasons for rejecting the notion. Whera the copy ps’nciple met with
further use (e.g. in connactign with the idea of self,”’ and in the dis-
cussion of objective necaaaity3 }, it was used only as part of the assault
on the questioned notions, and posaibly'bnly-tb'guide~uBJto#ardn'n peycho- .
logical account of the origin of the 1ideas. Hume's actual attacks in fact
lose little force if we ignore the. copy principle altogether. Secondly,
-"Hume's treatment of & number of. topics showed that in a sense, he went be-
o d:EE% type of empiricist viewpoint which we expect to be encapsulated
._© 4in principles such an the copy principle. ~We often f£ind it said that Hume's
'.fl;reagﬁent of cruaation, {nduction, personal identity, perception, ‘and;,

-

C




| Hume's suppoaedly founding mitigated Qkaptic;am'upon his copy principle _
‘can be brought out to support Kemp Smith's view. Thp.poiht'is that 4f the
Reid-Green interére;atidn is r@ght;'if Hume's work was eﬁaentially con~

-.cgrnéd dith_tﬁg exgpaitiqd of the ccnaequenden‘of‘eﬁpiriéist'éssuﬁptiﬁns
coﬁcéfning the ébpfce of our:kﬁOQIgdéa, then he uopid'oﬁly ba able to ex-
pres;.a position of mitigatad'skeéticiam if he was. thoroughly sure of his
“axioms. é;f his primary forp of ﬁkepficism was aitigatea qupticism—fpart .
of wﬁich“ié dh adgonttidn to beléduiiodh-and Earéful with qﬁr prinéiples—f
thn_;f{he uéa_ggg_very carefu} ﬁith'his!gssumptldhg, he'd provide per;

" haps the most extrémé cnﬁa,of hffocriay in the history_of pﬁilogophy; To
put thé point another way, if Humg was not‘hbsoiutely gure of his empiri-_

_cist‘pfinciples, the Reid-Green interpretation would succeed in makihg'his‘

view look utterlyi;idiculoﬁn. While concluding ch;c.mu;h_ia.uncertain, 

external durability, provide the reductio ad absurdum of empiricism, by
showing that such commonplace beliefs cannot be accommodated within an em~ -
piricist framework concerning the sources of knowledge. 'But would it not

be just a little odd for gomebody who 4s essentially concerned with an ex~
position of a copy principle bagsed empiricism ‘to show go vividly its limi- .
tationa? If Hume was an evangelical empiricist of this type, he would L
surely be checked at thase points, and be tempted either to sweep his find-
~ ings under the carpet, 1ike Locke, or reconsider his assumptions, But he
did neither. He gleefully stressed those very points which would appear

to make such an empiricism most questionable. It looks very likely, then,
that Hume did not advocate the copy.principle and the type of empiricism
usually connected with it, for its ovn sake, but rather as a tool for the
production of analyses vwhich would directly support his own specific ends.
When we begin to lock at these analyses more carafully, also, we begin to
gee that Hume just cannot be wholeheartedly an empiricist of the tradi-
tional kind. Such an empiricist would not dream of deliberately assert-

ing that we ought to beliave a proposition which cannot possibly be defen-
 ded within the empiricist framework concerning the origins of knowledge.

. Berkeley, for instance, seeing that extarnal durability cannot poasibly be
defended within his empiricist viewpoint, had no hesitation in rejecting
the view that objects can exlst indapendently of perceivers. Hume, however,
while accepting that we cannot defend external durability, accepted that ve
ought to believe in it. And that was because he did not stay within the = -
usual spirit of empiricism, but thought that our system of knowledge is not,
‘and cannot be, based solely on experience, many of its fundamental elsments

being in fact based on facts .about our psychological constitution.
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that ve must. be very cautioua in our theorising, and eschew all dogma;-
while manifeeting acceptance of thie doctrine throughout hie.work by bra-
valy queetioning the moat deeply rooted of our convictiona "Hume ia never-i‘_
‘theleaa auppoaed to have been a complete alave of his’ empiriciat first’
principles, 8O confident of them, that through them hia whole work was un- '
‘folded. Ve should, then, take a careful 1ook at the exposition of Hume's -
.supposed firaet principles.‘ Only if Bune so eetabliahed them that he could‘.
treat them as certain beyond doubt, doea the Reidereen view, and the con- )
comitant interpretation of Hnme aa primarily a mitigated akeptic3 make aenae\
The core of Hume's empiriciet preauppoaition 18 his copy prin-
ciple.* the principle that our ideas are copiea of impreaaiona, imme— -
diately, it they ara. simple, or posaibly mediately, if they are complex.
‘Thia is aimply Hume's formulation of the principle, commonplace since
Locke's theoriea took root in the Britiah intellect. that the materiale
of our knowledge are ‘derived from experience. “Hume's ' proof"'of this B

‘principle is divided into two parta._ first he hae to show that "ideas

are qualitatively identical to improaaions, except in terms of vivacity;

and eecondly, he has to show that all ideea are temporally consequent to
their correaponding impressions.' The former ia supported by an appeal to ) R ﬁ
.introapection and. the method of challenge. He announcea that he alwaya
diacovere the.aimilarity, and then'challenges anybody who disagrees to o 8
'preoent‘a counter-example. eaaerting that he has no expectation ‘of any- |

body being able to do ao._ Thie extraordinary challenge in fact betraye

hia confidence that he will be dealing with readera friendly to him on *

*Some might argue that adherence to an analyticleynthetic diatinction ia
also an important empiricist aaaumption made by Hume. See, however,
‘below, Ch. 5, Part IV. :
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thia.point.. any genuine opponent om the- iaeue of whether all ideee are
derived from experience would be entirely unimpressed by it. Neverthe—
lese. it completes hia defence of the principle that all ideas are quali-
'tativelp similar to.impreeeiona' he has no more to say in ite defence,-
“and moves etraight on to aubstantiate" the view that all’ideas are
temporally consequent to their correspondent impreseione. Hia firet ar-
gument pointo out that we teach children ideas by giving the correspon—-'"
ding impreaeiona, and not;vice versa, That, of course, doesn t. really
get us very’ far, eince it can only indicate that in general where ideas
and impreeaionn do in: fact correepond the latter are temporally prece-
dent, which is not really very profound. Hume then goes.on to add the
" ‘point that if a eense organ is unusable. or unused in a particuler in-
atence, we cannot have the ideas aaeociated with‘it. The man blind from
birth can have no idea bf:colour; those wno'have neuer-taeted a pine— -
napple will not heve;theﬂidea of {its taste,_and 80 forth. This ooaerva- |
'tion,-however.'gete us noufurther than the observation concerning the
teaching of childrenn. At the verp best it only providea a fairly !
reasonable inductive argument for the fact that ideas of the experiential
'.kind .are derived from impreasiOna.' ‘and yet thq most important question
;conﬁgrna the point of whether all ideab-are o§7that kind, Tnoaé who want
‘to talk of "ideas of reason" may quite cheerfully accept that all idees
like those of colour and taste are derived from experience. while at the
same time asserting that soma ideas are of a totally different kind. -
Huma's proof" of the copy principle, then, could only aatisfy .
thoae elready in general agreement with him on this issue. It certainly

doea 'not purport to eetablish a major doctrinal principle beyond all
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doubt; beingfonly of the form suitable to give reasonable confiaence:in
" an empirical generalization. But ‘not only doee Hume fail to establish
- the principle beyond- doubt‘ he’ alao presents an. inauperable counter—
example .to it! He states. that we would ‘be able to formulate a aimple
&f\ idea of a cerrain shade of coloo\\uithout experiencing it, if we were 5
shovm a gap in a colour: chart of gentle gradationa. “ - ' H%%
P This has’ baffled many a reader. If we suppose tha: Hume ia ee-.l
aentially concerned with producing tbe conaequencea of empiricist pre-
_ auppoaitions, how on earth could he. proceed on the basis of a principle
. which he knowa to have oxceptiona? No aatiafactory answer, baaed on
usual interpretations -of tha copy principle, haa been forrhcoming. In'
‘order ro make Hume's use of the copy principle incelligible, wa are o
J- _ obliged to see it in a new 1ight, as a principle of merhodological
rather than logical, aignificance We have to realize that it began
1life as an empirical generalization, buc gained in importance through
being uaed to draw our. attentiona to "odd" coacepts 4n need of‘analysia.‘
Once we begin to- look upon the . copy principle in such ways, however, we
move completely avay from interpretatioaa of the Reid—Green type.‘ ‘We no
longer gee Hume as Just drawing out the consequencea of a rigid assump-
tion, ‘ _ _

The fact that Hume does not very carefully subatantiate hislempi-
riciac principlee beyond all dqﬁbt, nevertheIeas, ia a11 that was re- ‘_i
quired to couater the view tha: Hume 8 akepticiam waa primarily of the-
"mitigate&' variety baaed direcrly on an:all imporrant empiriciat pre-
auppoairion. Only if ha had been utcarly convinced of that baaic prin— i

ciple could he avoid the charge of extreme hypocriay. Kemp Smith‘e view,

',;

!
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. ‘ ) ’ ” e - - A. ! . -
that the empiricist. principle should be seen ratherras a very useful tool

leading to the naturalistic analysia, also becomes’ much more probable.

Indeed ‘when we look at the reception Hume s works received ‘in his life- K

‘time, it becomes fairly clear that he did.not need to give ‘much support '

I
- L

to the copy principle, Seen as 2 priuciple of persuasion, since his col—

leagues would quite happily accept 1it. Reid's. response to the Treatise .

is indicaiive cf thia. Reid in writing to Hume, and naturally encugh

| taking\the approach referred to .as the "Reid-creen“ view, gtated that

1

_Hume 8 fundamental principles were- commonly received among phiIOSOphera",

and were ones ‘which he did not think of questioning; until he saw the

~

:consequences.ao If the copy principle was just part of" Hume 3 programme

for advocating his naturalieticraccount'of the understanding, then,-his

_ !—

‘lack of aupport for it, and admission of exceptions to it, becomes per-

fectly comprehenaible. But the fact that variants of such a principle

‘were ' commonly received amcng philcsophers would hardly justify him in

resting the whole burden of his work on thia basis.

" The approach to‘mitigated ekepticism'aa'directly baeed on:Hume's
fundamental empiricist standpoint‘ then, would seem a weak one.. But it
is not juat for the: above reasons that this basia for the ew. 1s rejec«-

ted: the fact is that the interpretation of mitigated akepticiam as

‘ grounded in the naturalistic doctrine fits the facts more. succeasfully.

Lo

vl Hume 8 stresaing of mitigated skepticism is entirely comprehen-

':eible when seen as a conclusion to his naturalistic doctrinea concerning

reason and the underatanding. In fact, once we appreciate that natural-

istic account, Humc s use of mitigated skepticism as a conclusion becomes
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a matter- to ‘be expected., The new ineight into man's reaeon'refuses téf
\\give credence to the view that it is eomething trans:eﬁdent and self-‘
justifying. It, seea ‘reason just as a tool, given by nature to ‘man as. &

means for hia preservation. There is no queetion. uithin thie view of

[l
° a

' .reason, of ever justifying reason by reason" man, juet doee reason, be—
‘cause natu;e has made reasoning instinctive. The place of reason in_our
knowledge-syetem is furthermore much more limited than we suppose. Fun; ;
damentalubeliefs do not need to be based upon, or even conform to, rea-?‘
son, but can be inetinctively based. Now, granted all this, we must, of
-course: refuse to give approbation to pretentious uses of reason. We
'will see it in a new light, as having a particjéar, limited function

that of helping man in practical matters. Thus, one moral of the natu—g‘

frelistic account of the understanding will be that reason is a practical

‘e *

. faculty While it is uaed in ita everyday functiona. the functions for

thich it was’ created, 1t ‘can be. expected to be by and large successful-
but we cannot have any reasonable expectation of its being usable in
thoee ebetruse ‘and epeculative fields having nothing whatever to do with
everyday life. | 7 '

. If ve accept that Hume offered a naturalietic account of the un-
deretanding. thenr we will appreciate that it was the major gource o£ his
mitigated skepticism. It is certainly underetandable that Hume, having
raiaed the naturaliétic flag over the territory of the underatanding,

l .
should conclude with aasertione of mitigated okepticiem.' It Would be a
‘etylietic requirement for Hume to end,hﬁz theoretical diecusaion vith a
moral and the obvioue moral of the naturalietic account of’the under—

\

' ;atanding is mitigated skepticiem. But the naturaliatic account of the

‘."
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: understanding is very intimately tied to the doctrine of disnoetic skep—
ticism, as werwill be seeing further in the next chapter. Thus, miti-

gated skepticism, being based on the nsturalistic account of reason,

!

would be a secondsry form of skepticism, consequent to’ the basic dianoe-
» tie skepticism., ) i : 7
- 7 The interpret;;ion of mitigated skepticism as based. upon naturalism,
‘ and thus as secondary to’ dianoetic skepticism, does not Juat make perfect
e ’sense, but it ‘also makes better sense than the interpretstion of mitigated
.;‘skepticism as based directly on. empiricist principles. This new inter- _i
pretation is not faced with the ptebi’m of the relation of mitigated
R - skepticism to the other skeptical procedures of the Treatise snd Enguiries.
‘ The more extreme dOubt-raising procedures of these works ‘can be seen as
simply part snd parcel of the more. fundamental skepticsl doctrine ﬁhich
L ‘“ is intimately connected with the nsturelistic analysis of reason. Those
:uho interpret HumE"as pri rilz s mitigated skeptic, however, will meet, -
in the matter already noted with embarassment concerning the existence.
in his work of more extreme forms of skepticism. Why should_ﬂume, if he;
ivished primarily to,advocate a mitigsted skepticism. undermine the per—

‘suasiveness ofaits expression by previously svowing nuch more extreme

skeptical doubts? - By crying “wolf" too often he could expect, eventuelly,
. 1 P

to be ignored. , o - - e - _ o

‘1
Yet another resson for preferring to treat’ mitigated skepticism
as the moral of Humé' 8 naturalistic account rsther than his primsry
skeptical doctrine. based directly on empiricist first principles, is :

the existence of’ considerable textnal evidence to that effect. In the

-Trestise, he mitigsted skepticism of the last few psges of Book I only

i A . ’

-

i

|
!
‘
|
!
\
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. appears after a barrage of assertions eprunding Hume's naturaliatie'conr.
'ception of reason, and the same 1s doubly true of the Enguiries. In See—
-.tion XI1 of the Enguiriea,'where ‘Hume' 8 mitigated skepticism reaehea its
.zenith we find no mention of his basie empirieiat doctrine, the copy

"principle, and yet we find a very extensive reiteration of his naturalia-'

-'. tic analysis of the underatanding.‘ Immediately prior to the expression

of mitigated akepticiam, we find Hume urging his thesia, central to the :

' natnralistic ‘account. of the underatanding, that the skeptic is invincible

. .a8 long as we atiek to pure reasoning,. but nature nevertheleas won t let

-

him suSpend judgment. "Nature ia alwaya too atrong for principlea. And
though a Pyrrhonian may throw himself or others into a8 momentary amaze-
ment and confusion by his profound reasoninga, the first and moat trivial
“ event in life will put to flight all h&h doubts and acruples...Hankind...
must act and reason and belfeve; though they are not able, by their nost

diligent enqniry, to aatiafy themsalves aoncerning the foundation of theae

operationa or to remove the objectidns, which may be raised against them. 4l

This almoat completea the cas for aecepting the view that mitiga—

1

ted akepticiam was a secondary

eptical doetrine, conaequent upon the
.form oi Bkepticiam intrinaie £y ?ume s naturaliatic analysis of reason.
The case will not be campiete, no ver, until it is ghown convincingly
that Hume did indeed, have a dis nctive fundamental akeptieiam which:
'waa essential to hia naturaliatic doetrine. Thia is the aubject of the

next chapter.

o e T

e



" CHAPTER 3: SKEPTICISM (2): ON THE MARRIAGE OF

SKEPTICISM AND NATURALISH‘

I Frequently in the last two chapters, skcpticism haa been re-
' ferred to as an intrinsic part of Hdme g naturalietic doctrine con-
cerning the understanding. The form of skepticism ceutral to Hume's
_systenm has been partially characterized as the doctrine that no pro-
position should be seen as acceptable if we atay entirely within the
"realms of reaaon. In this chapter, the-intention will be to expand
' thia chatacterization, both aubstantiating it and explaining in wmore
depth the marriage of skepticism and naturalism.
t ia easy- to give an overall picture of why a close relation- l

.ship between ‘the naturalistic doctrine and diaonetic skepticism should
exist., If we can, time and again. show that our most fundamental be- :
'liefs'cannot.be defended by reagon; that we believe because it is
‘inatinctiﬁe, not because it is rationallfldefensible, and that reason
conflicts with itself, then we will have produced explicitly skeptical
‘doctrines which lead us: straight towards the naturalistic conception
of the understanding. With such ammunition, it 18 very easy to shatter
the Platonic-Carteaian conception of reason, installing in its stead a
conception of man's reason and aystem of knowledge as something built
_up naturally by man in the face of his environment. Nevertheless with
that new. conception of the understanding behind us, other forms of

skepticism may follow. Hitigated skepticism will certainly follow,

47



as we have seen, and the danger of negatioiem'asserting itgelf will also
eniot.'to strike at us at momente-when confidence is low{

Thus, all the major aspects of Hume's skepticism, his primary,
dianoetic skepticism, his mitigated skepticism, and his aberrant asser—
_‘tions of negativism, can be seen as tied in closely with his naturalistic‘_"
' doctrine of the understanding.' wWhat evidence however, exists for this
interpretetion? Probaoiy the main evidence is_that when ﬂume has his .LT
tools all together and sets himself to the task of discussing a major
philosophical problem, his discussion follows a particular, highly sig—'

. nificant pattern, this pattern being the following First, he brings

to our attention a basie, important beiief and then he proceeds to
assail the beliet with skeptical attacks, showing, in so doing, that
‘there is no poseibility of defending that view oy reeeon; Having done

‘ tnat he shows that we nevertheless do alweys accept the belief, and
‘that there is no question of rejectipg it. After tnis; he moves to a
psychological account of our acceptanco of the belief on occasions even
explaining why it must be that our instincts make us believe thus. With.
.nnfficient repetition of tnio pattern, Hume's intentions become obvious:.
First, we are to look upgn‘mnn's system of knowledgo objectively. taking
it for‘whntlit‘is, not expecting it to be,lor trying to mnke'it, seif—
jnstifying.‘ He snoold, in other worde,cheye:tne attitude'of an anthropo-'
logiet rather than an apologist.- Secondiy, nefshould look upon'our sys-
tem of knowledge as based largely on instinct,lrather than reason. Rea-
-gon should not be trented asnéae undisputed Lord of the system of knoo-'

.~
C-

ledge: 1t is impotent both in respect to the defense and the rejection
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of major elements of the knowledge-syatem. Thirdly, hasing seen the
linited function of reason even in the organizing of the knowledge-
system, we should\realize that the counter—naturalistic approach to
reason takeb a very severe blow, ‘and that the path to a thoroughly
naturalistic approach to reason becames much clearer.

| Examples of discussions following this pattern are not hard to
find.  The discussions of causality, probability, induction, external
durability and identity—-in other words, the bulk of crucial discus—
sions in the section on e understanding—follow this pattern. Other
_discussions, too, have marked points of similarity to it.

Coasider first the analyses of causation and induction. The

belief in queation concerning the former is that when A causes B, B
.has.to'follow fromrA.l The belief concerning the latter is that it
is perfectly.3ustifiab1e to infer the existence of . the effect npon
the percéption of the cause.2 Hume puts a great deal of energy into
arguing that these propositions cannot be justified by reason, and -
these'arguments are, it should be realised, sheptically‘inclinedt
This aasertion_may be challenned by some, like flew,3 who seems to
think that Hune's account 1is just offered as a quite straightforward.
and final refutation of erroneous lines of thought, but the challenge
can easily he shown'to be mistaken. Though it.maf perhapa be nEEEible\\i_x
to glean from Hume 8 work the necessary constituents of a docttine
.which simply aims at refuting erroneous lines of thought, this was
certainly not Hume 8 intention., He thought of the belief.that a

cause A must be followed by its effect B,-along with the concomitant -
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 belief that it is -perfectly justifiable, in future cases, to belleve -
" that B will follow A, as normal views, not just erténeous'viqws_to be
rejected. COnéidgri-for‘example,-thelfollaving comments :

. While he fthe skeptic) justly insists, that all our _
evidence for any matter of fact, which lies beyond the
tegtimony of sense Or memory, is derived entirely from
the relation of cause and effect; that we have no other :
idea of this relation than that of two objects, which
have been frequently conjoined together; that we have
no argument to convince us, that objects, which have,
in our experience, been frequently conjoined, will
likewise, in other instqnces,-be‘conjcined in the same
manner; and that nothing leads us to this inerence
but custom or a certain instinct of our nature; which
it is indeed difficult to resist, but which, like other
instincts, may be fallacious and deceitful{;]) While
the skeptic insists upon these topics, he shows his
force, or rather indeed, his. own and our weakness; and
seems, for the time at least, to deatroy all assurance A
and conviction. -

It is clear, then, tﬁat Hume's ﬁccount of the beliefs concérnf
iné the causal connection‘and.ihdq;tion proceeds according to the firét
two htageg of the pattern-outlined above: He-sh;ws”that the“beiiefa.
cannot be-dafénded by reason, but at the same time ghows that he does
not intend to eject‘theﬁ from the knowledge system. It ia_equaily c;ear,
furthermofe, that he moves on to the third stagé, giving a paychdioéigal"‘

+

account of why we do, in fact, agceﬁt the Egligfs. Details qf thié'
. accdunt aré given belqw..iﬁ Chapter 7. .
° Thé account of ﬁrobaﬁilitf conforms to ﬁhe pattern under considera-
tion qgiteuas clearly as the accounts oé ;he beliefs jus: considered; a . 
féct_uhich is not very surpfising, since‘che'docﬁring @onceiping prdba-

bility ié 1ittle more than a corollar§ of the doctrine concéfniﬁé in-

variable causatidén, The belief involved }s that if, in‘the'paat, Y has‘

N
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followed X in n. Out of m occaaions. then on the present occurence of x.

there ia a probability of n/m that it will eccur, auch an inference being

'perfectly justifiable. But Hume finde it poeaible to "repeat all the
ganme ergumenta we employed in examining that belief uhich arises from
causea, and {thet we ] may prove after the same manner, that a superior
number of chances producee our-‘assent neither by’ demonstration, nor pro-
bability" s Thus, he aoon goee on to give a psychological account of

" how belief in the matter ariees.. ﬁ; tells us thet the. nind runs over
all. the imagea of the possible evente, and finding one type of image to
_ be.repeated more often, an image\of that type comes to be stronger and

- more forcible' which, eince “belief is the same with the vivacity of

' the idea"6 means that we have a belief in that which is preeented by 1t.”

Coneider now the account of external durabilitcy, Hume, from the

_start, aseerted that there would be mo question of rejecting this belief:

"“'tis in vain to ask, whether there be body or not? That is a point
which we must take for_granted in all ou'r‘reesonings".7 Nevertheless,
he launches into a great array.of-ekepticel_ernumenta concerning thig
point, He seeka to prove orimarily that we cannot retionally,defend-our
.tendency'to "attribute a continued existence to objects, even when they -
fare not prenent to the'eenees, [or to] euppoee thnn to have an exietence
distinct from the mind and perceptions" 8

The account in the Treatise ie long end tangled but undoubtedly
leads to Hume's. aseerting that external dnrabilify is rationally indefen—
aible.9 It is difficult not to notice that ‘the discusaion of external

-

durability opene the skeptical Pandora's box, including ergnments thet
L -

-
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'no accounts whatsoever of perception, identity, ot objecta. can be suc=

‘ceseful. But this need not be. diecussed here,_it will guffice to note

T

that the whole diseussion of externel durability involves ' a plethora of
ekepticnl doubts. .
In -accordance with thé pattern outlined ebove ve find thet a

paychnlogical account of. our belief in external durability is not long

b

in comin .; The "gelley theory" is first employed "The imagination. o
- when set into any train of thinking, is apt to continue. even when its

object fails it, and like a galley put into motion by its oars, carriea
on its course without nny new impulse" .10 The point is that "the ima-

‘ gination obaerves a certain coherence in distinct perceptions. es, for .

\\

'exemple, of a dying fire. and recognieee that “this coherence is much'
greater and more uniform.'if-we suppose the objecte to have a continued
';exietence".11 Thua, like a galley in motion. the mind_ie carried‘tor—
ward by inertie. making the supposition of continuity.
This is not the only psychologicel tendency at work, however.

AThere is also a tendency to ettribute durability, and thus externality, R
to things, through,a confueion with the identity of an uninterrupted,
extended, perception. The interrupted perceptions of, for exenple,‘a..
-piece of fufniture, are very einilar to one.another. Thus an.'easy

" transition” between the ideas ie“poseible,'and “an easy traneition or
passage of the imagination elong the.ideas-of theee diiferent_nnd in-

. terrupted perceptione. iehelmost the same dispoeition of mind uith'that |

in which we consider one constant and uninterfupted perception. 'Tis

12
therefore very natural for ua to misteke one- for the other", But the

Ay



: ‘mind\ﬁlgg-wahts to "justify this 1dentity";13_1t is uncomfortable with

~

- the "contrédigpions“ {t faces, and so the {magination sets to work to
- pui'théAmind atlease:

The imagination naturally rung on in this train of thinking.
‘Our perceptions axe our only objects: Resembling percep=.
tions are the same, however broken or uninterrupted in
their appearance: This appearing {interruption és/contrary
"to their identity: The {nterruption consequentIy extends -
not beyond the appearance, and the perception or object
 rea1Iy continues to exist, even when absent from us: Our
gensible perceptions have, therefore, a continued and unin-
tarrupted existence.: ‘ '

It can be seen already, then, that the account of ex;ggnal dura-

bili;y'follous very clearly the pattern above mentioned. But in qném

—_— e

respect, it follows it with‘greétgr signif%gép?ethan-do other dis-
éussibns. It not-onlf_insiats thac‘fhe rationally ihdeﬁenaiﬁla, but
psychologicélly explicable belief is inflieﬁable, butlalsh expia;hs
-why. Hume goes to ;ome pain§ to exﬁ;ain:why 1t iﬁ that ''nature has
not left it to [our] é%oice} and has.}.esteemed it an_affait of too

great lmportance to ba_trusted to our uncertain reasonings and specu-

1ation".15’ 1t is necessary for man's funccioning.to believe in the

external durability of objects, Hume tgllé us. We don't need to sup=
pose that pains and passions are durable, but we do need to beliave
this of the furniture of the world. |

Qur paasions'are found by experience to have a mutual
connection with and dependence on each other; but on no
occasion 18 it necessary toO suppose, that they have
existed and operated, when they were not perceived, in
order to preserve the same dependence and.connection, b
of which we have had experience. The case i3 not the
pame with relation to external objects. Those require
a continued axistence, or othervise lose, in a great
measure, the regularity of their opera;ion.l

L ‘ _ o . ‘ . o ' 53.
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" Then Hume.goes on to show that we simply could not make sense of
most‘of 9ur perceptions if-we.did not suppése this continuity.

1 hear on é sudden a noise as of a.doer turning ﬁpon'its
hinges; and a little while after see a porter, who ad-

vances towards me.’ This gives occasion to many new
yeflections apnd reasonings. First, I never have observed,
that this noise could proceed from anything but the mo-
~ tion of a door; and therefore conclude, that the present
phaenomenon is a coatradiction to all past experience,
unless the door, which 1 remember on_t'other side the
chamber, be still in being. Again, I have always found,
that a human body was posgesdt of a quality, which I call ~
gravity, and which hindets it from mounting in the air,
as this porter must have done to arrive at.my chamber,
unless the stairs I remember be not. annihilated by my
absensée. ‘But this is not all...17 : :

And so Hume continues, sﬁbwingrtha:‘éhe belief in external dﬁrﬁbi-
_litf 1s inéliénable, necesshryffor ﬁén‘tb.come Eo gtips'wich.hié gnvi;
ronment,_aﬁd bqseﬁ-on nion-rational faccﬁrs, being indefeh;ible.rationall&.

" Hume's hnalféia of identity is subsumed under the maiﬁ analysis

of excérnpl durability, but it will havé'béen seen that chié; too, follows
the péttqrh_above_men;ioned. It is shown that we.beliéve'fheré to bela
geﬁuine identity of bodies, but sképticél attacks on this Qhow it to'bé‘
rationally indefensible. This is followed'by.q_psychologicgl'aécounf of
ourrbelief in it. The accoﬁnt of personal identity shows a fairly simir

. lar pattern, although there will be controversy over the Yiew that the

balief in a simple, unchangeable self 1is an inalienable one, and that the

—

skeptical attacks are not set up. to provide a mew, positive account of .the
. B [ - - .

true nature of self.* This ques;ioh will not be discusged in any detail,

£

%It does seem, however, as though Hume thought of the notion of a simple
gelf as an inalienable one, a 'natural belief". See, for instance, T 254,
where Hume says: ''Our propensity to this mistake [of supposing there to
be an unaltered, simple self) is so great...that ve fall into it before

~ we are aware; and tho' we. incessantly correct ourselves by reflection, and
_ return to a more accufate way of thinking, yet we cannot long sustain our

philosophy, or take off this bias from the imagination. ' Our last resource

48 to yield to it". o , S DR o

t
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but certainly there is no doubt that Hume offers what most consider

paradoxical attacks on the notion of the self, and gives a psychological

explanation, again using galley" theories, of the belief.

II  Many more examples of correspondence to the pattern outlined could

 be offered but'the"case“has been sufficientlf made ‘already. The . fact '

that Hume, on a number of occaeions provides what he supposes to be -

A

unanswerable skeptical attacks on beliefs which we cannot cast off, ex-

_ plaining these’ beliefa just .as psychologically necessitated, goes a long

way in showing that skeptical analyses provided an important basis for

the naturalistic account of the understanding. These patterns, however,

provide by no means the only indication of that relationship. For ex-

,.

' ample, 1f we look at Hume's consideration_of the results of Pyrrhonism

r

- (as he understood it} in the:Enguigx, we find him argulng that all those

skeptical doubts in fact show is that we must reappraise our notions of
the fundamental basis of our syntem of knowledge and reasoning:

{Pyxrrhonism] can have no other tendency than to show the
whimsical condition of mankind, who must act and reason
and beliéve; though they are not able, by their most dili-
gent enquiry, to satisfy themselves concerning the founda-
tion of these operations, or to remove the objections,
which may be raised against them.18

Furthermore, the account of belief indicates ‘the dependence of the

'naturalistic analysis of the understanding upon skeptical tenets, though

indeed, it shows a lot more besides: it‘is also, in fact, virtually a

distillation of diancetic skepticiem.‘

That ‘Hume's analysis of belief is dependent'upon earlier skeptical

'dincussions is clear yhen.we read it in context. ‘The discussions, for

~ "



. inscance, in the Treatise at . 1, IIl‘ VlI and in'che'Enguiries-ac“I;‘
é pt. 1I, indicace thac the earlier discussions of belief abouc mat-
ters of fact and existence were to culminate in the anelyeie of. belief
_itself * The whole process, etarting from the initiel discussions of
cause to the analysis of belief ‘continues thus. First, Hume argues

that we cannot shcw that beliefe concerning facts about the fucure are
based ‘on any justifiable rational process. Then, he argues that e ﬂ '];g
:cen show such beliefs to be explicable in merely psychological terms,c

as the effects of custom‘end the aeeocietion of idees. Beliefe in

future macters of faet, we find ‘are not due to the promptings of
ireason, but to. the infl%ence of purely paychologicel factors. Having
“thus accounted for a perticular type of belief Hume goes on to its
extension to belief in general. All belief becomes someching to be
understood merely as/che result of unconscious psychological processes.
Thus, the account of belief ie very strongly helped on its way by the ¢
highly skeptical accounte of caueal reasoning. And of course the
account of belief in cloeely tied in with an acceptance of dienoecic
skepciciem.'amounting as we have noted, to. a virtuel discillecian

of 1it. .Tne_whole significance of Hume's -account of belief lies in the '

fact that it completely leevee-“rationality" or "reasonablenesa" out.

 AB.g: Having found in many instances, thac any two kinds of object-n
flame and heat, snow and cold—have always been conjoined together; if
flame or snow be presepted anew to the senses, the mind ‘is carried by .-
custom to expect he r cold, and to believe that such a quality does
exist, and will discover itself upon a .nearer approach. This belief
is the neceeeary result. of placing the mind in such circumstances. It
18 an. operacion of the soul, when we are so situated, as unavoidable as
to feel the passion of love, when -we receive benefits; or hatred, when
we meet with injuries. All these operations are a species of natural
inatincts, which no reasoning or. procese of che though: and understan—
ding 1is able to produce or to prevent:19

\
-
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Hume prided hinself on being the first to give an account of belief and
iwe might have expected the first person analyzing belief to say something
'likc-"belief is the assurance that a proposition is true, based on rea-
sonsble evidence .‘ But Hume would have none of this. He particnlarly
: vants ‘to emphasise the independence of belipef from reason, asserting
that, even 1f reason is not entirely irrelevant to belief, it is by no .
means essential to 1t, certainly not deserving a place in a definition
1"o£ belief., This acconnt is clearly both naturalist and skeptical in .
.7 "dianoetic sense. Hume tells us, first. that we believe primarily
gecause our instincts oblige us- to, not pfimsrily as a result of any- ra—i
tional deliberation,land secondly, that there 15 no question of. disavow-‘
ing the non—rational ,instinctively necessitated beliefs, because such
;hbeliefs are in fact paradigm,cases of belief not aberrantsl While
striking some as shockingly and absurdly skeptical this would stiike
others as one more nove in a naturalistic overhaul of.our conception of
L'the understanding
- The fact that the naturslistic analysis of belief is a result of

_skeptical discussions is shown perhaps even more clearly in the section :
entitled "of Skeptici;;hwith Regard to Reason" (T 1 1v, 1). This sec- -
tion opens with an. attempt to show that no proposition, slbeit a mathe-
matical one, can ever be accepted as even probable if we stay within the
bounds of reason; in other words, that if we remain purely rational, we

will never give credence to any proposition at sll.* Now this is clearly

a skepticel move: it is an attempt to demonstrste the trdth of dianoetic

N

*See‘below, Chapter 8, part_Ii, for a full_discussion_of this:question,_‘

A
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skepticism. -But Hume‘does'not_just.assett_this position for the_sakef :
of it: B o LR

My intention...in displaying so carefully the arguments
" of that fantastic [Pyrrhonist] sect is only to make the
- reader séusible of the truth of my hypothesis, that all
~ our reasoningsﬁconcerning causes and effects are derived
. from .nothing But custom; and that bellef is more properly
an act of the sensitive, than of the cogitstive part of
our natufe.ZU0 . (Emphasis in text) . .

This'provides conclusive proof that a major pointrof Hume's skep--
ticism is to produce a new nsturalist account of the system of knowledge

and reason. He even puts his points in itelics in an attempt to ensure
v . L .

that we don't overlook them? :
'ﬁlII‘ | It is_doubly,clear, then,'that skeptical ooubts wete used‘to proe_'
| duce the naturalistic'doctrine of belief.“ It should be equally clear,
hcwever:fthat the naturalistic account ‘of belief could occaeionally

lead beyond the positive theory, to a pained negativism. If belief

,need-not be”rational‘at all; 4f we just have to;believe, irrespeckive

.
]

of rq;donality, perhsps‘inldirect oppositi;n'to the strongest asseverae
’ tionsjof reason, might. we not ‘come even to’ such straights of skepticism
that weo lose a11 faith in our system of knowledge? Naturalistic ana-
lyses of the understanding such-as‘that of belief would inevitably
begin to weigh heavily on Hume 8 faith in our reason and knowledge—'
system. straining him almost beyond the point at which skeptical ana~ _; ’
lyses could be used just as eupports of'a-positive TecOnstruction of
‘our conception of the undetstanding, to a pointrwhefe'they would beéin'

to havs significance in their own right leading us to the despair of

negativism.



thoroughly naturaliaric accOunt of the underatanding in anything f

like the Humean form uould inevitably give us some momenta of deapair. 1f

we can t defend reason by reaaon, 1f we can't defend the ‘most fundamental of' B a

QuE. belﬁgfa on rational grounda, then in some moods, the academic may well
i A

_wonder why he bothera to follow a life of reason. "But unleao he had been '

committed to a rationaliatic programme auch as that of Deacartea or Rusaell,‘

‘he - need not be particularly ahaken by hia findinga concarnins the underatan—.
adingr Evenfif wa can t juatify our fundamental beliafa. or our reaaoning

' processea, ve' atill knou that they work. We know. ?hat when we accept thoae

:fundamental beliefs, we are able to deal uith our environment with aome auc—

' ceaa, and success . ia seen to be directly proportionate to our. close applica-

tion of the proceaaea of reaaoning. Thus, the naturaliat can with reaaonable
‘easé. ahake off hig firat doubta due to hia comprehenaive view o{ the undar-
atanding. He might well toy with the idea of thoae fundamental beliefs,

which cannot be defended by reaaon, beiné gifta of a benevolent nature per-

Y
iactly in harmony with the further beliafa reoulting from experience and

...t.

- reaaoning. He might alao think of the- aspects of tha reaaoning process

which he camnnot defend by Teason, as gifte of a benevolent nature.which en—l
sures that there ia a harmony between the proceaaeq of our thoughta aod
the proceeses of the actual world. Ahd thua. the naturalilt. though feel-
ing some negativiatically skeptical qualma as a reault of hia analyaea of

the undaretanding, codld be suitably quieacant nost of the. time. 1f, how-

ever, this pieture of harmony between the world and our unﬁaratanding 1is

i shattered, thia mood of qudeacence will come to seem inappropriate. 1f

hi

'wa begin to sée that the natural baliefa. our fundamental beliefs, cannot ‘3?(

harmoniae with one another, .that the most important part of our reaaoning

l PRI
£ -
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proceas depends on utterly triviai properties of the imagination, and;that
‘reason conflicta with itself then the feeling that alL 1s well with the un—---
i deratanding, and that we can sit back trustingly and not fight the inclina-
tions of nature, seems completely inappropriate. And this indeed is the
'mood we sometimes find precipitated in Hume: oy [had] begun this aubject,
he tella us. "aich premising, that we ought to have an implicit faith in our’
aensea, and that this would be the concluaion.I ahould draw from the uhole
_of my reasoning .21. In other uorda. it had seemed to him that we  could sit
back and aesert, in a blasé faahion._ Hhat does it matter if we can't jus-
tify certain fundamental beliefs. or defend our reason by re;ion—-All is
still operative, they are in harmony withhone another and the workings of
;nature. But Bume having emphasized just how very indefenaible some of our
‘beliefs are, how wery trivial are’ the foundations of our causal reasoninga,
and how seriously reason can conflict with itself, felt his doubta getting
on top for the time*being. He thus continued "But to be ingenuous, i‘
feel myself at at pr esent of a quite contrary sentiment; and am more inclined
to repose no’ faith at all in wy senaea, or rather imagination, than to place
'in it such an implicit confidence. I cannot cOnceive how such trivial ‘qua-
lities of the fancy, conducted by such falae suppositions, can ever lead.
- us to any solid and rational ayatem .22

| Even in the near deepnir of the above, we should note that Hume
is careful to emphasiae the words 'at present . It is. too by no
weans the only example of\euch virtually deapairing akepticiem. hIn‘.
the conclusion to Book I of. the Treatise. we again find that Hume is
nearly in deapair having reconaidered the akeptical argumente involved

~

- in the naturalist account of the underatanding.' "We have...no cholece

left but bétwixt a £alae reason and none at a11. For my part._I know

E
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" not what ought to be done in the present case".23

~ . R . .
pleteiy'sincere: ‘his bafflement and sense of disillusionment about the.

And he {s almost com;

understanding is quite genuine. Nevertheless, he does know what is to
be done. He knows that he will return both to reasoning and to trust 1n
--the fundamental inatinctive beliefs: \

Most fortunately it happens, that since reason 1is incapable

of dispelling these clouds, nature herself suffices to that:

purpose, and cures me of this philosophical melancholy and

delirium, either by relaxing this bent of mind, or by some

avocation, dnd lively impression of my senses, which obli-

terate all these chimeras. . .

Hany have read :his as a defeatist gesture; a matter of "well

. 1 .

damuit, I can t_figure it out™ or perhaps a tongue in cheek assertion
- that we needn't bother ocurselves too much; since_nobody‘cill_teke any
‘notice anyway.' It seems a flippant gestnre,,like the earlier recommen—
dation of "carelessness and inattention" 25't:o remove our doubts about
external durebility. But it is far more than flippant. Hume is enti-
rely sincere, meening exactly what he says. Nature.stops our skeptical

—

" reasonings, and reinforces our instinetive beliefe. Thus,.even.wnen .
_ skepticism seemed to gat on top of him, Hume does not desert his posi-
tive, naturelistic principles. 'He will, he‘says. continue.reasoning.

'end believing'beceuse he has to: nature-Has not left it to hie:cnoice.
Even in his most negativist{cally skentical noods;.Hune'does not stray
far from-nia positive account of neture.of the understanding. In fact;
his reaction to the massive doubts he entertained eimply reinforced his
naturalistic account, even iézlt ‘may have left ‘him with 8 less comfortable )

view of nature, seeing it as an overbearing dictator, rather than the

_benevolent helper which gibes us a harmonious system of knowledge and

u

. | ) .
1
- N } .
: |
. . . " %
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belief. We should 1ook closely at Hume‘s éxptession when he asserts

that ‘he will inevicably go on accepting ordinary belieis and reasonings:

I must yield to the current 'of nature, in gubmitting to
‘my senses and understanding; ggg in this blind submission
I shew most perfectly Ez'skepcical disposition .and prin—

iples Z5 (Emphasis mine)

Hume here tells us that his 'skeptical dispositions and princi-

ples"” are precisely those of acceptiug ordinary beliefs and reasonings,

but not because of any rational grounds, but rather because our otdinary

" - beliefs and reasonings are not the sorts of things which we need to give

rational grounds to. The marriage of skepticism and naturalism is re-

flected brilliantly in this 1ast quotation, and we "can now 1ec the case

rest, ang move on to a further topic.

P
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CHAPTER 4: REASON (1): PRELIMINARIES

I To say that an important figure in the history of ideas must be

historically located for full snprecistion of his views to be possible

-1s to utter something of a platitude.' But it iS'more than a need to be

' academically methodical which makes necessary the consideration of Hume's

account of reason against a historical background. Hume lived in the
"Age of Reason", and the presuppositions of such an age concerning rea-

son would inevitably ‘be of great significance to an author determined

. to get to the root of man's understanding and motivations., It would be

no'énrprise if the work of such an intensely criginal.author.could'be
.gnderstood as a reaction against the ‘most clcsely cherished presnppo--
sitions of his age.' Thonéh, however, there may have heen a ver& exten-
'sive link in Hume's time between religion and reason—a 1ink sc strong
that it has been found possible to refer tortheﬂworldVOutlook of his

time as rationalistic-theistic~~this link had not been firm for so very

long.- The alltance of the age of reason was itself to some extent a

" reaction against an earlier approach. Thus, in orvder to appreciate

Hume's account of reason in the light of his chronclogical positioning,.

we need to begin‘the story in the era prior to the age of reason ,

'before ‘reason was universally accepted in the genteel world as sovereign;~

by

L e T

o gl In the early days of Locke and Negton,frésgcn had by no means the

T

exalted position unquestipninglixsccepted by a later generation. Though

e

,fffffffﬁﬁznatuf§11y changed from place to place and from time to time,

~ it was very common to see reason opposed to faith, tradition, and reve-

lation. If the latter three opposed the dictates of resson, then reason

o
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would,be made to- bov before themgi:;;*;;s by no Deans uncommon to find'
an alliance made between religion and- unreason, respected thinkers be—
littling reasoen's powers in the face of revelation, faith and tradition.

This attitude was most pronounced in the Catholic world. Erasmus
had defended Catholicism by espousing an anti-intellectualism, argning
that.reason was too weak a guide, and that faith along with church.
_tradition, should be our guides. Hegstressed in defense of Catholicism
the point that the age-old wisdom Qqf the church is-a far better guide
than‘manlsffallible reason‘?‘ Montaigne followed this tradition. but
bascd his approach on a philosophical skepticism rather than on' a
igeneral anti—intellectualism._ He, along with his main disciples, agch_
‘as Pierre Charron,expounded the arguments of Sextus Empiricus pro—
ducing a skepticism upon which fideism was baaed.2

Though fideism was most strongly associated with Cathol:lcism,3

-

Catholics pr;;iding protection ‘and encouragement for the disciples of
Montaigne_in.the early 17th century,A the attitude 'was by no means//
entirely missing in Protestant countries. There, too, it wag generally )
felt that reason, like all man's faculties, had been corrupted in the
fall, and that faith and revelation not reason, were the divine gifts
guiding us back to ou’r‘Haker.5 )

After Newton and Locke had done their work, alil this changed.
After the initial shock caused by the destruction of the Aristotelian
lmodel of science, the scientific achievements of Newton and others
. gave men great confidence in the powers of reason.6 It was not this

alone however, which ushered in the age of reason. Probably a greater

_ factor than the respecta $ty-given to reason by scientific achievement
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was the new harmony between religion and reasonirfLooke>e£gued coovin-.,
cingly that there could be no clash between reason and. faith.7 “He ar?
gued not only that the articles of Eaith and rYeason did not clash,
| having largely different spheres, but also that reason can snpoort :
o revelatiou, and can lead to further substancive religious truths. Na-
tural religion gained a great hold on the though: of the age, and
vir ually all thinkers felt that reason had proved finally. the most
ilmportant truths of.religion.8
o . This factor was déeisive. As some modern philosophers might put
it, religious beliefs were at the cencre of the conceptual scheme of
the age: 1f reaeon had seemed to clash with religious belief, then it
would‘eoffer, as it had indeed donk, at the hands of Hontaigne and his
disciples;_ If it e0uld be.shoﬁn to be an i;poroent ally of religioug
belief however. it would be exalted greatly. Thus, in the eighcaenth
century, we find it being said that he who @#ittacks reason attacks
religion itself.9
It would seem, then, that reason, by producing what were consi-
dered valuable truths of sciencexand religion, was ele;atedrio men's
. 'minds, and people began‘ﬁo thiok that the faculty was far less corrup-
ted by the fall from grace than had once been_eopposed. Possibly
another factor in the'elevation of reason was the loss of effective
~authority within the Chriﬂtian'church;’ Oncg, important speculative
: ;.. questions’eould'be answered by appeal to church authority; but the

fragmentation of the church chroughout the Refdrmation and Counter—

Reformation removed the universal au;horityre~9i££erent‘3@??3 Hnd*ﬁif -
¢ the unlversal

_ S
—— «ff*ferifé opinions concerning the criteria of truth in speculative matcers,

-
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nofeingie bedy cculd prcvice answera tc‘importact qeestione which could .
satisfy all. In such a situation, it would seeﬁ inevitable that even-
tually, after ‘the permanency of the schism was accepted, the -learned
worid would_return to reason, as the only" potentially universal basis
for agreement; - T o S o E {
| This last point, of ccurse, 1s to some extent specﬁletive. ‘But
what is quite certain 1is that by the time Hume-began to write, there

was 1itt1e need of any consclous championship of the view that reason

was a supreme guide of 1ife: "The supremacy of reason was ‘universally-

'accepted"lo; it was "an unconscious assumption rather than a principle

from uhich they [Hume 8 contemporarie?] reason 11. Reasa@ did net just |

have the pragmatic eanctions of scientific achievement, but had also

been canonized. Time and 8gain, we find v the writings of the eight-

//F______Hf—~—eenthHEEﬂfgzi\:emarks concerning the divine pature and origin of reason.

-~

Warburton expresaes the general attitude when he speaks of the chief .
similarity betwez;\ggaxhn. mee being the possession.of'reaaon.lz' The
Deiats spoke of reason asd;\gza:ﬁiv n faculty, asking rhetorically:
"are not the dictates of reason the dictatesof God. himself?"13 ‘Gas-~
trell was another wh; spoke of reason being»the facu ty of guidance |

given to man by God: "what our reason appraves or condemng:..we are

'commanded to do or not to do by Cod himself who gave us’ euch a nature nlb

This attitude was by no means swept aside as the Deist contraverey began

‘to presage a new stage of the cycle, making a new enmity of faith and

reason inevitable. Butler did not show the stirrings of doubt, when he .

spoke of the "faculty of reason, which is the candle of the Lord within ,

-us"ls, apd even more significantly, Wesley, who led the reaction to

e ]

Cowza
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rationslistie Ineology, did'not do so because of any doubts‘sbout’the"
validity of reason. Indeed, he advocated "a religion founded on reason
- and" every way agreeable thereto nl6’ snd declared "It is a fundamental B
principle with us that’ to renounce reason is to renounce religion, that
religion and reason go hsnd 4in hand, and that all irrational religion )
is false religion"17. Wesley, like Willism st limited his opposition
. to reason to the relafively harmless assertion that r£ason, completely
. unaided, could not tjil us everything necessary about religion. Law
apoke for both of them in saying ‘that though reason is "our only pos-
sible guide", it leads us to truth by leading us to. revelation.18
In an age when reason was thus strongﬁb allied with religion;

it is entirely comprehensible that in the realm of pure philosophy,.
-Plntonism‘should reemerge and flourish, and the Cartesian system de-
velop. Both of these embody 538 propensity to make reason holy, and

A _ . _
. the holy rstional. To Plato, the uery essence of the soul was it{s ra-

tionslity. The defining quality of that which survives death moving

e
\

into the spiritual realm is, he tells us, its possession of reason.

" Desire and spiric (the sbility to nove the body) psss away, being in-.

"essential properties, but reasonm, the pith of our gpiritual being, stsys.

'Descsrtes slso builds this conception into the hesrt of his system._ﬂe
speaks of two utterly different substances, the material substance and

" the thinking substance. Our mortsl bodies ‘are of the msterisl substance,
while our immortal minds are of the thinking suhstance. But the essence
of this immortal mind is its reason; all sorts of things which modern

‘ philosophers night predicate of the mind—-suoh as the production of

images, .the possession of sensstion, lower forns of memory, feelings
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and emocions——are not predicated of it by Descartes, to whom its ‘ration-
ality was wholly 1its essence.19 But thus, rationality is placed beyond
the realn of the mere natural in Descartes system. That natural realm

involves only material substance. Thus, in Descartes’ system, rationalitf

is something wholly set apart from the naturalistic, something entirely

of the spiritual world. Far from being something comprehensible as a

result of natural conditions, it was for Descartes to be connected With

the world of religion. the supernaturalistic.

-

Throughout the confident age of reason, reason was not just given

-.an unshakeable basis in theoretical matters as "the candle of the Lord .

-within. us", but it was considered” to be of enormous significance in prac-

' tical matters. Richard Price, a contemporary of Hume, and William Godwin,

¥

some forty years his junior, are just two of the philosophers who thought

N
reason to be the spring of all action in the perfect man, reason having ce
an effect proportionate to one' 8 virtue. "Price believed that ‘the passions

would be guite superfluous in a society‘of fully mature and educated'people,

. and that they only exist to keep man, in his weakness, out of harm's way:

the occasion for them arises entirely from our deficiencies and wesk-
nesses: Reason alone, did we possess_it in a higher degree, would answer
all the needs of them. Ihus there wonld.be no need of the parental affec-
tion wvere all parents sufficiently acquainted with the reasons for taking
upon them the guidance and support of those whom nature has placed under

their care."20

Godwin, if 1t is possible, held even more outrageous views.
In a truly rational age, he tells us, sexual desire would wither away.

“Reasonable men then will prOpagate their species, not because a certain :

sensible pleasure ds annexed to action, but becausa it 1is right that the
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. spécies ohould be propaga:ed and the maoner:in‘which they exercise this
n 21 . N

3

function will be regulated by the dictates of reason and duty"”.
The moral theories of such thinkers followed the same unpromising
oouroe. Price tells us that -an action is seen to be moral or immotal by
loor fatioqal intuition; yhichAperceives in the action certain.immutoblg :
”fitnesses'or:cootfadiccionsf Moraiity‘is pofely'a inatter of‘peroeiving-
truthg a moral action is onme based.on recognition of the fact that that
action is fitting..-An example\of'a moral .action would‘he taking care of
our children béoause_;e see it is fic:ingACO do ao;,if we should take
cafe of .our chiloreo because of our oapental_affectiop,'the actioo would
not be-mo:icotious. -Intollec:oal determinations alone are coe'oofiva~
- tiOns'ohich enticle a-oerson'to praise or blame.zz. ’
Price,‘and others of his vieWpoint had difficulty in explaining
exactly what :here was obout moral and immoral actions which made chem
-'"fitting or "unfitting There were supposed to be some relations in-
volved which the intellect éould percei;e;-making the action right or
'wioné: but exacfly woaclthooe relatiorns were, and ﬁow_they ooulq be per-
" ceived, was oomewhoc obscure.23_ Wollaston made a bold -effort to complete
the system sotisfactorily by saying that the significant relation'was
- that of signifying truth or falsehood.?a Every action, he saya effect-'
ively informs Ps of the state of affairs in Hhich 1t ia performed. It
signifies truth or falsehood; and if it signifies truth it is "fit",
while if ic signifies falsehood, ic is not fit. Showing graticude to a
\obenefactor would be a fitting action. since it Bignifies the trua propo—
sition thnt he is our benefactor but Btealing another's propert? ‘would

be unfitting, and thus immoral because the action would signify the

false proqgfition that the property is_one's.Own. Thus, Wollaston felt .
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that he ‘could accomplish the ideel of tﬁ“¢iat§%naliat'motalists: reduce

‘--queations of right and wrong entirely to queations of truth and. false-
.'hood which could be decided upon by our intellectual faculties.
It should be noted that this latter offspring of the age of rea-“l' ‘ i
son, the tendency to attribute to reason an enormous influence in prac-
‘tical matters did not hold undisputed sway over the thought of . the time.

It did not reach the status of an undisputed dogma. like its equivalent

-1 S S

‘in purely intellectual matters, “but rather met uith opponents from the.

first. Though the "Rational Intuitiouist" school, of which Price was a ~
prominent member, was very influential it was opposed by another school

that of "Aesthetie,lntuitionism » which.had Shaftesbury and Hutcheson as

R e T s T TR S

its leaders. Shafteabuty had argued that the ideal man is not,_e;d eouldl
not be, a pure rational automaton. He, along with Hutcheaon, drew Hume'o
admiration for eoneeiving of man less as a creature of reason than as an : . ;
animal moved by passions. Hutcheson had cleerly'argued that reason can- : ‘5
not be a epring to aetion,25 and, like Shaftesbury; he argued that morals
uere.derived from -a moral sense whieh "feels" the moral worth of an
" action. According to this system, a good action 1s akin to a beautiful 3
objegt, and a bad action to a hideous one.. Whatever merlts the details

1

of this syetem may or may mnot have, it did point out that feeling, not
merefintellectual oognition, was what counted in morals. | |

Hume certainly did not, therefote, entirely otiginate the teec-
\tion to the elevation of reason in the 'age of reaoon". Others, whom he
greatly admired had preceded him with a reaction to oome aspects of ie.

His originality lay fer more in his reevaluation of reason 8. plnte‘in

purely intellectual mattere, but nevettheless, he did devote a greet deal

w
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of ettention to- the compietion of the task begun by Shafteebury and Hut—

cheaon. Before going on, then, to. Hume 8’ diacussion of reason within

the contemplative sphere, uhich will require a chapter to itself it )

" will be very vell worth while looking into his discussion of the placc o

of reason in practical 1ife. The rest of this chapter, then. will be

.devoted to this matter.

+

‘III ' A careful conoideration of Hume's writinga on morala and paesions

in the Treatise will disclose that a diacuaaion of the place of reaaon

within them playa a prominent part. Turning firat to the discussion of

/

the pasaions, though it will be found that conaideratiOn of the motiva—“
ting capacities of reason does not appear until Part 111, Section III of

Book II, once ‘the subject is broached it ie discussed in. euch a highly
L
provocative manner that it is aseured a reception as one of.tha most

explosive eections of the entire Treatise.

LY

Hume begins the section by pointing out that "the greatest part
of moral philosophy, ancient and modern”’ ia-founded on the opinion
. o
that therzﬁia a combat betueen reason and the paasione._z6 The "preemi~

- nence of rpason above paeaions" is greatly stregsed, he tella us; and

its merits and "divine origin“27

are usually pointed out. But, Hume

dramatically avowa, this ie all wrong. The truth of the matter, he

© tells ua, is that ‘reason ia not a motive to any action. and can never

--'oppoee the paasions in directing the;will. His famoua aud highly pole-
.mical assertion that "Reaaon is, and ought only to be. the slave of the

'paaaione, and can never pretend to any other office than to serve and

w 28

obey then”, soon follows. X



‘ledge of the connaction would hava no influence upon us gt all.

.

In thia highly controveraial diacuasian of reaaon 8 pliﬁi.in moti--_‘-

vation, Hume makea quite clear hia intention to explode the pretenaiona

'of his rationalist ptedeceaaora and contemporaries. Hi’_grgumenta, never-

theleaa, are very aimple.gineaaoning. he first asserts, is. concerned #ith'

judgment either from demongtration or from probability. But,the former,

- he pointa out, aince it juat concerns the world of ideas. not the real

oy
world, can never be influential in- itaelf. If,we use auch reaaoning to
some "end, it ia not the raaaoning itaelf which leada “us’ to, act. but
¥

rather paaaions combined with ‘causal knowledge. For inatance a merchant

does indeed uaa calculationa coucerning hia debta, but it ia not ‘the cal-'

- culatioaa themaalvea which 1e¥d him to pay a.debt, but rather cettain

'paaaiona combined with the causal knowledge of what happana to merchanta

who don't ‘pay debts.’ =
- As to rcaaoninga concarning facta, all of vwhich, Huma says, involve

cauaal relationahipa, we find that theae, too, cannot in themaelvea motir '

vata.r Tha truth is rather, Hume tella us, that we haVe ccrtain desitaa

and aversions, and the knowledge concerning caugses and effecta allowa us

either to satisfy our deaires, or avoid that to which we are averae, The
. v -

pasaioa, then, providea the original motivation, and the cauaal reasoning

'channela tha resultant activity in the most appropriate ditection. If .

"we should be totally indiffetent to a particular causal telation. ‘know-

o
.

Thua reaaoa‘alona glvaa tisa to\no vogitiona. and 1t immediately

followa, Hume tella ua, that it cannot pta\r}a/t a volition: only a con- |
!

txary impulae can prevené a £itat impulsé‘&and reason givea risa to no’

Ampulses in itaalfu Thia complataa the first elemant of Hume's argument

-
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that -reascn and the pasaions can never ba opposed. ﬁeaadh'doas not
' B
motivatg; enly paseions do. Thus, far from being the sorts of thinga

- which can be opposed reason can only be a slave of the passions, so

guiding our actions that ocur paasiona may be mqg: fully aatisfied.

K

Hune goes on co provide further aubstanciation of this position uith -

’the argument tha: since_ passions can never ba true or falae or. there-

N

A

fore, gon tragz to :ru;h, it makes no. sense to apeak of a paasion as .

'poutrary.to reaspn. The domain of reason is tha: of truth and faleity,.

and the péssibns de not enter this domain. .Thus. Hume.aaya. a peesion—

. _ )
'cen never be in a strict gense unreasonsble. We can say, more loosely,

that a passion based on a falee belief is unreaaonable bu: in icaelf

it can never be rational or irretional. "'Tia not eon:rary to reason

4

:o prefer the desttuction of the’ whole ﬁorld to the ecra:ching of my

ffinge:. 'Tia not contrary to reason for me to’ chooee .oy total ruin.

: QS’prevént the least uneasinesas of an Indian or peraon whollx;unkncwn

", 29

to-me L ) v S

‘ ¢ ‘ . . ' :
Hume recognises that we do normal}y'speak of passions as being

" reasonable and unreaaoﬁeble, but he argued that:tﬁia is based on a

’

confusion with the calm and trenquil paasions. Ve cend te speak’ of

peOple who act with aversion :o evil, who loveblife and so forth a8

- - Hume's ergumea&fthat morality 1s not deriveé\ftom qpaeon is

- '

. reaeonable", end tuosa who do not, as;"unreasonable™; but, says Hume,'T

AR

ﬂ<:IBis ia a c ﬁiﬁsion. Becausa.the calm passions act in a paychologicelly-‘t

nimilar fashion to reaaﬂh, we - ‘tend to equate them, but this 1n philoso—
i :

phically urgenablen._- o N

o]

;h“ reglly a continuation of this’quument, thohgh it 1is not until Book III,

[ 4 ! . : LI ! .
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reason..

o Co e S I

:ﬁhg bdok epecificélly coﬁcefned with mdrala,‘thqt we find it gctﬁally

‘being coantinued. Nevértheless, it cccupies a promineant part in that

7800& being-the firét topicfﬁentionad, nnd taking up the whole of

Parc I. Hume hare sets himself the. question of whethar reason alone
can distinguish moral good - and evil, a queation which he is able to

answar with eaae after his aarlier discussion of mocivation.. To put
his argument¥eally succincnly. "morals excite paasions, and.préduce

or preveni actions. Reason of :Ltself is ucterly :I.mpotept in :hia par—

-ticular. The rules of morality, therefore, are not conclusiona of our

n 30 -

-Hume-dbes not rést ;atiafied.witb jdst :his'argument, howevef;‘
and makas the impcrtant point that moral diacourse ia of a quice dif-‘
fe:ent type to discourse cqncerning truthT He pointa out that reason |
is oﬁerative in the sphere of truth but ﬁoral judgmencs are not con-'. o
cerned with ralationa of ideas or matters of face, but something quite

diffarent. We can nevar find any actual Jice or merit in pure facts;

only vhen we turn Xo dur reactions to states of affairs can we find

' virtue and vice entering the question, along.with ouzyaentiments-of

‘ , C _
approbation or blame. The moral judgmants‘do not just represent states

1
LN

‘of affairs in the external. world, they have a aubject basis. -And
thua, scatemants concerning morals just are not Iike—scateman:a about'
fact._ To puc it auother way, . there tp a gap between "is" and "oughc
éta:ementa. Horal diacourae is on a different level from diacourse ~
about truth, and thus cannot be judged by reaaon, whose domain ia that‘

of truth and falsehoo§.31... E e ' -

£
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‘Now whether these arguments are or are not decisive will not be
discussed here. It is the meaning, rather than the truth of Hume '8  dis-
cussion which is now at stske. .And the important conclusion to be ‘

drawn Erom Hume' s discussion 1s precisely that he did continue the pro-

ceas of giving a new conception of reason in both Books II and III.

It becomes very clear that Hume by no means restricted his consideration
of the nsture.of reason to Book I of the’ Trescise.. In fact; it becomes
evident that in all three psrts of that work, -he uished to drive home

" the ppint‘thst resson has been exalted beyond the limits of acceptability,
. that reason is to be reanalyzed, and seen to have a far more limited

R

plece in men 8 life thsn was generally thought. Lp the section “Moral

Distinctious not Derived from Reason” Hume ssserts* "I am not...without

.4

- hope thst the present system of philosophy will acquire new force as it

sdvences, and that our reasonings concerning morals will corrohorste
32

: »
what hss been sald’ concerning the understanding’ snd the passions . Is

he not saying, that here ags&ﬂf@e find, just as ve did in discussing the

‘understsnding and the psssions, thst reason is to be seen as. a very

limited element of man's life?

This is an importent point in the interpretation of Hume, but
nevertheless Hume's anguments concerning the limitations of reasom in
mora 8 and the passions may not seem s0 ilmportant today, since they are
fairly uidely accepted. . It is his resction to the rationalist treatment
of reason's place in the understsnding that is of far more interest, and
will maet with fer more opposition. While his rejection of rstionalistic

prscticsl philosophy does not surprise us todsy, soma sspects of his rejec-

tion of rationalistic epistemology will surprise us enormously Thus, -we

i

" ghall turn to this immedistely.,
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' gee that his contemporaries would

"CHAPTER 5: REASON (2): THE WAIURALISTIC ACCOUNT OF

e ' - "THEORETICAL" REASON

1 Ve have already noted that Hume 8 contemporaries 'did not seriously
question the claims of reason. Except for the moral sense” theorists,

who only went against the tide of opinion with respect to reason' 8 place.

.in the realm of morals, there was an. unconscious acquiescence in the dogma

.that rcason, the faculty shcred with God had an unquestionable authority.-

An age of coruschcing 1nte11ectua1 advquce had passed ‘8ince the fideistsl

~could gain”much sympathy for renOuncing the claims of reason to make room_'

: for £ Neverthcless, in the "age of reason ve find Hume not just
'going against \the tide of opinion by restricting reason .8 sphere in prac—

tical matters but heretically denouncing its authority in the realm of

the theoretical.

This boasted reason of :heirs...is not agble fully to ' f . Q?

 satisfy itself with regard to its own operations, and
must in some measure fall into a kind of implicit ~ /
faith, even in the most obvious and familiar prin- T
ciples.2 . . A . f

;
K

.While those modern readers who fully. appreciate tho grounds for

such avowals will be stagg‘ ed by Hufe's or?g;nnlity, it is not hard to

a sigh. We cai imagine that to them, it’wouidArepfesent intellectual

atavism. ~ They had heaxrd the echo s of such asserriono, originating in

the enthuaiasm of a by-gone age, and s:ill mouthed by the odd reac:ion-

3

ary: buc this was the enlighte ed cighteench century, not the fana:ical

'aeventeenth. Those uho bothe: d to read Hume in some detall may have

96

~
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given some thought to the fact that he-did not advocate a down-grading
of reason for any genuine pioua purpoaes, like his'apnarent intellectual
predeeeasors, but nevertheless, Hume s attitude towards reason was closer
to that of the fideists, in many respects, than to that of his age. ﬁia'
~ attitude was a ‘rebellion. against the spirit of his age, and if he could
not move with the times, he could expect to be ignored by the leaders of
the times.

The extent of the similarity between Hume's doctrine coneerning
reason and that of the fideists was in eed not superficial. Almoaé any
-reader.could see through the superficiii\glo?a of his occasional pseudo-
fideiet assertions, such as that which eoncluded the essay "On the Tmmor— .
"tal;ty of the Soul * but beneath this blatantly ingsincere facade, there

<
vere genuine assertions which branded Hume as of the same turn of mind as .
-the fideiets. Just as ‘the fideists had filled their writings with argu—
ments from Sextus Empiricus, 80 did Hume fill his writings with akeptical.
doc.trines. Just as t'ne fideists had argued that many aspects of our know-
1edge-syatem are. not based on reason, some of the most important elenents
being based on faith so did Hume echo these arguments, albeit with'a -
very different type of 'faich" in mind. : ) ' |
Thus, any astute thinker who was capable of grasping.ﬂuee‘s system
. in some detail but was nevertheless a captive of . the spirit of -the age,
' would very probably see Huai s approach to reason not as aomething new to

~——

be explored but as something old. and stale, uhich he need not bother

*After devoting the entire essay to showing how utterly indefenaible is be-

lief in immortalicy,ﬂume s final paragraph reads in its eatirely as follows:

*Nothing «ould set in a fuller light the infinite obligations which mankind
have to divine revelation, since we find that no other medium could ascer—
tain this great and important truth'
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with. - We night consider as a parﬁyéel_the attitude of English philoso-
phers of our .age, faced with a rep ition of some arguments from Bradley
and Bosanquet. Unless they are specifically students of these philosophers,

our English contemporaries will not bother to consider their doctrines

seriously. ’i‘hej ﬁll jJust treat the'm as relics of interest to antiqnar-k
ies. It does not matter that such doctrinea may not have been refuted'

it.ds enough ‘that they gradually faded out of sight, their dwindling ad-

',hvocates gradually becoming objects of disrespect, ‘as living anachronisms.'
- So it oust have been with Hume's analysis of reason. Thinkers would

‘scarcely bother to meet his arguments, they would be quite content just

to let the_dgat/settle on ‘such notions.

(Y
g

There 13 nevertueiess; a. really'erucial difference between'Hume‘a

,analyais of reason and the work of the fideists, from the point of view

W

" of modern philosophy. Hume did not give a fresh analysis of reason in '
. N
order to ;advance religious purposes, but in pursuance of a naturalistic'

conception of man and the universe. While we, today, may not.bother to f
istifle a yawn when -faced nith.an advocateror'the former programme; ue |
‘surely will iook witn sone 1nterest at the ontcome of the latter. /m
H‘eighteenth centnrf attemnt to give an account of reason entirely in
terms of naturalistic explanations-—this must be a programme of startling-
| originality, one which has almost never bcen attempted even in the pre~
sent age. f

In the rest of this chapter, and much of the next, we will be
concerned with an exnosition and substantiation of the viéu that Hume _
" had, as‘a'prime aim, the end of producing a fresh ana}ysis of reason based

on a naturalistic foundation, exorcising'alljelegpnts of'supernaturalist
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attitudes towards At. At the basin of his vicw;-it will be atgued there
was a realization that reason simply cannot be considared as aomething

. divine and sacrosanct, being a gift of God to thc creatures made in his -
‘owm image. This latter point will be discussed'primatily_in the next
chaptcr, which deals‘vith Hume's writings on religion' the rest of this

_ chapter {s to be. concerned essentially with following the account itself
through its many convolutions. But Iest it be thought that a few words
are not out of place at this point in defense of the view that Hume rejec—
ted the notion of reason as a divine gift af the Lord the reader uillﬁ
...be reminded of Hume* s writings under the headiL "0f the Reason of. Animals"
- At the heginning of'the section in the Treatise of this name, we find

Hume asserting "no- truth appears to me more evident than that beasts

‘are endowed with thought and reason as woll as men Thia on its own ahows
Hume's refusal to. take seriously any conception of reason as a special
gife from God ‘to man, distinguishing him from the beasts.  And to Hume,
-thc‘fact that_animals as well as men reason necmeo vcty important, sincc
he felt that it "furnishes us with a kind of touchotone, by which we may
try eVery system in this species of philosophy Q3 Any adequate system .
must be able to account for the reasoning of animals as well as men, he '

) says,-and,‘towards the end of thc_oection, he expressed‘the viewfthat we
should understand reasonlas a purely natural inotinctive tendency; He‘i
.atates that reason, ultimately, is ' nothing but a wonderful’ and unintel-

' ligible instinct" 8 of a similar nature to the nest-building of birds,

and in the’ equivalent version of .this section in- the ES uiries (Section,IX)
he adds that the function of this natural instinct is the preservation of.

'the-reasonerts‘
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Bume.cértainly did reaiise that there are many éqpecté/of réasdning;
as it is normally ‘conceived, but he seemed to feel thac/;l; of rhem invd
ved fundamentally, no more than funcrional tendencies produced by natu 2"
: for the preserva:ion of the species. If ve ahould ask philosophers today
© to name varioﬁE’hspects of reasoning, ve mdght be offered the following as
candidates: nguction? induction, intellectual intuition, and-the produc-
rion of “framework‘hypétheses" or "catééorial'principlgf"; lc will be - -'
argued that Hume was aware that some éuch quadripartite analysis éf‘réa- |
soning couldrbe offered .and.tha:, having recogniéed the various potentialv
aspects of- reason, he uished to: shaw thar all of them-—whether they are
. really aspeccs of reason or ‘not-—can be _seen aa fundamentally based on
| '.nothing more than instinctive tendencies of mankind, ;gndgncies,which are
mot themselveS'“racional“,_bur—éhiéywnererrﬂeless do serve a purpo;e in

. the preservation of ‘mankind.

The reader may find this very difficult to accept. The first point

- . . . .//
needing defense is the view that Hume was aware of the possibility of some
sort of quadripartite analysis of reasoning. It will have to be shown

that he did recognise each of the four aspects as potential or actual

aséécts of reasoning; only,when'thié has been done, 1is there any point
in showing that he went o@ to argde that each aspect is founded on nothing “”‘

-

more than a non-rational,iinstinctive tendency. -
1 The assertion that may seem moat extraordinary, in Speaking of

_ Hume s recognition of a potential quadripartite analysis of reasoning, is
the aaserti?n that he was ‘aware that reasoﬁ&might be cansidered to have '

r

the function of producing some type of "categorial principle“ “framework

-
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hypotbesiS". ,This may, indeed, seem utterly paradoxical, since 1:-15-

’ ;commonly said that the great reply to Hume offered by Kant, and uhich is

aecepted in a modified form even by modern empiricists, was based pre-
-ciselx:on the point that e functionrof Teagson existed which he,did.not 5‘\
* recognise: the funotion of makiug the &ata of oense oohere in an'intei;
ligible syotem through the organising capacity of fundamental categoties

or categorial pr1;c1p1es. ‘Reference to a fixed set of categories may
‘have given way to discussions of “framework hypotheses , conceptual
‘frameworks" paradigm—sets or what~have-you, but it will still seem to
many that in these variations of Kant 8 fundamental theme, there is a .

' ,recdgnition of a function of reason which wvas quite beyond Hume's ken.
Hogever, should Hume have been ﬁaced with an advocate of the oonceptual

: framework phiiosophy, he woulﬂ by‘no neEns have'had.to'respond to hieiglow-
 ing 1nter1ocutor wvith a "my goodness—-l never ‘thought of thatl" attitude.

" The truth 13 rather that he did much of the groundwork of this approach

though 1n very different terms o .

It is not meant, of course, that Hume had elaborated a ‘doctrine,

in the post—~Kantian manner, according to uhich reason properly'so called
nanufactured gome type of system of framework principles. What ie being ‘
‘apgerted 1s that Hume was aware of a special;type of proposition, essen-
tial to onr hnowledge-nystem, Hhich was aboot‘the Horld; not based on -
Lexperience, and at least commonly thonght;of ag somehow'a'product or

part of reason. The hésic‘propositionslwhich he isolated oere recognised |
both by.him and others:as essential-tohour systen of know;edge, and at
leastlsome of thege propoeitiono, like the causallprinciple, wvere looked
upon hy_others as "truths of reesonfr ‘Prequentlﬁ; ‘these “truthe.of

RN
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reason" were analysed as being directly perceived as true, through a
| faculty of intellectual intuition While Hume, then, may not have thought
. it juatifiable to refer to the production of these basic beliefa as one
- of the functions of reason he could recognise that any " comprehensive
account of reason must 1nc1ude an analysis of them.

To move on to the text, we find Hume picking out exactly those be—
liefs which are in. most . need of the "framewcrk hypothesis" type of analyeia
e.g. the beliefsin external durability. numerical 1dent1ty through change,
and the necesaity of every event being caused The fact that he vas en-
tirely aware that such beliefs are .required to organize the data of sense

18 shown in a profound-diacnssion of external durabillty in the Treatisev/”
This.has been';hrtiallj'discusaed above (pp. 53-54), but the account is .

'of such conaiderable importance that ie deserves to be quoted fully.
-After saying that the furniture of the world unlike sensations, needs
to be treated as externally durableﬁ, he gives the following eeries of
memornble examples and obaervations

1 am here seated in my chamber with my face to the fire;

and all the objects, that strike my senses, are contain-

ed in a few yards around me. My memory; indeed, informs

me of the existence of many objects: but then this in-
formation extends not beyond their past existence ‘nor

do either my genses or- memory give any testimony to the
continuance of their being. When therefore I am thus

seated, and revolve over these thoughts, I Jhear on a

sudden a noise as of a door. opening upon 1ts hinges;

and a little after see a porter, who advances towards = -
me., This gives occasion to many new reflections and '
reasonings. First, I never have observed, that this
noise could proceed from anything but the motion of a
door; and therefore conclude, that the present phenomenon
is a contradiction to all pasc experience, unless the
door, which I remember on t'other side the chamber, be
still in being. Again, I have always found, that a
hunan body was possest of a quality, which I call gra-
vity, and uhich hinders it from mounting in the air,

S
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" as this porter must Have done to arrive at my chamber,
" unless the stairs I remember be not anpihilated by my
- absense. But this is not all.” I receive a letter,
- which upon opening 1t I Perceive by the hand-writing
and subscription. to have come from a friend, who says
he s two hundred leagues distant. 'Tis evident I can @
. Dever account for this phencmenon; conformable to my
experience in other instances, without spreading out in
=y mind the vhole sed and continent between us, and =
supposing the effects and continved existence of posts:t -
and ferries, according to my wemory .and observation. To
consider these phenomena of the porter and letter in a
certain 1ight, they are contradictions to common exper-
ience, and may be regarded as objections to those max-
ims, which we form concetrning the-connectionq-of causes
and effects. I ‘am accustomed to hear such a sound, and
- 8¢e such.an object in motion at tRE same time. I have B
not received in this particular instance both these per- ..
ceptions. These observations are contrary, unleedsi‘
suppose that the door still remains, and that.it w
opened without my percelving it:. And this supposition,
which was at first entirely arbitrary and hypothetical,
acquires a force and evidence by its being the only .one,
upon which I can reconcile these contradictions. There
i3 - scarce a moment of my 1ife, wherein. there is not a -
similar instance presented to me, and 1 have not occa- .
-8lon to suppose the continued ex{stence of objects, in
order to connect their pPast and present appearances, and :
give them such an union with ‘each other, as I have found - ;
by experience to be suitable to their particular natures
and circumstances. Here then I am naturally led to re-
gard the world, as sonething real and durable, and ag -
Preserving its existence, even when it 1s no longer pre~-
' gent to my perception.’.. - I '

1t is thiﬁ section‘;n particular uhich‘rgally maiggﬁevi&ént the
fact thai_Hﬁme had worked out? i; somé detail, the notion bf-:he betf‘
.cefver bringing principles not derived from experie;ce* fg”bgar‘ﬁpon théA
aatﬁfof_sgdse, in oider t; érod;ca a cbhereut‘synten. And 1; gt.first

éppeara ftom.the above passage, that Hume 1g éery close ihdeed'to those»
o é : : . .

- *The possession of experiences of certain kinds is, of course, necessary for
- acquiring the principle that objects are externally durable, but this prin-.
ciple is not derived from experience. The imagination sets to vork on ex-~
‘periences of certain kinds, and, as a resigt of the way we are in fact psy~
chqlogically'copstituted, leads to organization of those experiences 1n -
terns of external durability, as if upon the'principle'that-the-objects are
externally durable., . - - . T oo '
e ‘ e

4
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empiricist quasi-Kantians (wvho include W. V. Quine.:x.~R} Popper, W. H.

Walsh, N. R. Hanson, and possibiy,r. S;'Kuhn) many'of_uhon.speak of the

' rational procedure‘of adopting hypotheses which we can see to be neces=~

1

sary in making the data of sense cohere. Such philosophers:say that an

essential part of the.rational enterprise is using our inaginntions to -

produce fundamental hypotheses concernipg the world, and if these hypo—l

theses really—do help us to structure our data, it should lead us con-

‘scioualy to adopt‘them. ‘ThOugh imagination is involved in the process,
these philosophers {(or at least many of them) see the whole procens as "’

very nuch a rational procedure. uith alternative hypotheses-where there '

can be alternatives-—being carefully weighed against one another. and
.,consciously adopted because of definite advantages.

Houever, it 1is important to realise that Hume did not in factA-.
think of such a process as being in any genuine respect rational and
certainly not as worthy of commendation. In‘spite of his argument that:
‘we have to adopt the hypothesis of external durability that no alter-

- native is possible; he still does not think that belief in external

" durabiiity is at all respectable, theoretically. He puts up with ic,
because mankind has no alternative but to accept it “but nevertheless,
far from granting it even some sort/of official sanction, he brands it

- as falsel8 His discussion of the peripatetic solution to the problem -

of identity (in i, IV III of the Treatise) also produces some further

interesting points on,the present question. His discussion tends to be ra-

]

ther confusing; since it in'fact combines, ﬁithout clearly differentiating, _

a critique of the Aristotelian doctrine of substance with an argument

that there is a genuine and unavoidable'hatural belief in identity

L]
o
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through change. Hume, in thia diacuasion. seems to be aaying both that

|

'belief ia identity through change is an acceptable natural belief)when o

taken as an uncons:ioualy foisted natural helief and also that the Aris-

‘toﬁelian doctrine of aubatance, treated as a conaciously formulated vali-

-

dation of that natural’belief is unacceptable. Hume, while indicating

that the imagiaation ia led, by varioua paxchological tendenciea. to treat

'objecta as identical through chauge, states that when faced with the enor-.

mous divergence of early and later states of an object, "the imagination

18 apt to feign aomething unknown and invisible, which it supposes to

continue - the same. under all these variations; and this unintelligible \\\\
’ ¥10 -

this caae, "the imagination at work is not the imagination of thé ordi-
N

nary man, which leada him to- an unreflective acceptance of identity through

change. It is. the Aristotelian -and certainly not the mass. of mankind that

: entertaina the notion of aubatance, or original and firat matter . Hume,'

L]

then, at this particular apot, is faced with the deliberate procedure of

imaginatively formulating a theory which would allow ua to make sense of

- our data. Hithout gsuch a theory—-aaaumiug for the moment that there is no

. involuntary proceaa of the imagination entirely aeparable £rom it which

P

" can substitute for it—-we woJld not ﬁe able to 8o organize our data that

we could make intelligible use of it. Thus Hume. ‘in diucuasiug the Aris- '

'totelian flight of the imagination, is in effect face to face uith a

o deliberately produced framework principle. And what 13 his reactioa?

Not laudation, not commiaeration for a worthy but unsuccessful effort, but

utter coademnation. Hume heartily mocked the "imaginative leap" taken

" by the Ariatotelians: "We must pardon.childrenjlin giving way to their

something it calla a subgtance, or original and first matter. - Now in lx\



1maginntiohs] beéauae of their age; poets, because tﬁey profgsa.tb follow

o e s

impliéitly the éuggestidns of :heif fancﬁ: But whac-éxcuéé ahall'wé'find

-to justify aur philosophefs in so. aignal a wcakness .11 nly when thc

imagination works in. a quite iuvoluncary fashion to prodqce beliafs doea:‘
& .

Hume accept :hat it must be fqllowed. The ' permanant irresistabla, and

universal“Aprinciples'of the imagination hnve to be followed;‘theae arag _

the. foundation of all our thoughts and actions, ao that upon thelr ra- :

moval human nature mugt iumediqgély perish and 30 to ruin 12 but any fur-

-

‘aven "'so much as useful in _the conduct of lifae

ther deliberate flighta of the imagination are tq be condemned not : praiaed

‘

as ‘far as Hume is concerned."_‘

2

ta

' Thcte may be, no doubt. aome room £or criticism of Hume here, es-

pecially aince hu chought that furthet flights of the Imagination areunot

" ;3 But that 1s a matter~

: for Part II. Tho eaaential point to be nétad qt this ﬁtage is that, chough
=

ﬂume recognised the parc played by the 1magina&ion in prodqcing natural
!

W : -~

- ,beliefs-—theae bcing first couains to categorinl principles pnd second

couains to’ framswork hypothasea—*he deprecaced all unneceaaary applica-

‘tions of 1magination, nnd did not think of imaginatiodb off?pring in this‘”

!

'1nstanca as being at all ra:ional. "While nccepting the few to ally neces-

‘

. sary natural baliefn. he considerad tham to be based entirely on non~ :

nationnl lowar-order activities which are ahnred equnlly withvthe animala,

v

“vather .than on somc "highaer" facultiea aasociated with the diyine.

Though Humn B nnalysia of reuson. chen, 1ncluded an afg}ystﬁ“of *

nacural beiiefs, he'in effact excludud the production of ﬁrameworﬁ prin- ‘Lf

. o

cipleg‘from thg sphlere of reason._ But his cggatmant of this fpo:gnnial"

aspect of reason shares, as we will 35n,;a’éumbqr of featurea with his

‘L .

1] .
|
N
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3, treatment of what he considered "genuine aspects of reason.
T . cile . |""'~‘\' t e -

R

= ITL In moving on to" consider induction, it might seem that once agsin, e

u- S

Hume isjconcerned with rejecting the candidature of a supposed aspect of
reason. Kemp Smith after all championed the view that Hume considered
_nlx deductive reason to be dignifiable with the title of "reason" 14_%'
Indecd,it is- commonplace to hear ‘of Hume haviné tried to show that in-
ductive “reasouing" is not really a legitimate form- of)reason, by showing
up its pretensions in comparison with deductive reasoningrls' This ap- |
proach, however, vill definitely not be accepted. It will be argued that

' though Hume may have equivocated somewhat on the point he certainly did

think that. inductively based inferences ought to be referred to as gen—

uine examples of reasoning,

A few initial indications of the fact that . Hume accepted the status e

of inductivs reason as reallx being reason are the following. In a foot-
note of 'the Treatise at I III _1X, he says that the imagination, minus‘
reason, is the faculty of enlivening ideas minus "demonstrative and pro-
bable [ire. inductive] reasonings . Thus, according to this quotation,
"reasoning" is equal to "demonstrative and probable reasonings . We also
find causal reasoning referred to as a "species of reasoning" on numerous
occasions.lﬁ‘ Hume never shows any sensitivity about juxtaposing the words
"causal“ and "reasoning —we never see him using inverted commas or any
alternative form of expressing discomfort in his. multifarious uses of. A\
the expression 'causal reasoning". i

Sometimes, it 1is quite true, Hume does seem to speak as though

deductive reasoning alone is to be considered as reasoning. Comments such

L4




g , - %

'-“Reason or science is nothing but the comparing of ideas, and the dis- .

17

SORS covery ‘of their relacions can.;ndeed be found; along with aasertiogs

‘1auch.a§ "All inferences frqﬁ_experience, theféforg. are effects of custom,
not of reasoning', and these’certainly-seeﬁ ﬁo‘limit reason to the apo-

delctic, Neverthaless, we can just as easfly find statements in Hume 8

-

writings which seem to limit reason entirely to thac which 13 inductively

.. B e
based. Ic is wall kncwn that Hume analyzed juat 1nduct1va reason as based
y

on custom. and yet he still states according to my system all all reasonings-

wl8

are nothing but ‘the . affecc of cus:om (emphasis oine). 'ﬁgain in Book II

of the Treatiaa Hume asserts that the sole function of reasnn 1s to explora

causal relations, aaying 'reason 1is nothing but tha discovery of thia re-

-

‘lation".1? Consiéer also the defining characteristic of reason offered in

the second Enquiry,-that {t "discovefs objects as they reaily stand in

Mnature".za Since ‘Hume states that only inductively based reason discovers

objects as they really stand in nature, here he once again equates rea-

aoning entirely with the inductive.

*

.It would seem, then, that when Hume’ confined reason to either the
1nduétively based; or the apodeiﬁtic, he was merely writing carelessly,
and in fact thought of both as aspects of reason. Hume was always very

‘careless about universally quanfifying prOpositions. While saying on one

page that it is “custum, to which I attribute all belief and raasoning“21

(emphaais mine), he almost immediately afterwards expresses himself with

T
more care,. assaﬁying just that "che far - greatesc part of ?ur reasonings...

‘can be derived from noching but custom".22 And, while’ hJ\EBY'indeed hava

[

produced on a few occasiqna ‘statements implying that -all reasonings are

apodelctic, surely the following assertion will show, once and fof all,

r
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" that on those oecesions he was writing with less than complete.care.

~We infer a cause immedietely from its effect, and
this inference L§ net enly @ Lrue specied of reason-
ing, g_;'the atrongest of all others. (Etphasis - .
mine) - : .

It would appear that Kemp Smith confused Hume'szargument thstuin— .
ductive reasoning is based ultimately on the non-racional, witﬁ tne view
that such “reasoning is not really reasoning at all. It is, indeed, very

easy to slide from one view to the other. 1f we announce that the crucial
atep in induction is based on eustom and habit, rather than reason, it is
not at all clear whether we mean that inductive reesoning is based on the
non—rational .or that sueh "reasoning" is not really reasoning at all.*
Hume, too did not particulsrly concern himself with elearly distinguishing
between the two, though there 1is sufficient textual evidence that he had
the former in mind. For example, on page 183 of the Treatise, Hume itali~-.
’cized a comnent which sﬁgws thst inductive reasoniug is based on instinct.
Again, on page 32 of the Enguiries, Hume says that the question he. seeks to
answer is "What is the foundation of all our reasonings and conclusions
: concerning that [causal] relntion" (emphasis mine) He wants to consider,
. . then, not whether causal "reasoning is really reasoning,

its foundation.

It might geem . thst this is just an'Unimportant dispute about wards:
that nothing really hinges on the question of whether Hume thought induc- '
tive reasoning to be. really" reasoning, or just whst.we vulgarly call

reasoning. That, ‘however, is very far from the case.. 1f we accept that

*Nevertheless, the first slternatiVe only in effect reiterates the claim,
whereas the second goes beyond ie, and thus would require further sub-
stantiation.
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~Hume 4ntend the latter, wa may very well suppose, whet hae often .been

auppoaed{;t&r Hume was concerned just with showing up cauaal reaeoning v
in a'poor light in compariaon with deductive reaaoning. Then, having
“ accepted ‘the view thnt Hume was trying to show that inductive "reasoning"
is not reasoning at all, we will ‘miss the vital point that the analysis
ga wag the central element of the general account of reason, producing a
paredigm for its reanalyaia, as based on & nerely inatinctive, rather
than an elevated footing. ' . N ”:5;;f‘ |
| Before moving on, -it will of course be neceaeary to 30 into some
details of Hume's account of inductive reaeoning. gshowing that it doee
indeed conform. in waya not yet‘diacussed, to the pattern attributed
above to allrﬂu::'e dieeusaions_of aspects of reason. It will have ‘to be
shown, that is, in whnt nay Hume.tried to argue that induction is based
ot an instinctive tendency of mankind. Fortunately,'aince most aspects_
of this discuseion are well known, end a further exposition of 1t will
be offered below in Chapter 7, it need not detain us 1ong..
) | The discussion conaists of an account of both ordinary causal rea-
\Qqning, which is founded on a previous hietory of constant conjunction.
 and probable reasoning, which is baeed on a somewhat variable previouS‘
hietory of conjunction. The type of account offered of both aapecte of
inductive reasoning ie eaaentially the same, inasmuch as both are analyzed
ag baaed fundamentally on paychological tendenciea. In the" case_of ordi-~
nary cauvsal reasoning. the inference from preaent cause 'to anticipated
effect reaults-from the influence of EE} esaocietion of ideaa. and the

repetition of aequencee of perceptiona. {Our experience of past constant

cenjunctiona leads to en association of “the idees of the ‘cause and’ effect.

~

f\_/‘
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/"B'Ehuse of this, tho mind inevitably anticipntoa the effect when 1t 3n1nuf_"'

fhe impression of che cauee"it hes an oxpecretion wvhich is thoroughgoing

' and’unavoidable./ The cage 13 roughly limilar with respocc to inductiva

\

‘roaooningi’inxolving a “probability of causes". In those cases, we will

have experienced an event x boipg foxlowed in 2 fairly large number of

cesee by event .Y, and 1n a leeser number of cases by sone othar affacts.

" This then sets up a poychological mechanism of Eercinl nnticipncion that

-

Y will occur. when we experience x. The anticipetion is not thorough—
going and unoulliod and thus the belief in the existence of Y ia not en-
tire. Hhere 1nductione bea d on/ ;r;;obebility of chencee" are involved,
beliefe result’from an underlying paychologieal mechaniam whereby a nusber
of eimilar 1mhges conlesce to form a aingle, livoly 1m2§?——which i3, be-
cause of ite livelineee. a belief. | o
; © Now the existence of this aspact of Hume 8 diacueaion of 1nductive

reesoning. wherein the inferences are grounded in psychological factors.

ie wall known, neverthelees, there is a tendency for it to be-pnseod over

" by the commenretore in favour of the other primnry aspact, which ehowe '

L

f »

that inductive Egﬁaoning cannot be based on eny rational foundetion.
A ¥

Nevertheleea. the gositive part of rhe account was very important to Hume."

He spent.a great deal of time on induction. which he declares to.be "one

)

of the most sublime. queetiono in philosophy" 24 and leeves'his’atrenﬁive

reeders in no doubt that the whole discussion leade up to tha point that

!

~ {nductive rensoning is based on instinctive tendenciee. From the firse, .

Hume's discussion of induction is concerned with meking the point ther
induction is besed on peyoholosicel factors rather than reeeon. it 18 a

peint which figures constant:ly throughout the discusoion. and prominent:ly
"

§>
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in itu conclusions. anmploa of this aro too numetous to. toquire any ro-~

25

itoration hera. _ Both 1n tho Troatise and thn Enguiriea. nlso, Humo

makoa his poinc :hn: induction 1a something thac man ‘and tho nnimalu Juse . .
have :o do. nacuro obliging it.' “All theae operations are a apocioa ‘of P

—_— )
“afff9l inatincta", he :olla ua, “which no roaaoning o:np;ocosa of\_the

'thought ‘and undnrstunding 19 ablo eithor to produce or to provont“ 2
35 The poinc has by now been vell mada, - then, that Humo thought t
induclivaly based bolicfs like naturnl buliefa. are Eundamontaily'bqacd “
vf’o;/loatinctivo tnndencioa.. Bu: wo have to tako-cnrq not to bacome ooo-i
'fusud on this point. Unlike the nntutal beliefa. inductivoly duriuod
beliefa uru'acill conaidarod to bn the producta of reason, - It is 1nduc— |
tive reaaon itaelf. though paradigmatieally a form of reason, which is
founded on non—tational tondencies. thus inductively—durivnd beliafa
are booh based on ronaon. and at root founded on non-rntionnl factora.
''We noxt hava the tnsk of showing that Humo s attitudn to tho npodoictic

is by no means dissimilar in this respact.
if

Iv- _ Studunta ot_;ho>hiatory of philosophy tand to suppose that Huﬂq‘ :
attitude to tha npodeictic-—i.o. that which involves indiapu:nbly cortalw g
propoaitiona and what is- derivnbln from thnmr—wna vary 'different indued

from his nccount of factual propositiona. In learning of hio "attack“
1nduction, thay coma to accept that Hume's doctrine vas 1n effact thnt

- there are two tndicnlly difforont types. of proposition, the con:ingenc on

.tho one hand, and- the nacesanry on the other. Thua inr, induad. this is
reasonably accurate. But thére is a real danger that. the atudent will

come to’equate Huma's diatinctfon with a puroly logical dichotomy, and
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“rondora are usod. N
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conanquontly misundoratand tha oimiloricioa bo:uoon the aocounto of thn

~difforont types of ronaoning. It 1s vory aasy Lo 160k upon Humn 8 work

as though he nsoorted thnt all nocoaanry ptopositions are nnalytie.

uhoronn sll faetuol propositionu ‘are contingont and oynthotic. Wo treat |

: iBumo. that is, as though he subaoribod to an. anolyticlayn:hotio diatinc-

Hon vhich 1s based on puroly logioal difforontiao. Undorsraduo:o atu-

donca of Knnt in pnrticulnr tond to dogmacieally nccopt thia of Humo. -

Thoy nccopt :hnt Kan: 3 basic- purposo was to show thot tha nnalyticl

aynthotic dichotomy assumod by Hume did no: in faot oxhauativoly claosify

all mnaningful propositiona. | qgﬁi, S | , -

- Now I do not at this atoso intend to discuaa tha osoumption that

“

a clnoa of propositions axists which Hume had not recogniood. It will .

‘ bo elear from the discusaion ia Soction II of this chnptor that propo~

t

gitions concorning Hume's noturnl belicfs were in soma reopoct parallel

to Knnt 8 synthotic a griori propositiono. What I do intend to quostion

is tho aaaumption, 80 oaaily mﬁde1271thn: Huma's diohotomy rostod on pu—l~

rely logicnl factors. " The dangor of this ooaumption is that it can 1ond .

'us to suppose that Hume's atti:udo to npodciccic ronooning was that to-
wnrda, as it worog a aui gonoria form of ronaoning.. Onca wo grnnt on

accoptnnoo of tho analyticlsynthotic diatinction in itgs modorn logicnl

£orm, ve nro woll ‘on the way to looking upon all demonstrative and “1n- i

a

tuitively known". propositiona as rosting aimply on tho ptinciples of .

-

-1

*"Annlytic“ is héro used tb cover not just ‘propositions of the sdbject-

. predicate form inlwhich the predicate “"analyzas" the sufject, but all

propositions. including all tautologioo. whose truth would be considered,
on the standard modern empiricist vioupoinc, to ba depeydent solely on

tho meanings of the constituent terms. The’ analytic/syathetic distiﬁction '
mish:. then, be here used in a sense oomouhat widor than thnt to uhich aomn

2
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1ogtc. Apodeictie tonaoning. thnn. would ba unnn as aomuthing anlt—

" the other: this

94

containnd which doos not need to ba based upon any turthnr prinqiplna.

in tho way that inductivo runsoning haa to ba groundod in psychologtcnl

‘propnnaitiu& I uiah to argue, huuovor.J&LJLjhis was by no mnana

Hume's doctrinel Tho-truth.-l uill/arguo. is rather thnt Humn s atti-

' tudu.;d ébo apodeictic, juat lika his. at:itudo :o inductive toaaontng,

- was nha: a toundntion for it oxisted in psychological factora., uumn

thought in torms of psycholoaicnl. rathar than logical" or semantic dis-

tinctio;;. and thia givou Nll ;laaaitication of typoa of stataments a

complotoly ditfuront twiat from that oftornd by modorn ompiticiuts. I-’
. The ch§n£ :olovnnt Troaciao discusaion of tha mattar ia to be -

found at I, IIL, I, wharo Hume tnlkn about nnvon/ghilosophicnl rolations

nnd thoit division into two uectiona.‘ The clnsaifying principlu of ona

saction, uhich 1ncludes tolntions of space and time, cnhantion. nnd

1dontity. ia the pfincipln that all rqlacions in the section involve

factual, non—nacoaanry propoaitions. Tho other soction. which 1nc1udos

relations of rosnmblnnco, propo:tiona 1n quantity and numbnr. contrn—

riuty. and dogroes in quulity..covora thn mlntions vhich can” ganerate

nnccsanry propoaitiona. Now thia may look like an introduction to a

. 8ood solid logicnl difforontintion. but auch 1w not forthcoming. The

diatinetion botwoen the two sactions is by no means thnt in ona, .the

principle of contradiction certifiqs truth whareas it 13 poworloas in

<0f diatinction is not conaiderad at all., Tho

] =] L]

3rounda ‘for diahfﬁet&on are rnthor that in oniy ‘one section do the re- '

. lntiona depund‘entiraly on tho idops 1nvolvad. such thnt tho rolation

cannot change as ;ong_ns the rolated {deas are unchanged. -~



| Wa nny 3:111. honaver. tnnl this to bc a logienl dittetnntin:lon,

' ptonounctng“it to be .a variety ot the 1nttrnal rolltionalextcrnhl rela=
tiona dlchotomw. which can 1tself be very closn to the analyticlnynthctic
diatinntion. numn 8 axamplea do at £1rst alva this view sone attructiva—
ness. An oxampln offered of tha type of velation depending enti:ely on.

. the idnal. unnlcntod as long as the ideas axe unaltorpd. 1a the tdlu;io?
’-hotvodn thre&iangloa and two risht thlns 1n a étiénalu;' An nxaﬁpie‘of—
fered of a rolation uhich is not unnlte:ed uith unaltered ideas is the
relation ot dia:ancc bituuen two dbjects. Now thie doea 1ndnnd look 1iko _

a typical pair of examp&gn produced by aomobody w!nhing to p:od purely

losical diehotomy. We may auppose that hia point ts tha: ond- ty¥pe of

tolntion. but not tha othor. 18 noceasary. bncausc of the

guntgntnea the t;uth of thq ralapionnl pgopoaition. Hovavng.A ust beo-
causa wt.}odn&.thing conlt;ntiy ;nllogicnl and semantic terms, we must |
not glibly assumg that Huma did aiio._ Humggiiﬁggact: tﬁouah: in torms-
ot-“céncoivibllity" whefe uﬁ think of logical éo&siﬁllttiea. and thﬁn.ua :
find that his dtchotomy ia actunlly based on payehologicll taetora. &t
‘might h. thought that he was too far removed trom C|rtaoinn1|m to think
bf‘intuition as a basis for claseifying proposittonn. but this ia. in

' Eact. precisely uhat ha doas. HNis necanuatyfcmpirieal dichotouy tﬁrna
out to be a dlstinction batween what is 1ntu1:1vely knoun. or derivablo
from it domonatratively, and that\yh*ch 1§}mnrcly fnctual; and hp thtnks
of.:hia\“tn;uition“ as a mqi;er.ot payghbl;gicnl ngégggitqtiona'“if ve .
, hnvﬁ to édncoivﬁ a propopition‘in<d‘§u££1cinnf;y vivactous'hanﬁqt. uni

have to believe e, . e
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| Tho fnct that Hume employa a dlchotomy based on ﬁéyﬁhblogical'~
| rathar than logical factors is indlcated 1nitta11y bv the naxt Eew ax~
amples used in  his ;:Lcuaaion of tha saven philoaophical telntions.
‘Ha apoaka of teacmblance as one of the rolations yinldins certninty, _
‘saying that uhoro we have idens ot a cortain type, wa can be sure, Eroﬁ T

hu meru considoration of them. that there is a tesemblancn”betwnen

them. This 1is, he gays, just a matter’ of immedinto auarnneas. Again, .

he snygrthnt relations of deg:nes of quality can, yinld such cnrtaintiea. It
' un a;ﬁ?aua:n of ideas uhich diffor greatly in qunlity. we can. be-immediately
- aware of tho aupntioricy ot onu. “with respect to thnt quality. Rumn.~
atgues aindlatly both for tha rolations of contrariety and: tho relatioﬁs, _ , ;
of quantity and numbar, but the. ruadnr might tend to ‘miss the fnct._ It' |

ia very casy to suppose that al}g Hume had some logieal differuntinu .

in nind when ho apokn of curtainty as atcainablu wvhere relations of con-

ttariuty. qunnttty and humber are pbncarned\ This, however, just does
not seem to hnvu bnnn tha casc. Ho probably tnnd t¢ suppose that it 1s
. €ho cnae. lntgoly bncnuan of preconcoivnd notiona about the nature of
cor:ainty. Anothor Eactor might be that wo do v think o£.“1dona“ as

) paychic phonomenn. buc as somathing quite diffotent. ,ﬂn think of rela-
_tiona batween idons as rolations botueen 1ogica1 and aemantie entitles,
nnd thus quito naturally we think of thair relutiona in logicnl and ae-i
': mnntic terms. But to Huma, 1dena were through -and through paychic enti-
: ties, and thua ha would 1nnvi:ab1y think of their ralations as psychological
onos; Indeed. in the midat of~this discusaion of the philosophicnl rnla—
:tona, Hume goea to some langths to provant any tendancy to treat ideas

in euch a wny that we might explain theit rolntions‘in non-mental terms.

- .



.auperior faculties of ths soul are alone capadble',

5

{ 9

Ha must not. he ‘Bays, “pretend that those 1deas...are of so refined nnd f

‘ i
spiritual a naturu. hat they Eall not under the conception of the Eancy.

' but must be comptehended by a pure nnd 1nte11eetzgé view, of vhich tha R

n 28 That. he tells us, -

rAruns counter to the copy principle. nnd must thetefore be rejected. _

It is not just in’ the section "Of Knowlcdge“(Treatisa I, III, I)
that.Huma indicates his vieu that ‘the certain truths are to be analyzed :
in‘basicalls psycﬂological terﬁs, as prqpositions vhich are_gtasped'by
the mdnd 1n a patticular mannet. At varfdds other points 1d the Tte;Eise,

Hume indicates l:‘hat he intends to pursue what: our contemporaries would

-csll “the reduction of the 1ogicnl to :he psychologlcal“ ~ On numetous

" occaaions, he tells us that 1f un can conceive of something, it is pos-

possibility of existance .

-and is alone a refutation of any ptecended demonstration agninst 1t

'discussion of belief, he says:

siblc.‘uﬁsress lf'un cannot concsive of it, it is impossible. For ' exnmple;,
1n Ssction I, II. IV, we find the highly Cartesinn nssercion "Hhstever

can ba conceived by a clear and distinct idea necessnrily implies the

29 Again. in a later section, hu says "To form

a clent idea o% any thing, is an undeniable nrgument for its possibiMity,
w 30

!’

Hhut o might analyze in terms of 1ogicn1 possibility. then. Hume analyzes

in terms of psychological conceivsbility. Al

Hume makes his point concerning the psychological basis of the

.cnrtnin truths in a particularly interesting mnnner when, during his

Whorein consists the difference between believing and
disbelieving any proposition? The answer is easy with
xegard to propositions, that are proved by intuition
or demonstration. In that case, the person, who .as=
sents, not only conceives the idea aceording to the
propositio?. but is necessarily determined to codgeive



- pome aensation or peculiar manner of conception ,

“ .
thcm.in ‘that particular manner. either immadiately or
by the interposition of other ideas. . Whatever is. gb-
‘surd. is unintelligible; nor is it possible for the
_ ‘imagination to concelve any thing contrary to ‘a demon-
- atration.”*

This qdotaéion 1s intcreating, since it does not just indlcata,

thatunume accounts for what we might cnll "analytic" propositions in

psychological termsr but also that he- gave a fundamentally similar ac-

count of the proccsa of deductive reasoning.' "When woAptoceed apodclc-
,___/ ' . - ) N
tically to a particular conclusion, he implios, we are psychologically

oSligod to grasp cho rcsultant proposition in a partlcular fashion.'

' That which ia proven by a numbar of 1ntarmodiato steps, as well as that

E 4

which we have to nccapt as certain lmmediataly, is analyzcd as aomething

which man just has to accept, becausc his psychological mako-up is what

?

it is.

Humc. then, has acccptcd a largaly Cartesian approach to thc apo—~

deictie, but haa none of the Carteaian preSuppositions which -allow him

to retain a view of this certain knowlcdgo as more than marely knoulcdga
foisted upon us by our psychological make-up Descartes had considered
rcason to be a divinc light of the Loxd, a guide givon to God by-man;

and thus, the truths knowm by rational intuition had a divine atatua as

reflecting God's vcracity. But Humc has none of thls. ‘There is no

question, for him, of ptoviding some sort of concluslve external justifi—’

i

cation of the fact that man has’ to believe some things as certainties.

Ic 13 enough for him to glve a detatched account of. the fact that man.

ft)

doeas have to‘bolicvo some things as certainties. Feor him; “belicf is

32 and.:having pre~

aented the fact thac thc mlnd is complctely 1ncapablc of grasping some

—rae ey e S 22 T
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notions in anything_other than this ' peculiar manner" he feels he has :

accounted for the fact that sonre propositions dre aet apart by man ‘as

absolutely indubitable.

. -

Now all this being so, it follows that. Hume' 8 account of intuitive

- and demonstrative reasoning follows the pettern oﬁ analysis offered of

-

inductive reasoning. ‘Hume shows that at root, such reasoning is not

based on something self—defending, unassailable, and exalted but rather

something much more mundane: in this case, just & brute fact about man's
,psychological make-ub. Men just do. he holds, have an inevitable, com-
pletely unavoidable tendency to look upon some propositions. or relations‘

~ between . propositions, in a particular manner.‘

It muat-be admitted that this account of Hume s approach to apo-

'deietic xeason is based on readings of the Treatise primarily, and is not

strongly supported by the Enquiries, The Enquiries, in fact, tend to sup-

port the view that Hume was wedded to an analytic/synthetic distinction of

the type dear to the hearts of twentieth century empiricista. ‘Twa points:
make this seem to he the case. First, in the introdnction to ﬁection 1v,
Hume seems to é&press the dichotomy in very much the samg manner. as the

modern empiricist. The objects of human reason are of two kinds he says:

’,those-which infolve relations of ideas, and those which involve matters of

fact. Geometry; algebra and arithmetic offer examples of one kind, he
says, while ordinary empirical knowledge offers examples of the other.

Secondly, Hume apparently goes on to clinch the point that he 15 now

thinking in terms of a logical dichotomy. and that he intends to say that

a

all non—contingent propositions are ones based on the principle of contra-"

dietion, with his examples. Several times he apparently urges that e

SN,
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proposition must be factual. since its opposite does not imply 5 contradic-
tion.? and, perh&ps more significantly, we find Hume saying "the contrary
of every matter of fact is still possible; because 1t can-never imply a

34

.- Now all this inclines us to suppose that Hume must have changed his
w

mind after writing the Treatise, coming to accept an analytic/synthetic .
distincticn of the modern kind by .the time he wrote the Enguiries The
cage is, however, very far indeed from being proven. .1t seems 1ikely,

} .

rather, that though' in- the Enguiries,,ﬂume may 'indeed hgve_ﬁegome more

.aware tggt some sort of contradiction is always involved in the negation

of necessary. statements, he did not. have the slightest intention of making
gorely logical considerations the basis of all necessary propositions. |

First, it should be reallzed that. until mentioning the contradiction
of contrary proposhtions, ‘Hume did not in fact say anything different from

the Treatis s discussidn of the point, and ofily the brevity of .the discus-

sion makes it look as though he has moved” from discussing a psychologically

based distinction, to oanpased on solely 1ogica1 considerations. When he
says that there are two types of proposition, one involving relations of

idess, ‘the other matters of fact, and then gqes on.to day that mathematical
prdpositionslare of the former type,‘it.is extremely  easy for those steeped

in twentieth century empiricism to 3uppose'that he is discussing a logical

" dichotomy, In the TreatiSe his expansion ‘of the point in the discussion
er‘of the relations-of resemblance and degrees of qualitiem, allows this 1llu-

Asiﬁhﬁto be dispelled, showing ' that he does indeed have a psychological

y .
distinc}i/n in mind. In abbreviating the discussion,-in srder to accommodate

the tastes those not entertained by abstruséjdetails. he left out the-,
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‘alternative for "abourd“ and ' nonsens?
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2

expansion which would. allou the mdsunderstanding to be avoided,

It is the reference to contradictions in the contrary propositions which

-allows modern readera to acquieoce confortably in- thotvieu that the fanilint

distinction is agsin being paraded before them. hut a careful commentator should

nqt be lulled into a false sense of security that all is £ndeinE, We  should

(»-"" o

not ptesupposo]thnt Hume ‘uged the word “conttadiction" in the sense accepted by

~ twentieth century logical empiricisto. The word has?been carefully pinned dowm

M _._‘-t
i

in our ‘tioe,- teferring to a8 proposition inplicitly sr explicitly of the form

A&—A' but this was by no means the case in Bune 8 time. Zabeeh points out that

,in.Borkeley s work, wegsee contradiction“ used feirly indisctiminntely as an

35 -And in fnctg in Hume's Treatise, we

find the uord frequently used bhut loosely, as equivslent to porado x","puzzle”,

1_/

. pcculiarity" and other allied notions. For example, at one point in the Tteatise,o

Bume speaks of the mind faeling discomfort because it wants to treat bodieo as
identical through change. but sees that:there 1s a difficulty involvod——to nvoid

which contradiction the mind fe:l.gn.o an unchanging su.‘om'.nnclzz.36

Again, if Hume had been consciously ptcsenting the" viev that all necensary
propositions were based on the purely logical principle of contradiction, rathor

than_just manifesting a foirly vague recognitiou of: the inportance of contradict-

: ion, ‘he would have been producing a very important. revolutionnry view: he would

&

have been one of the firast to prosent it. Only Leibniz, uho was not: then well -
read in England. would have preceded him in emphnticallg presenting the view.
Thus, we would have . expected"him to present tho view with some considerable .
care. But we find, in. fnct, that his diocussion of'the point is voty bate in-
deed. He does not pin down the meaning of "Cc.ntradlct.wn s and does not givc |

aven. one convincing exnmple ehouing how the necessity of a non-contingent




'-tradiction of a proposition lies. Never does he even state 1n general

terms that some proposition must be a necessary truth because if we con-

traordinary brevity of the whole discussion in the Enguiries. As we hev%fi

102

proposition can be seen to be besed on the principle of c¢ontradiction.

Hot once do we find Hume triumphantly showing~wherein an implicit;con-.

. gider 1ts negation, we will find that it both asserts and denies some-

thing at the same time. Instead, whenever the word “contradiction

‘enters the discussion, a psychologicsl standerd is then spplied.

For example, he expands the statement 'The contrary of every matter of

 fact is still possible, because ‘it can never imply a contradiction , with

the comment 'and is conceived by the mind with the same facility and dis-

&
tinctness,‘as if ever sa conformable to reality".37

Again, he says, .‘
"Were it demonstrably false, 1t would imply a contradiction, and could

never be distinctlg conceivedggz the mind"38 (emphasis mine). And yet

again, after saying that the principle of the uniformity of nature does
not have a contrsdictory negation, he amplifies by ssying

May I not clearly and distinctly conceive that a

body, falling from the clouds, " and which, in all

other respects, resembles snow, has yet the taste

of ‘salt or feeling of fire? Is there any more in-

telligible proposition, than to affirm, that all

the trees will flourish in December and January,:

and decay in May and June? ' Now whatever is intel-

ligible, and can be distinctly conceived, implies.

no contradictionm, and can never be proved false- ‘

by any demonstgative argument or abstract reason— ) .

ing & griori .

In these quotations, it 'seems very much as though the apparently

. - .

logical standard of necessity, involving contradictions, is equated with

a psychological standard in the Cartesian manner, concerning how a gro—

i

position feels feels. This, it must be added, would also account for the ex~

+
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ic, 1If, however, he was only reiterating an essentially Cartesian doc-
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‘noted, if Hume had heen asserting something novel, a cornerstone of his

philosophy. it seems that he ought ro have taken some pains to expound

trine, he could dispense with careful exposition. His accoudt cculd then

: he as brief as it in fact 1is."

More light would inevitably be shed on this matter where Hume
explains the necessity of mathematics. 1f, in fact, he believed that '

all necessary propositions are based on the principle of - contradiction,

;we would find him showing, for example how. propositions like 2+2 =4

can be seen as necessary. because their negations can be understood,

once we understand the terms entirely, to involve implicit logical con-

tradictions. If on the pther hand he felt that necessity was fundamen-~

_tally a guestion of how the‘mind can grasp a proposition. we nould ax-

;o

pect him to enplain the necessity oﬁ_mathematical truths by reference to

some sort of “clear and distinct" perception. And what, in the Enquiries,

v

‘do we find? In the opening of Section .VII, we find him saying that the

superiority of mathematical reasoning to empirical reasoning lies in the .

fact that the former always involves clear {deas. No mention of logical

contradictions is made; only that the mind grasps guch ideas with clarity.

A, consideration of the approach to necessary propositions in the
En uiries, then, by no means 'shows that Hume came to base the apodeictic

on purely logical considerations. Though a greater awarenass of the gig-

- nificance of a.vague contradiction may ‘have grown. he still based the

apodeictic on. psychd&ogical considerations.
: J
As a last observation on this matter. it is worth pointing out .

that Hume 8 contemporaries apparently did not suppose that his necessaryl

S e e Tttt ]
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non-ﬁecessary dicﬁdtomy amounced ;o Qn‘equation 6: all neééhéify with-fﬁf*‘.
'rldgical necessity.. Consider. for example, Beattie's reaction to Hume's
.proof}thaﬁ the causal axiom is not naecessary. -He certainly does not
-attempt to -show tha£ there is a‘logiqpl bontradicgion in the negation

of thé causal axiom; nor doea'ha tty to‘argue that Hume is erng in aup-
;.posing a11 necessity to be logical necessity. . Such :hingn don t seem to
have crossed hiz mind. Rather. he atatea that. in’ fact, we" gggggg con- g
celve of the falsity of the\causal principle, since ‘we directly-tonceive

it to be neceasarily :rue. Beattie supposed that the whole queation con-
“cerned the manner in which the miud cs:zfived the propoaicion, and his

position was - that Hume was jua: wrong supposing that we gon t have to

X
" conceive of the causal axiom as a necessary truth.ao-

L 3

_*While firsc writing this section. ‘the view it contained was put forth with
some trepidation; however, recent developments have shown that the view
offered ought to be treated as a comronplace. Professor Lewis White Beck, L
“in presenting a paper entitled "The AnalyticlSynthetic Distinctinction Prior. '~
to Kant" (forthcoming) felt little need to defend, in detail, the view that
Hume thought of all necessary propositions as being based on psychological
rather than logical, factors, though he certainly accepted “the view. His
reference to a number of recent papers, along with his knowledge of- ‘the
attitude. taken by Hume's contemporaries .to necessary statements, made this
unnecessary. Crusius, he points out, whose life-span very closely coincides
with that of Hube, clearly equates necessary propositions with ones whose -
negations are psychologically inconceivable. Beck was also aware, as he g
points elsewhere.41 that philosophers of the previous generation, such as’
Tschirnhaus, defined possibility and impossibility in terms of thinkability

and unthinkability. Beck's colleagues, furthermore, had explicitly defended
"this 1nterpratation of Hume in the journals. Chief amongst these is Donald
Gotterbarn's paper entitled "Kant, Hume, and Analyticity".“z This includes -
comments such as the following: .

Type A relations (which depend solely on the ideas involved)
are not distinguished from type B relations (concerning mat-
ters of fact) by the adequacy of some logical principle, such
as the law of non-contradiction or the principle of identity,
to determine ‘the truth of a judgment involving type A relations
and by the inadequacy of just these principles to determine
the truth or Ealsity of a judgment involving a,B type relation.

. | ' :- o . ‘ (Cont d)
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I ! C . o
1ﬁ . At this point, it remalns reasonable to conclude that Hume offered

an anglyéis of reason, in all its manifestations, as bdsed, uit}mateiy.

on merely instinctive, natural tendencies, and not on any sublime, funda-.

.‘mentaily sglfFjustifying rational grounds. :But this immediately gilves
A 8 P . SaaS s aLe.

rise“to twﬁ problems, - First, hbw could Hume account for the fact that
feason ﬁ s iﬁ fact ggggfftha;,'throughighe'appligationuof feaéon, ve:do
in fact cgnsistently discovef ﬁalﬁaﬁle truths about the worlg;‘ Sééondl&.‘
how- can ﬂume'aﬁoid philistiniSm; The point {s that if reason is not some

H

privileged, self-justifying principle which guarﬁnteed\thg production of

Y

oy

*(Continued from’pégé’lO&)

Thetdistinction-1s'actﬁally based on'oup ability’ tq conceive o \\H\\;\\/ .

" or imagine the relata having or not having various relational .
properties without having to change the concepts that are be-
ing related. This is only a paychological distinction...Nor
are the criteria as set forth by Hume for distinguishing be- -
tween different types of relatlons based on semantical consi-

derations. These relations are dependent upon, determined by,
the nature of mental images. The justificattgn-for the cer-

tainty of type A relations is-psychological. .

W:A.‘Suchéing also devotes much of a recent paper to showing the correctness
of such an @zgerpretation‘,“ and R.F. Atkinson devotes the whole of a pap
to this end.. Atkinson, furthermore, opens his paper with a quotation from
'A.-L.'I..e'roy,“6 showing that yet another author is aware of the falsity of the
"orthodox" view. ' : ) e ‘

Une confubsion s'est établie, comma un dogma’, th‘fait de la
différence humlenne entre rélations d'idees et points de fait
lfanalogua de motre différence présente entre logique et fait.&7

It is also worth noting that the authors mentioned do not teand tQ show, my
scruples concerning the repetition of the Treatise approach to necessity in

- the Enquiries. Atkinson finds ‘"strbang, if not quite conclusive reason. for

thinking® that the account ig the same; 8 Gotterbarn asserts .that 'the eri- °
‘teria of certainty for rélations of 1deas in the Inquiry are the same cri-
teria used for ‘these philosophical relations. in the Treatise;%4? and Such-
ting asserts "it may be concluded then that the ‘classification of proposi--
tions is essentially the same in the Treatise and the Enquiry".

0Ff course_appeals to authority have no logical value. Nevartheless, they
may at least serve to show that the interpretation offered here desetves
to be taken seriously. R ,
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truth uhen-eorrectly epplied. there neither seems to be an adequate reason
why.it ahould. in‘feet. generete truth. notr sny defence of the view that
: reason is to be:greatly admired. nurtured. and employed to the maximums
Hnme‘wss undoubtediy intrigued with the question of -the’ harmony -
between the workings of rensoning. and the states of affairs in the world.
. The fact thet man can reason ceusally, discovering vitnl propositions

which do indeed correspond to actual statee of affairs geemad to provide

a Splendid examplerf a purposive nature. “Those, vha delight in the dis-

covery and eontemplntions of final dnuses. have hetre ample subject to em~ d-
ploy their wonder and sdmiretion. w1 Hume recognised that there is. in
: respect to induction. 'a kind of pre-esteblished hermony between the
e ,touree of mnature and the suc:ession of our ideas" .52 But he is by no-

- mean;‘intending to essert that the oorrespondence is surprising, or that ~
there 1s some highflying principle in nnture which ensures that the system
of reaeon which it presses on man must inevitably lead nlunys O truth.

He diﬂ’not suppose, like Descartes, that ther which orders the world and
mekee us believe certain things could not see its offspringldeceived.  His
view of the matter was ‘far .less puristic nnd much more mundene. It was -
also more then just a peesing notion. as Hume in fect hsd a very definite
‘theory worked out eoncerning the queation of vhy the workings of reasoning,
end the altering events of the world, should harmonise; a theory besed on.

a funetionaliet view of reason and a belief in a particular purpoeive

aspect of neture._ ,

Hume recognises. first. thet the fundsmental instinetive beliefs

which underlie our knodledge—system. and the fundamentel inetinotive ten-

dencies which underlie our inductive reasoning. are ebsolutely necessery
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to the aubsistence of buman ercatures®

to supply those nccessities.

~<

' | ' ’\p 53,
ta man. Fpr {nstance, it 18 necessary to accipt external durability, T, e
indeed a11 natural boliefa are euoh that "upon theif’removal human na-

54

ture must immediarely perieh and go to ruin". Again. the operetion ‘of

the mind by which we infor like Sffecte from 1ike eausea...io essential
55 In £aet it is s0 esaential
to man, that it is not probable, that it could -be trusted to the falla-

cious deductions of our reason. whieh is elow in its operarions. appears

not, in any degree, during the first years of infaney, and at best ia,

'in every age and period of human life.-exrremely liable to error and

mistake, It is more conformable to the ordinary wiadom of nature to- se-
cure 8o necessary -an acc of the mind by aome instipct or mechanical

teadency“ 36

This, however, is anticipating a. little. The mein point
to be appreoiated at thia stage is that Hume saw the basic beliefs of

Qur knowledge-syetem. and our inductive reaaoning. to be essential to

‘haa s subsistence. The aecoad point to be appreciated is. that Hume be-

lieved that nature is such that it always gives to ite offspring the bare

* minimum neceseary to survive. Nature, says Philo in the Dialogues (end we

may well eappoae that he apeaga for Hume), does indeed‘have-e.purpose and

intention, but it isﬂa blind pdrpOSe. and a purpose limited to ;'the pre-

servation alone of individuals and propagation of the species" .57 It is

’ w58

“a blind nature, impregnated by a great vivifying principle which pro—

duces nothing more than the necessities required for the eubsistence of

its offepring. "In short, nature seems to have formed an exaet caloulation
of the necessities of her ereaturee; and, like a rigid meeter, has afforded
them little more powerayor endoementa, than what are acrictly sufficient"
w39 '
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The other point naceasnry to uhdera:nnd Humo 8 viﬁwpoint concorning
the £act that renaon uorks". ia thn poidt thnt hu looked upan renson as
a tool, and as the pnrciculnr tool g by natura to mankind :o allow his

survival. Some animals arn endownd with spéed. gome with force man's -

particuldr gift is hia reason, vhich makun up for the great lnck of othér

'abilitiea.eqm . T ‘ -.‘\\\

ft can now be secen why Humn was not at: a11 mystified by the fact that

g
_ reason, lacking nny logicnl gunrnntea. nhould nevertholoaa produco 1mpor— '

tant beliefs. Though he did indecd wtite “thosu vho delight in the dis~,

covory of final ‘causes, have hnre ample aubjnct to employ their wonder and

wbl

- admiration he certainly did not just leave it at thnt. and -is not per-

sonally forced intd ‘wonder and astonishment at the "ﬁreestnblished harmeny
' 62
LLI

‘course of nature and the succession of our ideasa’”. Ha undor- .

stands th t ‘the harmdny-must bo prcestahlishod, inasmuchrus only i1f such‘n..

harmony exists could reason ba a cool enabling mankind to aurvive. It i6

a precondition for tha exiatence of the apocies. Of coursa. to complota ‘
the nccount eatisfnctorily. Rumo would have to explain‘__x nature gives

its crauturea at least the bare minimum neceaanry to sutviva. Some dagree
of myatery would still undarlia man 8 posaeaaion of a functional rationn~

ity until thia explanntion is provided.* But there would be no $reate: .
puzzle fotiﬂume in this, thnn thera would be in tha antelopa 8 posseasion

- of functional speed,-or the lion s _pcisesaion of functional strensth. |

We can now gee, then, why Hume thought that reason should "work",

but no clear anawar has yet amergad to the question of why we ahould avoid o

i
K

gﬁThis ia‘givqp, below,,in‘Chnptér 9, Parc II.

. '
=
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ghiliatiniaﬁ. Though Hume .can 1ndoed account £or a 3enera1 hnrmony he-
_f;tueon the products of thn undaratandins and tha vorld 1t ahouid be :eal-
ised that hn by no means had any ranson to aea the harmony as compleca.‘
nnd. 1n fact, recogninad that aba hnrmony vas not completo. For exnmpla.
ha- fult that tha 1nductivn tendency can 1ead us as:rny. beins a tenduncy ‘
luhich ia “1ndend difficult to reaist, but uhichy like othar instincns. may
: bn fallacious and daceitful“ 63 Again. ha says that ours is a “falaa rea-
son", though it is nll that we ‘can omploy.M Natural beliefa. Eurthurmoro.
.though they way provide thc framnuork upon whieh the vholn of our reason-
‘1ng is hnsed. are nlso laid to ée falaé.h For oxample. ve cnnggt‘&; with—f
.out the bolinfa in 1dantity through chnnge and- external durnbili ’ and
yet. "the fiction of a continuud exintance...as well as the ident(yy. is

really fnlae“ 65

Obviously, than, Hume will have considerable difficuley
in providing a philoaophical dofenae of intellectualiam. His biographora'
-‘show us thnt,Hume was a highiy cultivatad mnn, devaloping the air of the |
1iterary 3ept1nman, nnd shouins a certain contempt for the “vulgar“ " Mo~
vortheleas, his doctrinna aeem to mnke :hia theoreticnlly indefensible.'
and we 1ndeod find Humo withdrawing. at :1mnn. from 1ntellectualism.

One intnreating point n: which Hume came face to faca with the
quastion of how intellectunliam could be defended developad vhen, after
" a long skaptical outburst. ha introvert went into :hh.ques:;on df vhy

Z

he, peraonally. should con:inuo with aenrchea. The anaver to which .

" he was driven waa that he continued in his atudiea'ﬁecause he enjoyed it,l
and was desirous of fame. ‘Bis. final answer to tha queation of uhy he
;-ahould not lanve his atudies vas "t feel I should ba a loser in point of

pleaaura, and this 1a the origin of my. philosophy“ 66 But Hume certainly
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| rotnioed tho notion of a wido divergence botJ;;:j;;?“viao“ and~tha “vuignr“.
"'ond this fact mny seem baffliog. o ) | . B
Kemp Smith. houovor. did not find it baffling at. all. Ho accopto
) oxactly that picturo of Hume 8 system uhich ) § hava just doniad. He felc
that Hume ptosonted tho imagination a8 somethiog vhich has the 353___to be g
followod. aomothing which man ought to ttoat with great respact, acting
accordingly. Komp Smith‘o case 18 that Rume did oot want to bting the
knowlodgo-syntom into dioropute by offering hia nev onalysis of the undcr-
standing. as dopendent upon the ionginotioo. Though tho natural beliofa
‘and induction rcat upoo the imagination. he tells us "all thia. so far

from givinl us ‘ciuse to gueation the notural beliofa. oniy serves, whon .
.rightly undorstood to incline the bnlnnce wore docioivoly in their £avour.
They havo nature's sanctions; they only 1ack that of a falsaly assumed
aovotoign fatulty o£ raason" 67' “Tho imaginntion is tightfully. such in
-,theno sections ia Humo 8 tonching-—tha dominnnt £acu1ty in the onimal and

| human mind;"sa Again, “Hio tntire philoaophy. both theoratical and prac-~
tical, is built around  the viow of nature as hoviog an authority which man -
has neither tho right nor tho powor to challenge" .69

Kemp Smith, howcvor, seens ‘to be bridging tho 1s-ought gap in hia
_'commontary on this matécr._ Hume undoubtedly says that it is the case. that
man follows the. dictates of the imagination. and can't holb doing 80, but,
there must be conaiderable doubt on the quostion of whether he thought we
ought o rcspectfully follow ito ‘urgings, dutifully and unquestioningly .
accopting ith right .to adjudicato on importnnt questions. Knmp Smith of-
fers a picture of what Hume's doctrine might have bacn. if he d had far

. 1oso_of-a okopticoi at;eak. He offora a picturo of a pleasing doctrine in

o : )'b T . S
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ﬁhich the ihn;giation. and the further aspecéﬁ*of"teasdning and the

knowledge—systqp form a harmonious whole, a well balanced system in which

i

the elementary aspects of our knouledge—system, and the crucial tools
for going beyond tha present data to new truths and further applications
of our reason will yield further favourable resulte._t

Huwever. Hume's gkeptical mind never let him really retain such a

Sl

view of the underscnnding,‘though at times-he may ‘indeed have lapsed 1nto

a comfortable quietude on the matter. We should bear inm mind once more
- S 3

hia assertion:
I begun this aubject with premising, that we ought to
have an implicit faith in our semses for imagination],
and that this,woqld be the conclusion, I should draw
.. from the whole of my recasoning. But to be ingenuous,
I feel myself at present of a quite contrary sentiment,
and am more,inclined to repose no faigh at all in my "
seneesfﬁ%ﬁ‘*nther imagination, than to place in it such
an implicit confidence. I cannot conceive how such’
trivial qualities of the fancy, conducted by such false

supposisbons, can ever lead to any solid and rational
system.

Kemp Smith ﬂight well nrgue that the clause "at present" is highly
sigﬂificaﬁt here, and that it is only a temporary attitude of Hume's, not.

one'thgt remains chroughout his work. But though Hume does indeed with-

) i/
draw’ from such a skepttcal position. ‘he te ls us thac it is only becauae
A

. nature obliged him to, by distracting him nnd refusing to allow the skep—

-

tical position to continue influencing him for long.. As 1ong as Hume

reasons philosophically on the matter. he does indeed have doubts conce%—

ning tha foundations of the entire system of knowledge and reasoning,

though he racognises thac he will inevitably ignore it once he chang&a

A I \

) thq Bubject. Many indications of the fact that he could not acquiesce,

‘\ . -

the thinking man  can chearfully acquiesce. Benevolent nature will have given:

LI
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while theorieing,_in a eomfotteble view ofla harmonious, ‘truth preserving
system based on the imaginntion, can. be found. As we have aeen, hae re—-
jected the avoidable products of the imagination, such as the belief in

‘substance with gteet contempt. " He certainly did not treat them with

honour, as coning from the same steble as essential beliefs but rather,

. once he could show thnt they had "the opprobrious character of being the

offspting of the imagination 7; scorned them greatly.f He had to tolerete
the natural beliefe,‘beeause they -are unavoidable, but he was never com—
fortable about them,-or intellectually reconciled to them. Far from hon-
Outing them, he speaks of them, as we have seen, as aetually false. Hume
also did not have the pleasant conception of the knowledge—syeten as h _
harmoniocus ettucture, with reasoning end the imagination bolstering, Sup“:
porting, egd maintaining one another, one making up for the deficiencies
of the other. Though that may have been the case to a very limited ex~

tent in Hume‘s eyes, it was certainly by no means always the case. In

-]

discuesing theories of perception, he is led to talk of natural beliefe

,e"’«.
and reason as enegie&}_’

Nature is obstinate, and will not quit the field, how-
ever strongly attacked by reason; and at the same time
reason is so clear in, the point, that there is no possi-
a bility of disguising hexs Not ‘being able to reconcile
" these two_ enemies, we, @ndeavout to set ourselves .at
YT - TR (emphasis mine)

\

g

.Whenever Bume goes into this question, we find skeptical tendencies
‘ coming to the fore. Instead of comments equivalent to "don't worry—

benevolent nature has given ws a very ?ine underetanding , we find remarks -
fike "what then can we 1ook for from this eonfusion of groundlees and -

'extraordinery opinions but error end falsehood? And how can we justify to

oureelves any bellef ye repose in them?“7 When discussing the fact that
e
. .‘-\\ '{'f" o
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all reasoning is based on the imagination, ‘he certaiuly does not say that

,J
all .is- therefore well, because it has nature 8 sanctions. On the contrary,

. he says "No’ wonder a principle so inconstant and fallacious should lead
us into exrors .74 Instead of presenting us with a knowledge-system which
is basically harmonious, he presents us with one which ia contradictory

in its basic postulates. The beliefs in external durabiligy, and .causal

‘reasoning, are ogéoeed: "they are directly contnary, nor is it poaeible'

for us ‘to reason justly and rcgularly from causes and effects, and | at the

same time believe the continued existenoe of matter' .75‘ This contradiction

in our knowledge-system is unavoidahle and all we can do 1is "knowingly

2 76 i
embrace a manifest contradiction . .
. \ ‘ ~,

Kemp Smith then. is quite wrong to suppose that Hume hed the atti-

tude that though our understanA g is based on the imagination, that 1s

ZP

quite all right., The whole™ tennr?tf Hume s, discussion of the point 1is
one of disgust at the weakness .of the understanding. And‘we can certainly
see why he should have had such a feeling. His theory of the nature of
the knowledge-system does show uhy it must be tolerably effective, why ic

must by and large work, because of 1its functional nature, but it can show
< ¢

no more. It must then, leave those who accgpt the’ theory with questions'

and doubts. j ' - ’

-~

We are still.left; then, with the question of how > éould avold

philistiuiem.--ﬂnd the truth of the matter is, that ultimately\he had no
answer to it.  Be could, certainly, offer a number of points di tinguishing

the wise from the vulgar and the intelligent from the du11. as we find in

both the‘Treatise=and Enquiries. In the former, the following differentiac

are offered: The wise can find nubtle_niceties in causatiOn, while “"The
- ~ . ‘ i CE

-
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vu18ar who take things according ‘to their first. appearance, attribute

* the uncertainty of events to such-an uncertainty ia the causes, as makes -

~  them often fail of their usual influence ,7? the wiae follow general

-

. ;rulea, so that we can choose between accidental‘éircunstancea and effi-

', cacioua causes, while the vulgar don t,78 and again} the wise‘accept cnly

the unavoidable proEptings of the imagination, while the vulgar accept

more. ” Moving to the Enguiries we find a liet, comprising nine such -

features which can differentiate the intelligent from the dull. In

spite_ of all thie,,however, the basic question’ is not . answered: There
may be a de facto differentiation of the wise from bhe vulgar, but is there

a de jure differentiation? Hume simply never answers this. ‘Had he been

-

. faced with a product of the romantic period who ingisted that we should
"follow the urgings of the passions rather than the intellectq he would not

have been .able -to present a‘stock answer from his philosophy. This, per-

A ha

haps, is hardly aurprising he ‘lived in, and was reacting to, the "age of
) .

. reason'', when the genteel were only presented with philistiniam from the
lower classesl which they could contemptuously ignore. In the age of
reason, there was little sensitivity to assaults on. reason; it was because e
of work such as that of Hume that the romadtic period and a less servile

-y

approach to reason, could gain ground. It ‘must’ be rememhered, again, that
Hune did not concern himself with the type of questions asked by modern

; eFistemologista. He had a’ curiously detached approach to man's system of
knowledge and belief. a fully acientifie approach, some might say. He
did not approach that gyastem as aomething to\be defended justified, and

improved, but rather as a phenomenon to be studied in its own right._ He -

wanted to describe how in fact it does function\ a?d thua psychological,

-~ i

v
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- rather than logical analyses were appropriafé“ones.' -\

Ay analogy with :;ose who. academically discuss religion may help to.
make the/point. Such people are 1ikely to' be ensconced either in depart-
ments of theology, or departments of philosophy—*and ‘their. approach will
differ accordingly. The theologian will consider, religion in a aympathetic

.'manner, discusaing religious views from within, as it were——defending, jus-
tifying, and presenting religious doctrines as: rational. His colleague
from anoth;r department, however, is much more likely to be detached con-
sidering religion dispassionately, looking upon it as an objective pheno— ‘
menon. He, uill be attracted by sociological and - psychological enplanationa
of why men come to adopt religiooa beliefs while to the theologian, these
would seem to’be inappropriate The relation, of Hume's approech to that of
the modern epistemologist is not dissimilar. Hume. in taking his objective,
detached approach to reason and the knowledge~syatem, would not be parti-
cularly sensitive to the fact that hia account shows it to haﬁale demic
veaknesses and contradictionsrsuch that it can neyer be put on a level of
security from attack. To those trained in the task of searching out and
destroying all rationally indefensible elements of our system of k owledge,
whoae goal is to give'an unshakeable basis to thia system, 80 that the edi-
fice can be built with aecurity, Hume s procedure must seem entirely foreign
add,baffling.. Many would just label his approach as psyehologiam rejec-
;ating it offhand as a set of inappropriate answers to philoaophical questions.
. To'them and others; his apparent‘helpleaaneaa in the face of philistiniem

seems aufficient damation of his views. But whether, in fact,.Hume's

work is to be rejected as paychologism, and whether a Humean must remain

s

€y
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. he}ylesé when 'faced with philistinism are questions which have to be

‘< discussed later in this dissertation.

/l

-

L

*0n psychdlogiam, see below, Chapter 7; on philistinism, see below,

Chapter 10, Section II.

¥
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CHAPTER 6. REASON (3): REASON AND THE DIALOGUES

i ‘This chapter is not to be concerned with the.nSuellquestion of
deciding exactly ehatnﬂume'really did or did-not believe in matters_.
religious. A great deal of work has already been put into this, and |
the nost popuiar.current interpretatione‘are not\et‘any considerable

nnriance with the views here adopted._ The reader can he referred to

the introductions of Kemp Smith and R. Wollheim to their respective

editions aof Hume 8 religious writings. Virtually all writers on the

.subject today accept that Hume rejected SupernaturaliEm, and this is W

all -that is requisite in the present. interpretation. The abundant

_clarity‘of the fact that Hume rejected miracles,2 metnphyeical free-

’ will and immortality of the soul 4 as eell as the reasonable clarity ’

[

of the fact that he rejected the existence of a thinking, intelligent,r
external creator of the universe, ere eufficient for the present pur— '
poses. It will not bé}necessary to convict him of atheigm; a simple
rejection of supernaturaliem is enongh This chapter will largely be
concerned eith opposition dgﬂhspeper by George Nathan,;entitied'ﬂume's
Immanent God,' but though Nathan is a pillar of the Hume-is-not-an- \
infidel school it will not be neeessary to take up cudgels uith him

\

over the question of whether Hume accepts the existence of God. Nathen

wasa perfectky correct in pointing out that none of the Dramatis Per—

gonnage of the Dialoguesi Hume s main work on religion, ‘ever deny the

existeace of the Deity. Philo, who most contemporaries now agree speaks
. G ' .

117




n.1 L . ‘ ) l, V l. . . 118

by and large'for Hume, did indeed assert "The question can nevet be

ws,

$7concerning the b eing, but only the nature of the Deity ‘But, lest

’ the reader be misled, ic should he pointed out that though the present

author is quite willing to accept that Hume, as represented in the

~ Dialogues, assented to-the -éxistence of God, this by no means indi— |
cates .that Hume is religious" in the usual sense of the term. Both

: o
Wollheit and Kemp. Smith, wvho believe Hume to be wholeheartedly opposed
to religion, admit that he would give assent to the proposition "God
exiscs".‘ But Hume does not concede anything of any substance thereby.

'If we look carefully into the Dialogues, and the background of the
abore quotation, we find that he cé:ceded absolutely nothing to the
religioniet in assenting to the prbposition "God exists'. He followed

). 4
the above quotation almost immediately with. the assertion "the original
cause of this universe (whatever {t be) we: call God?ﬁ. Philo treats

"Deity" or "God" as equivalent to "cause of the universe”, and "cause

- A

of the universe" as equivalent to “oouree or sources of order in the
-universe”. Thus,_gg;eourse, he can aggent to the proposition "God'-
exists". He can thus-aveid being labelled as an atheist; aumost'un-
"savoury title in his time,.simply by accepting that there 1is a‘source _
(or are aourees) of order in the universe . hardly a great concessionl
This .eould eonceivably have caused a little confusion,.with his idio-
syncracically referring to eomething like the principle of evolution,
or second law of thermodynamics, as God but since-it was. felt that no
fundamental prineiple,of order could be emphatically pointed out, there
was no nead Eor this/eccentricity aver to become apparenc. In makingk

\
.the verbal compromise*with the thelstas, Philo certainly never committed

w
e




\ “ . o 119
irhinself to any of the cognitive .or emotionel'attitudee 3enete1iy esao-_u
clated w;th'thoee_vho utter the vords "God exists™. |

Even though therefis no disagreement with Nathan on the point
that Hume admitted the existence of God, it is with opposition to his
paper, “Hume 8 Immanent God“ *that thie chapter 1s to be concerned. |
It will be argued that this paper eeriously misconstrued a very 1mpor-;'
t;nt aspect of Hume 8 Dialogues. It will be argued that Hethan. like
'-_ many others, . including Sglhy—Bigge. completely missed the 1mportent

point that Hume's work on religion applied end extended his doctrine

concerning the‘nature of reason. Selby-Bigge 111ustretea the fact that

_he missed  the point with assertions such as “important and inﬁgreeting
as they [the religioue discuseions} are in themselves. they do not add
enything to his general speculative position" 7. Nathan, houever, did
not Just mias‘the point= ‘he 1nwerted‘it,lsupposing Hume to meke exactly

the opposite of the point which he actually presented. Before expound-'

ing this matter, however. a very brief summary of Nethen 8 paper will

be‘preeented to expedite discussion: .

.According to'Nathan. the bettle between fhilo and Cleanthes
concerns eaaentielly two podnta. First, the question of whather thc
author of the univeree {oxr principle of ordering in the universe) - £s
external, or immanent; and secondly, whéther retionelity and intelli—
gence can be attributed to this being. Nathan tells us‘thet at firat,
cleanthee wants to sssert both the externelity and rationality of thevd
-Deity, while Philo oppoees him on both counts. During the course of the
-ergument houever, Philo is said to preveil on the queetion of exter-

‘nality, while being obliged to edmit openly thet the faet of rationelity

v
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-in the creator is well estnblished. Thus, the DiaiogueS'are said to

‘come. out finally in aupport of an immanent. rational Defity.

It has already been said that we will not come to blows with

B L
~ L Mg
) ..

i, 2 p g e
e s
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Nathan on the view that Hume accepts the~existence of an immancnt Deity,

- e

. but.no quarter will be given to the second opinion, the opinion that"
the Dialogues effectively substantiate the view that the cause of the

universe is rational. It will be urged that Hume not only had no in-

tention whatsoever of producing such a view but that he wished to show

'
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that ‘such views could have no foundation at all. "It must be remembered )

8
_that this is not juat a minor difference with N'than on a snall matter 0

RidIci L

of interpretation, rather, it gets to the heart [}

e whole interpre-

tation offered in this work. This disaertation. it mush be remembered,

is centred arounn the view that a'prime concern of Humes whole work is
-a new account of reason, an account vifich sees reason &s something nan-_
oricnted not as of coamic aignificance. If Wathnn were correct. and
Hume, in his alogucs. intended to argue that the sourge of order in
the universe is ratienal, then this diasertation would be desolated.
Then. rationality could by no means be seen by Hume as a mere man-

oricnted thing. It would be a central characteriotic of the source of

order in the'univorse, and thus would manifest itself in the universe
jtself. It is clearly important, then, for Nathan's view to be rejected. - T
But this'chapter is by no means to be defensive.‘ If the interpretation

of thio dissertation concerning Hume's attitude to reason is correct,

then we would expect to find. in the Dialoggea. fdrther indications of '_ : o
- Hume‘s'preoccupetion with the status of reason. And it will ba shown S

that this most certainly is the case.

~
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'diecuesing:them-wigh Nathan's position

»

‘resembles exectly,'thdtgh

: ' 2 ’ an on this queetion, I shall
scrutinize "the text, picking‘out those

Jints relevant to this topic,

d arguments in mind.

‘ . P N
11 The discussion between Philo. Cleanthes and ‘Demea does not S
rcally coma elive, from the point of view of the preeen: diecusaion,
unt£1 the argument from design is formulated, in Part I, Nevertheleee..

some points of intereet did emerge before that, whieh deserve mention.

The first is that Philo' 8 discussion opens with an essertion of a par-

., ticular brand of ekepticien,'in which it'is;aeeepted that reason "fur—

nishes'invincible arguments against icself"a. and ‘that reason must not
be considered capeble of an 1nfinite ex:ension. able to gresp ‘all thinga.
This looks very much 1ike parc of a general attitude in which reason is
downgrade%. i accordance with the interpre;etion of Hume offered in
this diseéfeecien. The second point is that, immediately after Philo
accepte'thet ﬁe doee net Intend to queetion the exietence, but only the
‘nature of God, we find him arguing that reeson and intelligenee-
predicntee are not attributeble to God, and thet we only pnedicate
"Wisdom, thought, deeign, knowledge" of the Deity “beceuse these words
are henonrable among men, and we have no other‘lenguage or other‘eon-
ceptions, by which we can express out adoration of him"g. From the
beginning, then, Philo: is opposed to ett:ibuting intelligence or reason
to thet‘whicn givee order to the universe. R

| Cleanehes insroducee'the ergumentifron deeign with the following

vords:” "The curious edepting‘of means to ends, throughout all nature,

flt much exceede,‘the production of human
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contrivance; of human uesigu.‘thought.'viadou and 1nte11igencu} Sinuu;
‘therefora :ﬁe'effacta resemble eaéh‘other;lua-ata led to infur. by all
‘the rules of analogy, that the causes also tesemble' and that the Author
of nature is aomewhat similar,to the mind of man". 19 .

This argument tlearly is concerned: with tha attribution of ra-‘.
éionnlity-predicatea to the Deity. To be sure, it does actamp: to infer
'that the Deicy is external, ag well as a ossessor of tationality- |
: predicates, but the quescion o£ ratibnu%;f§ certainly ‘appears primary._
7and it is againat Ehia that Demea and Philo diraet their immadia:e fire.
Demea's immediata, and recurrant :aply is that cha argument from design
is dangerous and impious ‘bucausa in attributing reason and intalligenca
to God, it irreligiously supposes that we might be able to comprehend -
what is mystarious and incomptehansibla. Philo's 1mmadinga objection to-
“the argumunt frou design is that.the_analugy betwaen—tha uniuerue and‘the
~ work of man is really very veak. To the raply7that-the euunomy of final -~
cuuués in both ;ffers a considerable analog&, he replies thiuﬂas far as
we knou,'unything‘udght produca anAaconomy of fiual cautes.'.“Hhtter may

contain the source or npring of order originally w:lthin 1tael£. as we11

as mind doea" 11

Aftar this rulatively pudastrinu, though highly ralevant start,
wa find Philo launchiag himself 1nto exacnlz the type of argument VI\\\
‘would axpect from aomabody who rejected the Platonicharteniun concep—.
:1on of reason, substituting in 1ts place a conception of reason as
aome:hing limited to mqn. as a cool for hia aurvival and with no pre-
tensiona as the model of the univarsea Can we raally. Philo asks

\

assart that thete is.a ntrong analogy between the cause of order in tha



123

,

univeree and rhe productiens of man's intelligence because. after all,
"Thought, design, intelligence. such as ve diseover in men and other
animals, is no more than one of the springa and principles of the uni—
‘verse".l? ﬁhy, to begin with, should we pick out __x_percicular known
-'principle as the. source of order in the universe? ' And, more signifi- '
canrly, “Why gelact 80 minute. so ueak, 8o hounded a principle as the
reason and design of animsls is found to be upon. this planet? What
peculiar privilege has this 1ittle egitation of the brain which va call
thOught. that we thus make it the model of the vhole nniverae?“13

This is delight£u1 expresaion from che point of wiew of the
'presentAuriter making exactly the point required; And 5:111 more
follows, driving home the point: - “Is there eny reasonable groundﬂto
conclude, that the inhabitanta of other planets possess thought, intel—
ligence reason. or any rhing similar to these faculties in men? Nhen
nature has 8o extremely diversi;ied her m;nner of operntion in this
small globe, can we imsgine, that she inceseently copies herself through-
out 80O immense a universe? And if thougﬁt, as we may well suppose, be® .
confined merely’to this narrow corner, and has even there so iimited a
sphere of action; wi;h whet:propriety can we nsaigntit for the origineli
cause of: a11 things? The narrow views of a peasant, who mskes his do- =

&

| mestic economy the rule for the government of~kingdoms. is in ceaperieon1
a pardonﬁgle sophism .14‘ )

. It might be thought that this elone would erush Nathan's interpre-
tarien, 1f only we see its £u11 significance. and ‘don't pass over it
lightly as the insincere bsbblings of a cereless skeptic. Philo ie

'eleerly expressing a disrinctive attitude towards reeson, thinking
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Hwithin a naturalistic viewpoint concerniné reaeon which would inevi-
‘tahly make the argument from deaign appear to him as powerleaa. He
refuaea to accept that reeeon has any particular recommegdatione. any
right at a11 to be treated as a coamic prtnciple. and thus, no mere‘
5example of ordering, . or .means-end adaptation in the world makes him

think that reason ought to be singled -out as ite source. Hethan muet;
-admit that this is a ehallenge to Cleanthes, and thus, aince he thinks T
that the Dialoguea end up with an effective defence of rationality in

'thet which ordera the wotld he must suppose that the challenge is

nmet in the body of thie work. And it seems to be Cleanthes' "11llus-
: trationa “of, ‘Part III that chiefly impresaed him. Cleanthes there —
attempta. via the diocussiona of a wiae voice from the clouds and a
reproducing library, to 8 w that/ the similarity of the‘univerae to

a rationally orderedlartifac 18 aelf;evident,hthia being apparent te “
anybody willing to give the ;atter open-ninded consideration.
The firat-illuatration puta.acroae.the point that if all man-

kind at once wad"™ to hear an articulate voice from the clouds, con~
veying profound inatructiona, ve would glbe no dqubt that the source .,

of thia aound was ‘' a rational euperior being. Cleanthea holds that
there ia no less reason for us to-see that the order of the universe

is. evidence of 1ts creation. by a rational agent. The aecond illustra-
'tion supposea that there is a collection of. booka which reproducee
taelf.. Nou 1f, Cleanthes says, we. were to open one of these booka;
- ve would not doubt that it had e rational creetor.A But hoohslare less
complex than aven the aimpleet of actual enimale, and therefore e l
ahould conclude that theae. aven more, beapeak en intelligent, rational

ereatot.
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Pamphilus tells us that Philo shownqsigna of embartassment at '

th?h point, and infers that he is nbnplusded. Nathan believes that he '
cannot reply to “the "illustrations ’ and ia really secretly in agree-
'ment with Cleanthes. the silence being a stylistic trick to cover ‘this
.fact. It wauld seem far more 11ke1y. however, either that‘?hilo 8
silence was a stylistic trick to prevent Cleanthes fromvbeing put in
his place once and fox all, .to the detriment of dramatic interest, or
that it was the result of genuine embarraBSment brought about by his -
ffriend'a obtusenes§;< Cleanthes.haa oompletely.feiled to grnep a point

‘o T ‘
which Philo had’ just inaisted upon. Philo';'point waB“that if'we have

experience of the cause of a certain thing, then, when we have further

l
experience of something undoubtedly similar, we can legitimately infer

1

a aimilar cause; but, in the case of something whose causes have never
. been equxienced and which 48 not undoubtedly simiIar to something
vhose causes have been experienced we can legitimntely infer noﬁhing
about tho cnuses. Now in the case of a. voice or book, we do hawe ex-
perience of causes. Thus. ‘whenever we henrkgomething that .is undoubtedly
a voice, or see something vhich 1is undoubtedly a book, we can make le-
gitimate pronouncemonts about their causes. But this'tells us. nothing"
about the production of types of things whose cauaeSmne have. never ¢
_experienced——such as worlds. The "illustrations , then, beg one of the
queations already . raised and thus would strike Philo"as 1rre1e;ant.
But. even 1f we auppose that the “illustrations did have some
amall power in bringing out the alleged self—evidence of the §1ea that
the universe 19 rationally designed, do ve see them changing Philo's .

t?
apptoaeh? By no means. We find him gshortly oontinuing with an
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expansion of his point thnt reason and intelligence are merely man-

‘c‘r'

oriqnted things, not cosmic principien.' _
Ic ehould ‘also be observed Ehat though Philo was silent imme— f
diately after Cleanthes 111ustrations, Demea was not, and he did not
Just réiterate his viewpoint that it is 1rreligious to attributef\
rat‘ionality and 1ntelligence “to the Deity, nlthough he d:l.d expound
thie point a little. saying that the most religious of ancient philo—

aophera expressly declare, that intellect orx understanding i3 not to

1" 15

be ascribed to the De:lty Hore significg.ntly, Demea makes some

highly relevant points in effect expounding Philo s position for him.

He. first asserte that “by represent:bng the Deit:y as s0 -intelligible,

. Y- oy
end comprehensible, and s0 similar to-a.humnn_mind, we are guilty of

e

_the groseest and most .narrow partiality, and mzke ocurselves the model
of the whole univeree".lﬁ. This contains-a fundamental meseage:of7the‘
naturaliatic conception of reaeon which we shortly see Philo expounding'
TW, still further. but meanwhile, Demea works ‘upon it, arguing that none of

f. . -
_the materials of thought-could be "in any respect similar in the human

and in the;divine:intelligence", and neithEr cpuld the manner of thinking'

be at all einiler: "Our thought is fluctuating, uncertain, fleecing,

auccessive, and compounded and vere we to remove theae fircumstances._

‘we absolutely annihilate 1:3 essence, and it would in euch a.case, be

5 e 4
an abuse of terms to apply to it the name of thought or reason".lz‘ This

is a remarkably bright point to come from Demea, and one which should
certainly have given Nathan. as well as Cleanthes, a great deal to think
abOut. ‘The question of what sense there is 1n applying the term rational“

to & being which has none of the usual treppings of human thought 13 an

TR N s
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astute one as it is, but 1t becomes very significant 1ndeed when thnt

being is said to be immanent, ‘and not a thinking entity at all. This

-

question will be taken up 1n more detail later.

in Part 1V of the. Dialogges we agnin £ind Demea working: onohis -

point that we can't attribute‘thought or‘reason to the Deity,-bnt he

- tends to stick to theéiogical considerations. Ph}lo steps~1n ngain,
-howeyer, pgoV1ding mpre phrlosophical pointezioffering tbe ergumentl
 that 1f we euopose tbe order’in tbe world.to'be due to a plan in the

| divine mind we would only replace a problem concerning how the material
world can be ordered with a problem concerning how the ideaa 1n God 8
mind can be ordered.- No‘advantJLe is thereby gained Philo argues, and
;so we might just as well admit in the firet place that the material
world has an order of 1ta own. Now in this, Philo is challenging the

-

view that reason is something which ‘doesn' t ‘have to ‘be explained some-

-thing which we just accept as a final and self-justifying cosmic prin-' '

ciple. We feel that 1f we can show. anything to be rationally ordered
then we meedn't ask any more questions about it but Philo disputes :

' this: M"To say, that the different ideas. whicﬁ compose the,reenon—;f
\;the‘supreme Being, fall into_order;_of*tﬁemselves, and by their,own
nature, is really to talk without any precise meqning";ls

'Philo.returne to thisg point-in Part VII. He begins,his'acCOunt ‘
there by saying that there is really a much greater analogy between the
universe and the produots of generation or vegetation than there is
between the unlverse and the products of‘rational ordering. This being

o, "its origin ought rather to be ascribed‘to ggneration or vegetation

than to reaéon'orfdesign".lg His opponents exoress-some'discomfort

jg”
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ebout how vegetation or generation eould—eome about originally:( assert-.

ing that either of these is the original source of order strikes them
as obviously inedequate because they immediately bring up the question

:.about how such a principle could originally have come about. 'Phile,

‘-owever, was more than ready‘éor this objection.; Why, he asks, should
we accept reason as a final- principle but’ not vegetation ‘or generation?

The cases are no different.u Thought" and reason are just as, much in need -

of an origin as are vegetation and generation.\ If preference must be
-glven to either of these principles, Philo says, it should be genera- .

. tion whieh gains the casting-vote, because we find reason to be depen-.

dent upon generation conetantly id our everyday experience, whereas we )
never find generation to depend upon reason.

Theae words, generation, reason, mark only certain
povers and emergies in nature, whose effects are
known, but whose essence is incomprehensible and’
;one of these principles, .more than the other, has

“no privilege for being made a standard for the whole
of nature...In this little, corner of the world alone,
there are four principles, reason, instinct, genera-
tion, vegetation, which are similar to each other, .
and are the causes of similar effects. What a number
of other principles may we naturally, suppose in the
“{mmense extent and variety of the universe...Any one-
of these four principles mentioned (and a .hundred
others which lie open to our conjecture) may dAfford
us a theory, by whig§><g%judge of the origin of the
world; -and it is a palpable and egregious partiality,
to confine our view entirely to that principle, by
which our ‘own minds operate,) ~

ff Philo eays, reason werl especially known, thexe might be

pome point in preferring ic, buéﬁhreaeon, in its internal fabrie and

structure, is really as little known to us ae instinct o% vegetation .22

ot

Philo continuee _to drive his point home by produeing an analogy .

r‘_

of his own, ' in order to mock at man's tendency to .treat reason as the

"‘- N .
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fundamental principle of order. He tries to show that this is mere an-

thropocentricity. Because .reason is so important to ‘ug, we suppose thﬁt’

‘it has cosmic eignifioance, even being the principle of order*in the

universe. This. however, i3 no less silly than it would be for .a race

of spiders to suppose that the universe was originally spun, and thus

‘that spinning is the fundamental prfheiple of order in the univeroe.

Jusg~as reaoon, being 80 importanc to man, is annhropocentrically made o

into the organizing principle of the uniVerse, so spinning. so very

important to the spider, would be arachnidacentrically conceived as

the -4pring of the univérse. .Philo asserts that there is mo fundamental

difference whatsoever between the two cases.

I1r This attack largely completeo;thac pari.ofvPhiio's case agalnst
: R . :

the argument from design which is based on his conception of reasen.

Since there are still five parts'tolfollow,‘somebodf.acquainted with

Nathan : interpretation would underscandably read on in anticipation

of a devaecing reply from Cleanthes. But what do we find? Part VIII

sees Philo working upon the Epicurean hypothesis with real earnes:nese,
trying to make more palatable a cosmogony uhich sees blind chance as

the main source of the world'e order. In Part Ix, we find the a priori |

‘arguments for the existence of God brought up ond briele rebutted. -

Then, in Parts x and XI, we discover a discussion of the problem of
evil, a disousaion uhich effectively ehows that no moral predicateo

uhatsoever ought to be applied to that’ which orders the univeroe.

,Finnlly, we f}nd that though Part XII is filled with ell sorts of -

curious assertions £rom Philo, once again no arguments at a11 are

. ! .
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turnished which nndermine Philo's,earlier reaaoning &nvolving the nature
of reaaont' This being so, the reader might be totgiven-for supposing
Nathan's'interpretation'to be exploded.‘ Surely 1f the Dialogues were to
support the view that rationality and intelligence are predicates of the
source of order in the universe, then all thosqapowerful arguments 3up-
porting the opposite view which Philothad marshalled would have been
refuted. And yet we do not even see a significant attempt made to re-
fute them, Nathan :however miéht be relatively'undisturbed by all
this, because he believes that Philo quite simply retracts his professed
standpoint, admitting that the argument from gesign does indeed show
that‘thereris rationality and inteliigence in the orderer. ;b

_ Now this is rather hard to.heiiene.: Having'put-un guch a aplen—

did fight against the view that rationality and intelligence are attri—
butabfe to the Deity, why on earth should Philo, having net with no real
10pposition having had no counter—arguments to face and not even further
nillnstrations~ to worry ahpnt_after Part III._snddenly Just change his
‘mind completely? Nathan's reply is that he doesn't really change his
mind but was actually in secret agreement all along. What, then, of -
all.Philo 8 arguments to the, contrary? These, we- are.told are not to
be taken seriously. - They were really no more than ‘cavils.

; Nathan's reply, however, not only does no justice at ell to

Philo 8- argumenta involving the nature of reason, but rather absurdly
" presents Hume as arfrivolous~waster of his reader's time. Why -should
he spend so much ‘time in presenting apparently powerful arguments‘which

he nevertheless thinka poqerfhss, but without bothering:to explain why?.

Why should he have spent a considerable part of the Dialogues on argu-

ments which deserve nothing moxe than to be ignored?
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Let us move on to the textual evideuce whico‘Nathaa provides inl
aupport of his position, a position which pivots .on the view that Philo -
ecretly accepted the rationality of that which orders the univerae. We

- in fact find Nathan producing several of Phile's assertions which are'
supposed to substantiate this, the first being-"You ascribe, Cleanthes.
(and I believe justly) a purpose and inteation to nature .23 However,
Philo's professed point all along has. been that though there undoubtedly
i are final causes in nature, it dces not follow that these causes are a -
reSult of rationality or intelligence. Philo also followed the asser-
tion just quoted with the view that the sole purpose and intention in
'nature i3 mere preservation of species. Thus, there 13 no reason at all
to suppose that Philo 1s aocepting, in the above quotation, anything
more than the existence of a non-rational and blind principle of ordering.
However, Nathan also refera to Philo's assertion that ''the beauty
and fitness of final causes strike us with such irresistable force, that
all objections appear (what I-believe they really are) ‘mere cavils and .
sophisms".za This certainly doea aeem to give some support to Nathan's
" position, providing him with some grounds for the otherwise incredible
: vieﬁ that all Phiiofs arguments against the attribution of reason and
intelligence-to the Deity were not presented aeriouslp. Nevertheless,
the atatement dogs not unambigously support Nathan'a interpretation.
_Cértainly Philo concedes that the ordering of the;univerae 18 exceedingly p..
striking, but there never was‘any oispute about that anyway. The aig-
‘nificant question is whether the quotation unambiguously asserts that
all objections to the rationallity and intelligence of the-Deity are

' really cavils. And aurely, it by no means does eo, it being unclear
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' whether Philo is just expressing respect for the existence of Einel

'eauses, or going beyond that and admitting,that it implies a rstional
intelligent orderer. It might also be argued that Philo, having imme-—

. . - L o
dietely beforehand won a complete victory on the question of the moral

sttributes(of the Deity, is allowed to make an apparent concession to’\ |
his opponents, in order to retain dramstie interest. But perhaps.
‘sgain, it.nould be bess to wait until Part XII has been discussed ia
order to see Philo s agsertion in its true light. We shell nove on.
to that part immediately, since Nathan admits that it is there that the _
‘chief support for his interpretstion is found.

Part XII does indeed give Nsthan{/ome grounds for glee. It

geems, at first glence, as though Philo completely retracts virtually

- all his a;guments concerning the Deity. He starts off.by asserting

that "no one has_a deeper sense of religion impressed on his min
pays more profound adorstion to. the divine Being, as he discovers hi
self to reason, in the inexplicable contrivsnoe and artifice of nature”.
Even though this only reslly concedes that he is very impressed with

" the order of nature, since Fhilo equates the Deity. or divine heingi
with the source of order in nature, the tone oi the assertion is never-
, s

theless very surprising. And Philo continues by declaring that "A
purpose, an intention, or design strikes everywhere the most csreless,
the most stupid thinker", and that the sciences provide more and more

evi_dence of design, and thus "almost 1éad us insensibly to acknowledge’

a first intelligent Author”.

All this has been too much for many an interpreter. Soma heve )

T—

even been led to totally ignore Part XII, since they feel that it goes

[ -
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‘entirely against the tendenc?'o the regt of the Dialogues. As a rear-

¢

guard action, they might point{ out that) nothing would really be altered
“even if 'Philo should assert hia belTef in an intelligent, rational )
creator until he.waa in convuleions. It 1s argument. not asaertion,
that matters in‘the Dialogues, since, Hume is not necessarily repre- |
. ae;zed at all pointa by any one character. If Philo ahould'juat Eggggg
his belief in a suprene, intelligent, rational Deity, while providing
strong and unanswered arguments to the contrary. then the overall ef-
fects of the Dialogues would stitl be to damn the belief.

‘ This rearguard action 1s not, however, entirely satisfactory,
and a far better understanding of Paro XII 1g possible. It nust be '
-realized that tbough Philo makesg elaborate avowals of his sense of
' religion, even attributing wisdom, intelligence and rationality to .
that which orders the universe he i3 doing nothing more. than getting ‘
into the spirit of conciliation, setting the scene for a verbal com-~
promige which could concelvably win over hig opponents while in effect
giving up nothing of any substance, "I° am apt to suepect there enters
somewvhat of a dispute of words %nto this controversy, more than is
.usually imagined", Philo begins, and he continuee "the existence of ‘
a Deity is. plainly aacertained by reaeon, and 1f we make it a question,

whether, on account of these analogies we can properly call him a mind

or intelligence, notwithstanding the vast difference, which may reaaon-

ably be supfosed between him and human minde what is this but;e_mere
26 . .
verbal controversy?" ‘ : .
. ; o

We do at one point find Philo avowing that the’ Deity beare con- -

eiderable resemblance to thought and reason, but before the echoes of




‘ degree of resemblance i3 an empty one, since we have no way ‘of oettling

1 There should not, anyway, ‘be any dispute over the matter, Philo o ) K

' reason, while the‘!gheiat can admit that there ia‘a 'remote 1nconceiv—
able analogy" between them: = after all, there is "gome remote analogy'

.-between the rottiug of a turnip. the generation of an animal,'and the

134

these worda have died auay, we find him saying that there are no adequate

ctiteria for the degrees of qualitiea, and. the, question of the actual

tells us, because there 4s an agreement between theist and atheist on
the matrter! 'rhe theist, he says, will’ admit that there is a vast dif-

ference between the characteristics of the Deity and human thought and.

structure of thought, and the original source of order in the universe
must also‘bear wome remote inconceivable analogy to- euch particular

operations in natute.27

e ———,
LIS YN

~

- Philo, then, givesiaﬁay nothing of;any realhsignificance in the
end. For all his conciliatory gestures he only commits himself to |
aocepting.that the Deity can be considered as "rational" and "inteili—.
gent' in such weakened senses of the terms that they carry no welght
at all. if Philo had not accompanied his conciliation" with his ini-

,
tial extravagant asaertions, the paucity of genuine concession would
have been so cobvious that Cleanthes could only have charged him with
blatant trickery. - | -/
v bne might still wonder exactly why Nathan ahouid have'thooght
that Philo was entirely serioua in the first. half of Part XII; why he

should. have thought that Phila wanted to show that reason was a fu da=

mental cosmic principle, in spite’ oE those arguments offered to the

3
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contrary. Part ot the explenation.see to be that he believedlthat
Hume treated the prineiplea of vegetation, inotinct. and, generation as
themselves rational", and not to be set apart as quite different prinf
‘ciples from rationaiity. erstandably,. Natnan‘woold therefore,miss
~the point of assertions - as that reason has no more right than gene=
ration, vegetation, or insti ¢t to be coneidered the fundamentdl principle
.ofluniVersal order. But. how could Natnan have thought of generation,
etc. as being themselves "rational”? Are not rationelity-predicetes\
'mioused when they are applied to aomething non-consciouo? Nathan ob—
viously does not think so, since he asserts that something can be called
'rational if it has analogies to_that which i3 produced bg reason, in
showing ordering end;a meana—end sdaptation. .Hore-tnnn that alone,

however, .must be méant by the term “rational" since much of the debate -
t 'Y . ..

concerning the argument from deaign concerns the question of whether -

things which exhibit otrdering and a means-end adaptation thereo} enhi—_

[

bit a tetionel and intelligent ordering. Even if the question-sﬁould
" have been answered in the affirnative; the'very fact thet it should have
"been eoked.illustratee that more 18 involved in the meaning of "retional"
thanithe presence of ordering and 'a means-end adaptation._ I think that
what Nathan and some others have in mind when they use "rational” and

its cognatee as.a-cosmic principle, is tne point that there can be no
"bruta fectsf; that all things muat have a sufficient reason for their -
being.(/Phiioaophers in the mood to use the word thus find'the notion

of a completely censeless, isoclated event as quite aoautd! feeliﬁg that
tne'e?cnt would thus be opaque:to reason, "irretional".;nnd thus not to |

be contemplated. Once this mood xeally grips them, phii?g;;RE?e nay

A
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. flnd themselves speaking of "reason permeating the universe', and of
the 1nevitability of a aufficiently intelligen: and informed being !
being able to "see" that everything in the universe must be as it ia. ' ' }é
lt 1s against all guch concep:ions of reason which 1 believe L :
Hume to have fought a vali;;t fight.’ Evidence of this fight.in the - B
.Treatiee and the. Eﬁg ‘; is given'elsewhere. but limiting'ourselves
for tho present just to the Dialogues, ic ohould be clearly recognized

that arguments are to be found which show that reason is to be treated

—

as. a merely man-oriented, rather than cosmic, principle. Nathan, how— : .

. Q .
ever, strongly believes that this is not_;he casa. Hume he telle us,28

ig perfectly happy'co-errend the notion of rationality or reason beyond

o

thinking being: he does not require that the orderer\;aﬁ\an con-

neas of the order produced. Thus, Nathan presumably infers, a

’ non—thinking thing could be labelled by Hume as rational. Nathan's

‘ support for thias view is, however, ‘vary weak indeed. He ‘supports it
by pointing out that in his epistemological work, Hu;e shows that . | ) :
causal reaaoning is in fact just a apeciee of instinct, and operates ) i
in us without our conscious support. From this, Nathan infers that |

Bume does not require rationality to. be predicable only of conscious ‘
beings, and acoepte that "instinct possesses a rationality of its own" 29
Nathan's reasoning, ho;ﬂ:ig is not in the least perauasive.

| Though certain levela of reasoning may be carried on to some excent
'eubconacioualy, it .does not by any meansg follow that rationalitgqio
therefore predicable of non-thiuking beinge. jusc because desires are '

gometimes subconscioua, 1: does npt follow that "desiring“ can intelli— ‘

gibly be‘actribured_to the non-consoioua. Huma g8 analysis of ceueal

PR

v

¥,
H "‘a.;-‘t
.



137
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~reasoning alao by no means leads: him to the conclusion that “instino: _

possesses a rationality of ita om". In hio account of causal reosoo- :
ing as dependent ultimately on 1nstino:. Huna was not 1n the least con=
rned with eulogising instinct: a far more significant part of the -
enterprise was showing :ha: roason is not all that his contemporarieo 
supposad it to be, not an almigh:y judgo of a11 but a £ar moro humble

I'faculty.'

a

Apart Erom Philo 8 various argumontn concerning the view that
reaaon is just 8 man-oriontod thing, :hare are several indicatiodi in

the alogues that Humo had no 1n:ontion whatloevor of exten ing tho

n'nocion of rationality beyond thinking beings. Demea, rt III, had

argued that if there 10 to ba no fluctuating. fleoting, suocoasivo . ‘fzw

element to the "mind" of- the Deity. it 15 an abuse of words to apply to

it oithor -the term "thought“ or "reason and nobody suboequently re- - a

A

-
£utoa tho: argumen:. Cleanthes-, ohortly af:erwarda statea "A wind,

whose ac:n( and oentimonts and ideas are not diatinot and lucoeaaivo.
one, that 1; uholly oimplo. and totally 1mmucab1o, io a mind which has
no. thought, no E_e_a_ggg_...or in & vord, is‘ no mind at 811..30 (emphasis
oine) Once again. noither Philo nor his . interlocutora ever show that
| thin reasoning is unaccop:able. We cannot, then, "accept :hat rhoro is | -y
a tacit assumption in Hume's works that reason" is predicabla of the
‘.non-conscious. _ . .‘ | ' |
| It can now bo conoluded that Nathan has no case left to him. But
Vo far more aignificant noto to- conoludo upoo is the point -that uhen ic

1: roalized thac truth lies 1n the exact oppoaito of 1ntorpre:ntiono ' | !

. _luch as Ehot of Nathan, ‘a groatly 1mprovod undors:anding not only of
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the Dialogues but of the’ relation betweeu it and Hume 8 other major
works is made possible. It will more clearly be seen that his natu-

- ralistic conception of reason played a very aignificaht pargain'his .
philosophical writing, strongly influencing him even when he was not
primarily concerned with 1its exposition in the discussion of man'

+ . ¥ "

'underscanding, passions, and morals,

- N " . .
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CHAPTER 7: NATURALISM AND PSYCHOLOGISM .. R Sk
_ | — _ P o
1 .' Iﬂ 1894 T.H. Huxley wrote,.'It 1s assuredly one of Hume's great- ¢ | -72'5

Y.
i

eat merits that he recognised the fact that philosophy is based on pay—-
'chology 1 Hodern students of Hume, at least in Britain, tend to find
"this hilarious, a fact which aignificantly indicates preaent day atti-
‘tudea to the;peychology-which appears throughont the Treatise. From
Bradley onwards we have been tauéht that.philosophy must be aharply
distinguished from psychology, and the word "paychologism , which is . o
"really only descriptive of a cercain approach haa become so overloaded
with pejorative connotations that it is with surpriae that the student
finds certain philosophers deliberately applying the term to their own
approach. 2 This 1is, no doubt largely'due to the healthy rejection of o
v

~the traditfonal empiricist a treatment of ideas as psychie, rather than -

aemantic entitiea.3 with the modern clarification of notions concerning
&

meaning, it has become quite evident thet the treatment of "ideas as
mental ‘entities was mialeading. Vevertheleas, ‘the repudiation of pay-'
.-chologiééFiaa not been entirely beneficial By encouraging the philo-

aopher to look upon paychologic‘al considerations as the rightful property

only of his colleague in the psychology department, a tendency is set up.
for him to overlook the paychologizing of Hume, treating it as though it

_13 not his concern.. Thus, the enormous amount of paychologizing.in the
| Ireatise does not.always getJita due consideration as an integral part
of Hume's system. - : : -

. I .. . ' .1
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. By skipping over the psychological sccounts given n the Izgggigg,
Tﬁ\>~ the reader nmay not even appreciate their extent in that work though it
Jﬁf is, in fact, truly prodfgious ss any. compiler of an- index to the work
will appreciatEg In fact, in nearly half of the 639 pages of the Treatise -
explanstion in psychological terms is offered When we look upon Hume
- as attempting, primarily, to give a‘naturalistic eccount of man's hnowledge;
| sjstem,‘passions, and morals, this is not really gsurprising. In fact,
1f we forget our usual presuppositions-about qhat.philosophers do, and .
look upon the wotk, ss we should, as fundsmentslly a trestise cdncernizg
human nature, then we will realise that ﬁume-would‘tend to spproach'philo-
' sophical toples through psychological considerstions,‘snd not vice v rsa.
He looked upon man's knowledge—system'objeetively,.ss sn anthropolo 19;“_‘
migh%ylook upon'thebcosmology of an shoriginal tribe. -Then,'he-csme to .
see that -aratiouslitj»lsy not just”at the surface-of the system, but
; that in fact, key elements of the knowledge-system were based on non~
retionsl factors. Thus, gince his intention was to produce-an empirical

'

scilence of man, he did not concern himself with trying to” eject the non-
o/

rstionsl from our knowledge—system, trying to produce a new philosophical

-~

system with absolutely safe foundations‘—-he did not, in fact, think that
that could be done, but it was not his intention to attempt it anyway.
He wanted to understand man's understanding and knowledge-system as he

found it, just as he wanted to understand man's political\orgsnizetion,

morals, and passions.

N .

'

I " In order to sppreciate the type of psychologicsl explanation

%

ffered by Hume, we\W111 go first to Book IT, the discussion of the



A
passions becauSe-there, so the critics usuallp say, we see_ﬁune'éjpsy-
chological ‘mode of explanation used to its fullest. .And it'certainly is.
true that such modes of explanation are very extensively used in Book II
In fact, except for the sections concerning free will and motivation,.u
Hume is almost exclusively expounding a kind of "psychological mechanics .
He is not at all concerned with giving anY’sort of conceptual analysis

Ain his discussion of the passions he doesn't even try to explain what
the various passions are, since he feels that we all know what they are

-~

anyway. Rather. he concentrates ‘on giving an’ account of mechanisms which
e - o

underlie the introduction into our consciOusness of various passions.‘

The notion of "facility", i e. easily mdde mental transitions, is very

S ]
important to him. He £ els that if he can show that a passion is pre* ;

(

ceded by a related passion, along with a great facility for transition
in its fnvour, then the existence of that passion is explained. Humem
makes much of the fact that here " just ‘as in Book I, he i3 producing a
,theory of associ{;ion. but it is a theory concerning tpe association of
. passions not ideas -sno ‘the principles of association are’ cut down from
contiguity, cause and effect, and resemblance,’ to resemblance alone. The

1.

basic postulate about ‘the mind with which Hume thexefore works ig the c\J//Q”//
principle that the mind will make transitions from one psasion to. another . |
on the grounds of their resemblance. Thus, if one 1is feeling joy, a
‘ tranaition'to-such related fﬁeas‘as benevolence, pride, or vanity, will
tendAto,follow. ‘ ' ,%\ ' ) J
C Arned,with this principle of psfchological mechanics; along with
a few additional ones, Hume works through Book 11 ekplaining why par i—'

~ cular passions should arise. To the principle of transition through

-
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resemblance Hune usually adds a principle of transition through rela—
tedness of correspondent ideas: This is the basic notion of the: "double
relation,of impressions and ideas" which is used 80 often tn the Book.
'The point is that if there is a double impulse towards a p;asion, one
'due ‘to the existence of a similar passion, and another due to a related
idaa, then the tendency to the tran;iﬂion becomes very strong indeed- or,
to put it in the usual Humean terms, the transition from present impres—
A
‘ sions and ideas to the intrbduted passion is made with great facility. ‘a_
"Hume gives a rather complex explanation of the passions of pride, humility,
love and hatred on this ‘basis. Pride, for instance, is explained\in‘the
iollowing way. First, we observe something. for example a horse, with\ -
pleasing qualities, such as beauty. This gives us a feeling of pleasure. |
Since pleasure 1is associated by resemblance with the passion of pride,
there is a certain tendency for the former to turn into the latter. but
it is a fairly weak tendency. _Plessure might’ equally have become con- |
.verted into benevolence or vanity. In_thia case, however, there 1s also
a relation of ideas involved, since the horse, as it happens, belongs to
.;. oneself. Thus, on perceiving the horse, the idea of oneself also arises.
| _This sets up another relation with pride, since this passionr 8 associated
. . with the self.” Thus, we have an impulse towards the passion of pride
from two different directions,“and.the transition will thereforenbe made
Juith great facility. | .
Hume elaborates on this theme perhaps to tedium, in explaining
._ - pride, humility, love and hatrad. Fairly similar modes of explanation

are also constantly used meanwhile in explaining what tha philosopher may

"look upon as trivia. For example we find accounts, inVolving psycholo—

. ]
LG - =
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gleal mechanismgmof why we should hite a servant for.the fault of his

- master, but not rice versa;6 why we should be proud of e'long, tich an~
ceetry;5 why the second marriage of a mother, but not of a father, should

weaken the relation of a child to his parent,6 and why we should be more

interested in things. contiguous than remote.7 It is hardly worth our

r

going“into detail on such matters, but to give the flavour of such ac-

/ \\_g

counts, the discnseion of the.parent-child relationship uiil be briefly
reviewed Hume ‘8- argument is that this relation is strong when there is
a great facility of movement betweeh & son's idé/,\of himself and those
of his parent.; With normal parentage w?’are told, there is a strong re— |
lation between the idea of self and ideL a of parent: the mind moves with,
facility from the idea of self to that of parent, and returns with just

as great a facilicy. Should one's mother remarry, however, one's ideas

, move with much' greater difficulty from the idea of mother_to that of self.
Since ideas tend to move from the lesser to the'greeter,'when ve thinﬁlof
the mother, the ideas tend to move swiftly to the new head of her fa&%ly'f
~and tnence to the sphere in which we have little plece. “Thus, though our
ideas might move with great faciiity'from self to motner, the idea of

‘mother does not readily reintroduce the idea of self, but 1eads in quite

different directions. On the other hand, when one' 8 father remarries. he

v
rémaing as’ the head of thd same family, an_that our ideas move with no

lese difficulty from him t eelf, than prior to remarrying..Thue. the re-

‘ﬁlation‘to the remarried moth 1is felt to be weakened, but not the re-

.1atibn'to the remarried father.

. There are other. paycholédgical explanations of more~moment to the

4

student of Hune, fortunat ly. For inetance, he mentions & psychological
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tendency which plays quite a oonsiderable part in Book I: the tendency

“to confuae one idea wi:h that which "feels" similar to the mind, It is

. through this principle that he explains the "confusion' of reason with

the calm paseions; Both 7 he says, operate 'in a steady, non-violent

" manner, and because of this, the‘idea of one is readily substituted for.

the other. Hume'svaccount of the mechanism nnderlying sympathy is also

of significance to the reader of Book I, since the account is sald to be

parallel to . the account of belief. In both cases, he\says, we start off
by having a certain idea, i.e. entertain a psychic entity devoid of
vivecity. The ideas, then° gain in vivacity. in one case‘ che vivacity

makes the idea approximate to an impression, and we get belief in the

. other case, the idea of the passion gains in vivacity and tu\\B\into the
: actual impression itself. Thus, sympeqhy turns the idea of pain inte’

"the pain itself

Enough has by now been seen of the psychologizing of Book II to

draw some conclusions concerning ;t. First, we can recognise the type

of procedure Hume used, which amounts to explaining phenomena by refer-

ence to péyohologioel mechanisms. Speeking of Hume as offering '"mecha-

nisms", it should be noticed, 1s by no meens to use terminology which

would be unacceptable to-him. In his Diaaertationlon the Paseionei_geng:

—
says that he wants to show that "in the production and conduct of the

r

paesione, there 1is a certain regular mechanism, which is as. susceptible

‘of as accurate a disquisition as the laws of motion..." .8 Secondly. we -~

may appreclate that\lo censure Hume for “psychologism''—meaning thereby

an inapgpop:iate psychologiq}ng——would be silly-ahere Book 11 is concerned.

.

After all, Hume has no pretensions of doing anything other than psychology

Y

la
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there. This is not an unimportant point, since when we appreciate that

most of one of the three books of the Treatise is concerned; notlwith

philosophy, but psychology; a new attitude to the Treatiseaas a,whole=

.may'well ensue. We may appreciate that Hume | paYchologizing was more

- fundamental in the system of thc Treatise, than his philosophizing.

We are again reminded that Hume's intention was to produce, fundamentally,
an’ objective science,of man, to which,_therefore, psyehological modes of

-

explanation are entirely appropriate.
Nevertheless, though as far as Book II is concerned the. charge
of inapt psychologism against Hume could havq no foundation, the seeda

of an allied objection may grow in considering it. This ig the objec-

tion that Huﬁe ‘uses explanations inappropriate to mankind. Consider,

“for example, his discussion_of why we should care more about that which

is contiguous than that whiech 1s remote.9 - The obvious answer given to
this by an ordinary man would be that remote events will have far less
significance in our lives than; contiguous ones. But rather than explain

matters on this level—the level of‘comprehensible human reactions—Hume

" insists on moving to the level of mechanistic explanations. The idea of

self is vivacious, he says,'and:this-vivacity is “passed on" to that

which is most closely reldted to it; the degree of vivacitx_depending on

| the degre\\gf relation. ' _ | -

Dié%omfort concerning this approach is understandable, but since
it uill grow as we conslder the psychologizing of Book I, no further com-
ment concerning it will be made as yet. Before going into the major

&

business of discusging the manifestations of the psychological procedure

in Book I, however, a brief consideration of 1its. appearance in Book I11
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"will be produzed. Consideration of this, 'as with Book 11, may help us'
to appreciate the psychologizing of Book I with more "ease and facility
II1 Hume's use of‘Pschologicai_mechaniéms in Boaok III.is noc as ex-
'cenoive, nor so obvious, as in Boon:II, but nevertheless\it nae.a fairly
considerable airing. Its normal'uae appears in a pattern hauntingly si;
milar to Kant's .achematism of the categories. Hume says that reasen
gives us certain general rules of social organisation with which‘ﬁe must
work, but principles of the imagination'are then needed to put these -
; principles into a usable form. ' We see tWrs theme employed three times,
On the firsc occasion, Hume is discussing Tules concerning the existence
and function of gorernment.j_Each of :hese has certgin general ruleo
dictated .by enlighcencd_self—interesc: ﬁe'muot have opecific rules con-

cerning stabilization and transfer of property, to avold chaos and

anarchy, and we must have government to effect these rules. The parti-

_-cular rules, however, are products of the imagination. As an example of

this "schematism" of principles.of'enliéhtened oelf interest, we will
consider Hnme'e account of the rnles'of property which stabilize pos- i_-
session. Huﬁe'qu}te empnatically asgerts that "these rules are princi-
pally fi;ed-by cﬁe:imaginationi or the more frivolous properties of our
thought and concepcion"lo, and ne.then goes on to make use of certain
psychological mechanisms, identical to those found in Book I, to‘ex—

" ) )

plain these'rﬁles._'ln his account of our acceptance of the rules that

prOperty shoold remain with those who have enjoyed long possession of

it, we see him use the tendency to move from an idea to a resembling ome;

the rendency to "complete unions" by adding further reletions; and the
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tendency of 1Eeas to flow along paths ‘made by tom, Thus, we allow .

‘possession of property to those ého have long enjoyed 1it, because the
mine‘naturaily. by leng custom, comes to flow easilk be n the idea'
of that-thing an thet parrieular person, Also, the relation of cwner—
ghip ia similar :o the relation of long possessioﬁ,-so we tend to move &
.easily from the ideas of ome to the other.. On top of that, if we add
property right to possesa%ou, we.get a stronger union, and the mind

glories in completing unions.

I

N
-

The mind is apt to ascribe to them any additional- v
relation, in order to complete the umion...And as - )
property forms a relation betwixt a person and an

object, 'tis natural to found it on some preceding: -

.relation; and as property 1is nothing but a conatant - _ -
. possession, secured by the laws of society, "tis

natural to add it to the present possession, which ; { : )

is a relation - that resembles it. For this also has&\ e

its influence. If it be natural to conjoin all g

sorts of relations, 'tis more 80, te conjoin such

relations as are resembling,: and are related to-

gether.11 T

These themes, along with orher principles concereing the move—‘
ment of the imagination, are frequently empleyed to aceount for various
'rights of owuership,'but ié is not worth going into themiall: we will
.just: mentien' the fairiy typi‘eal one ceneerning the property—righ: reeul-; ‘
ting from suceessidn{ The imagination plays a large z:u*;v.rl:wh Hume says, -
in producinébche rule that the son should receive the property of che
deceased parent.‘ T;e ideaa of father and son are closely allied, due h \ .
to customary asaociation, s0 the imagination easily flows from one to
the.other. Also. there is an associacion based on custom, between the

ideas of the parent 8 property, and the son. ' Thus, the tMnd moves with

considerable ease between the idea of the father's property, and the
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idea of the son. - Further, however,. comes the tendenef to "complete rela;
tions". Thus, after the father s death, the mind naturally "1ncreases
the relation of the son to the’ parent 8 property.12 ;

It is significant that in Book III we alao find the principle of
“feigning" used, particularly in Hume s account of the psychological
mechanisms underlying our rules of property-transference. Transference,
he says, has to be accompanied with something that satisfies the imagi-
nation,-leading_ua to comnnect thetidca of_the objectgwith the new owner:
otherwise, he says, we won't feel that any real transference has been
etfected- and'willﬁhave difficulty in crediting the new owner with owner-
ehipr Socmetimes, eimply handing over the goods satisfies the imagination.

" In order. to aid the imsgination in conceiving the

transferencé of property, we take the sensible ob-

ject, and actually transfer its possession to the

person, on whom we would bestow the property. The

supposed resemblance of the actions, and the pre-

sence of this sensible delivery, decelve the mind,

and make it fancy, that it conceives the mysterious

transition of the property.

Hhen we can't visibly transfer the property itself, the imagina-
,tion has to be mollified by other Bymholic procedures. Thus; the keys
of a granary are given tO‘represent.the transference‘of the corn, and
- the "stone and earth" are given to represent the tranaference of owner-
ship of a manor. In all -this, Hume tells us, we "feign" a mysterious
"real transference' of ‘property to satisfy our imegination. The.aymf
bolic gestures are used to represent-a real transference, without which
: fiction the imagination would not accept the propertywtranafere?ce.

Hume also, it may -be noted, uses the idea of the "fiction" in his account
of promises. He tells us that we "feign" an act of the mind equivalent
3 o |

.4’“{
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to nilliné an obliga:ion, in.order'co sacisfy the imagination with resnact'
to ptomiscs.la Without 1t he says we would have difficulty in looking
%upon promiges as binding. f f
The psychological accounts so er mentioned represent but a tithe.

"of the psychological mechanics of Book III. He may also discover for
instance, the beginnings of a theory of sesthetics based on psychological
tendcncies,l5 and explanations of why we don t necessarily act on-our |
knoun intercéts,lﬁ Perhaps, :oo, the most signiflcant:doccrine concerning
 psycho1o§ical.tendenciea'ln Book III 1s never ac:nally-explicitly menQ
tioned chere. He does not go over any such mechanisms with respect to

zgg hy, but sympathy is both made chc cornerstone of hia moral philo-
sophy, and is analyzed in terms of paychologlcal‘mcchanisms,'1n the

previoun Book. But we won't purnuo examples of pcychologicnl mcchanisms

- furthef; enough has been seen co make it clear that their use is ex-

tensive in Book III. A fuller exposition of the psychological mecha-
niams would have greatly accentuated this point, but would also have
given rise to sommolence. A_further conclusion drawn from consideration
of these mcchanlsms concerns the fact that Hume clearlf extendo inco
Book III ;he‘proccdure of explaining thejsupposedly raclonal in terms

of principles . of the inagination: Wegmighc sdppoqe that the actual
rules of ownership, property transference, or.governmental power trans-~
fei:enct;, depend on reason, bu.r., Hume .8aysp it ls re.allijust the fancy

that decides them.

v Cn turning at 1ast to Book i, we may well expect to find at most

a limited exposition of the Humean paychological mechanics. After all,
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wﬁcdﬂmaa&brhuemuuamuamwmaﬁtMswwam1uyu
reatricted to Book II and do not have much significance in the Iggggigg
"as a whole. Selby-Bigge certainly does not see that the account of pride,
humility, love and hatred are closely connected with accounts of Book I,
through the underlying mode of explanation and intention. In words remi-
" niscent of his co?menta coucerning the religious discussions, he says
their "bearing,pu Hume s general system is it is true, not very great
—
and not at all clear" 17 We have already found that psychological me-
chanica had a fairly extensive place .in Book III, however, and in fact,‘
when we return to Book I, we £ind tggi this mode of explanation plays
auch an enormous part thag the Selby-Bigge attitude becomes incredible:,
‘That Book II could ever be deaignated as the particular home of. Hume s
paychologizing is extraordinary Almost no~discuaaion in Book 1 is
completed without subatantial recourse to paychological modes of ex-
-lplanation. He £ind psychological explanationa playing a major part in
) diacusaiona of impresaions and ideas, memory, bellef, universals, infi-
nity, possibility, probability, necessity, induction, identity, personal
' identity, substance, theoriea of perception, the causal axiom, and ex-

' © oy

ternal durability——amongat others! !
Book I makes it quite clear that Hume's paychologizing has two
major.aapecta. On the one‘hand, we have the procedure of treating im~,j
praaaiona, ideas, beliefs and memories entirely as psychic entities,
differentiated by psychological qualities; on the other hand, we have
the procedure -of producing psychological mechanioms vhich are auppoaed

to underlie our entertaining of ideas in particular groups and adccea-

siona These two aspects are then brought together in the body of the

I'4
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Book bx,principles such as the following, in order to explain the ‘con~
-tent of our syatem of belief.

{1t ia] & general maxim An the science of human na-
ture, ‘that when any impression becomes present to us,
it not only transports the mind to such ideas as are 3
related to it, but likewise communicates to them a
share of its force and vivacity.1B (emphaais in text).-

 Armed with "maxima such as thia, plua psychological mechaniams ‘
and his account of impresaions ideas, beliefs, and- memories in paycho-
logical terms, Hume felt that he could explain vircually all of our he—
liefs. We find that the typical account of a belief involves an im-
‘presaion passing on its vivacity to an idea introduced chrough psycho—
logical mechanisms-—which idea is thus converted into a belief. As in

‘Book II, we thus find the rather diaconcerring rocedure of ° explaining

beliefs in terms of causes tather than reaaona.:

Faoed, ‘for example,
vith a situation in which a. man comes to believed that his‘ship will
probably return to port, having §een 19 out of 20 ships do so previouslr,
Hume will discusa underlying psychological mechanisms. He will not by .
any means rest satisfied with the comment that experience provides
assurance that ahips return 95 percent of the time. Insread he apeaka
-of mechanisms which provide a lively image of a returning ship, ang
which gonstitutes because of this vivacity a belief'in the event.lg‘l

Diaconcerring ugh thi procedure may be, it is the fundamental ap—

proach of Hume 8 psycholo izing. Hume wishes to explain man's system of -

-~

belief, along with the reéat of hia behaviour, in terms similar to those_

used by other empirical sciemtists. We can only give his argumenra a
' f
hearing, and see if they portend succeaa. "

[

But before diacusaing;the actual psychological-mechaniema,'we

’



should consider some -details of Hume' s‘account of impreasions, ideas.
beliefs and memories. It in fact helps enormously, in unde:standing
"Buma 8 treatment of these, if we are acquainted with the materialistic_
‘explanatione of such phenomena offered by Hobbes and Hartley. Those
-explanations radoce impressions and ideas to matter in motion. ‘iﬁ—
presaions e a sort of vibration sat up by the shock of external bo—
dies on the senses, while an idea is the-reaidue-of thiu.initial mo—
tion—-that which is 1e£t after the original motions hnve died down

‘Now while Hume, unlike Hobbes and Hartley, was not 80 philosophically
unsophisticated as to deliberately say, withont any defence, that im
pressions and ideao actually are just motione, he certoinly doeo use
mechanistic explanations at least as 8 model. This starts to becone ;
evident in his treatment of impressions, pure ideas, beliefs, and memo-
ries, as simply vatying in strengch and vivaoity.* Impressions, he
telln us, heve very much force and vivecity, and in a way are irresie--
tible to the mind, having considerable influence in the transactions n
of the mind._ Hemories have a little leso of thie “1ivelinesu y but
atill so much that they heve very considerable influence. Beliefs have
less liveliuese otill, and therefore have correepondingly less influence,
tﬁ; actnal influence depending on the particular degree of vivncity,

which varies within the bounds peculiar to beliefe.' Lastly. pute ideas,

the gnint images of'our'fancy,‘lnc§\§?ia 1ivelinesa, and do not have much

%It is here recognised, of course, that Hume does coms to move away from
this differentiation in terms of _pure. vivacity, introducing othar criteria
of, for example, belief and memoty. Nevertheless, in the main'body of the
Tteatise, considerable weight is laid on vivacity, with the psychological
mechanics of Book 1 in particular proceeding as if degteo of vivacity pro-
vided a complete analyaio o£ types .of ideas.

@
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influence in our mental 1life while in that form. Now the model underlying

¥

all this certainty seems to be that of matter in motion. Modern readers
may uee'as a parallel the phpsicist's explanation.of'heai:ttansfetence in s

. an irom baﬁ, The hottest part of an iron bar consists of the most "viva~ .

cious” molecules, a e molecules "influence“ their neighbours by
passing on nfphare-of their motion.. The less‘nctive noiecules, naping
F emalier:store of vivacity, have cotteepondingly less influence, be-

) cndne they can transfer less‘motion to their'neignnoura, éincelﬂume re-~
peats this- theme of communicating vivecity so often in expleining why
particular beliefs are gained the molecule annlogy, or a near equiva- T

;\\\‘;“Ienjr tends to becone entrenched in the reader 8 mind: Until, that ie.
Hune speaks of‘the communication being as by so many pipes or cnnal 29‘

when the theme of analogy haa to involve energy transference by hydraulics,

N 2
though the analogy is, a fortiori mechnnietic.e o o

Another general explanation of how beZiefs arise also, presents
physicalism with a vengeance. it 1is not 3 that Hume s account can be *
seen to be'based on a mechamistic model; rather, we find that Hume. ac-' K
tunlly offers a reductionist nccount. He arguea thet often, a belief is
a result of vivacity being treneferred by mistake from its rightful
owner to a reeemhling idea. He then offers, thOugh he admits that it is

conjectural, the following physiological account:

The mind...dispntches the spirits_ into that reglon of "
the brain, in which the idea is placed ;* these spirits
always excite the idea,.when they run precisely into
the proper traces, and rummage that cell, which belongs

. to the idea. But as their fio ion-ie seldom direct, and
nnturally turns a Little © the one side or the other,

. * L)

*Note thnt here, Eume is s0 carried away by - the phyaiological explanation

& - that he actually speaks of “the idea as a phyaical entity.
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. what experience tells us.
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for. this reason the animal 3pirits falling into the
contiguous traces, present other related ideas in lieu
"of that, which the mind desired at first to survey.
" This change we are not always sensible of ; but continu-
ing still the same. train of thought, make use. of the
_related idea, which is presented to us, and employ it
in our reasoning, as . if it were the game with what ve.
demanded. 23 :

L2

ln the same section from which this quotation -was drawn, Hume

- asserts that he could easily have given a physical explanation of the

associative mechanisms, but negleeted the.advantege, ‘because he did“not

o

. . o , |
want to go against the procedural rule that we should rest content with

22 It is to‘theeEKQSEE:iative mecﬁeniems that

4 - : Y

- we must now turn, and it is wortﬁ,ghile following Hume's hint and look~

iﬁg more closely at-the principles of association without treating them_

as sacrosanct first principles of an a-ssociationist psychology. ‘Hume

has indicated that he thought of them as being potentially explicable by

a phyaical hypothesis, aed wﬁen we look at‘tHem more closely,'we :ealiee .
-that they ;re, in fact, reducible to'other.principlea of psychologicef
‘mechanics offered by Hume. We find that Ke offered quite a wide variety
'of principles of psychological mechanics, and, far from the three prin-

ciples of asaociatipn being ultimately exalted emong_these, it appears

that some are higher principles, from which the three associative prin- -

<

ciples can be derived.

"

The three supposed basic principles of the associationist psycho-

logy are”the priuciplea—that reeemblance, cause and effect, and conti-.

Q

_3uity, are’ qualities which convey the mind from one idea to another.

~

,Thnt is, 1f we entertain an idea, X, whose object resembles the: object

of another idea. Y, then on entertaining the idea x the mind 18’ almos}

r.

-

inexorably led to the fdea of Y; aqg'similarly,with ideas-whoee objects

o

A Y
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-'are related'by cause and effect, and contiguity. Hume . enthusiastically

draua a parallel between these principlee of asaociation and Newton's

aystem of gravitation, congratulating himself on producing principlea as

significant in the mental world as Newton's were in the’ physical. ‘Never-

vol cause and effect.and contiguity to the more fundamental psycholo~

gical propenaitz,involving custom. )

oking first at the relation oﬁ contiguity, we may recall Hume's

¥ -

words "as the senses, in changing their objecta are neceaaitated to change

‘b

then regularly, and take then ee they lie contiguous to each other, the -

imagination must by long custom acquire the same method of thinking, and

rin along the parte of space and time»in conceiving ite objects".Z? Thus,

there is no doubt that he reduced the proponaity of idea-transference

“based on contiguity to cuatom. “But it is also very well known ‘that Hume

giveo an account of the mind's transference from ‘the idea of cause, to_'

that of. effect in terms f} the custom it has - gained of entertaining their

ideas 1n auccession. Thus, from the suppoaed three principlea of idea-

transference involving cause and effect, reaemblance, and contiguity, we

are reduced to two principles of idea—tranaference involving custom and

resemblance. We have already seen, in an allied case, that Hume was pre~

r‘- -

pared to.offer phyaical explanationa of mental phencmena based on the re-

lation of reaemblance and it ia not at all difficult to imagine what

o

type of phyaical explanation Hume had 1in aind=-but wodld not put into

writing—-of the idea—transference baaed on custom. Hume very probably

»

had in mind the notion of repeated conjunctions of ideas. producing a

well—trodden-path for the .apirita?, which connect the cells to which

-

=3

thele§§ before 1ong, we find Hume reducing the associatiVe mechanisms in-

A

N L
R R

~

sz

ey




156

i .
T

' thoae ideas belong; to follow. Thusf on One_of the cells being excited% rj
the “apirita".wduld move uitn'great ease and facility to tne_other cellf
.excitingqtnat in turn. | |
Not only are the "three principles of asaociation reducible to
two. and the two principles also potentially reducible to the phyaical -in
_ Hume's system, but a wider principle of paychological mechanics can also
be found under which the aaaociative mechaniams can be subsumed. In fact,
_when we gather together the motley pﬁygnglogical mechaniems found in Book
I; we find that virtually all of them can be subsumed under the general .
principle that the mind's action ia alwaya to follow tﬁoge procedures
| which give it greatest ease. Thua, "facility" is such an important word
in Book I, as, indeed 1t is'in Book II. If the mind can move from one
idea to another with: great eaaq and "facility", then it doea so: apd e
upon this the transition involving the principles of aaaociation is |
- often explicitly based. The close relationa of resemblance, cause and
‘effect,‘and contiguity, allow tranaference of one idea to its correlate

v 24

with great "ease" and "facility",”" and thus tng_miné, which 1is restleas

[

=]

nnd‘conatantly replaces its ideas, aubatitutea tﬁed'according to'these
lines of "easy" transference. i
. When we nove'on to consider the further principlea of paycholo-

gical machanics in Book I, we find that though they are principlee above

and. heyond those of aaaocietioniam. they are not actua iy in competition _

i1i

with the supposed three principlea of aaaociationiat paychology. The

latter arc concerned with explaining why ideas enter the mind ia certain

c Y
‘groupa, or rmore specifically, why, after entertaining a particular idea

another particular idea should follow it. The motley collection o

\ ' R | v
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the other hand, are not concerned with this, but
Vith other aupposed ps chological phenomena. They ineclude the general

|

tendency to avoid ment

further principles, o

or the "feigning of ps udo—objects to thie end; the principle of psycho—
logicel inertia, the 339 pensity to complete relations or render .unions
/ more entire “and the prope of the miad to "spread itself" over ex-
ternal_objecte,hexternalining its internal impressions. These principles
. tend to interweave and EE be used‘in coninnction, and the& certninly meet
with extensive a;;IIcation. All, however, are bssed on a gort of lsw of
conservntion of mental enexgy: in other words, the principle that .the
mind nlways acts 'in such a way as to give itself greatest ease.,

" Obviously, the first principle—that the nind avoids Qiscomfort—— .
is ;erivsble from .the general principle that the mind acts in‘soch a way |
as to secure itself greatest esse. We see it in use, as a general prin~-. :

uciple; wnen Hume explains why the;mind does not lapse into hopeless gkep~--
“ticism on appreciating the argument £ "Of Skepticism with Regard to ,7
Resson . Ths mind, he says, refuses to go through the highly strained
nnd abstrose processes which would make any Broposition dubitable, endg
.thus, solely because the mind eschewa that which makes it uncomfortable.
we continue to give credence to propositions.% This tendency of the

P

mind to avoid discomfort mnnifests itgelf in fer nore §hrprising pheno-

ns » OF the feigning:of pseudo-entities.

- 9

mena in the creation of “fi

Iike tho oyster creating a pmarl sololy to remove a source of discom..
fort; so‘does the mind,‘accord g Fo Hume "create fictions to set 1t8e1f

¢ at easa. One source of mental discomfory-is the opposition of reéson and -

the imagination on the question of ternal durability. OneJtello us

discomfort, including the production of "fictions » -
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that we must aoeept it, the other. that we must reject it thus,-be "en-

-_deavour to set ourselves at ease as much- as possible...by feigning a
g

mind i3 made uncomfortable by the ima-

‘double existence'. ., 26 Again, the

',gination leading us to look upon a series of connected perceptions as
'having unity, while reason shows that it has not. To avoid this discom—

\.

fort, the mind “is-apt to feign something unknown and invisible ,27 Our

AR AT Wl A

use of a perfect standard of equality. yet again, is due to the produc-

Lo Al

‘tion of a "fiction". We really, ‘says Hume, have no right to such a thing:

it is a fictitious notion resulting ftom psychological inertia.

e This “psychological inertia' is an oft-used propensity in Book I,

-

being,ﬁsed first in the discussion of geometrical standards. We aee

'_:that rough standards can always be corrected by finer stangards of equa—

"1ity, Hume points out, 80 that a seriea of finer and finanﬁatandards can.

be produced. This then creates, 80 he tells us, a sort .of psychological

momentum. the mind carries on in the same way of thinking, and gives

birth to the fictitious notion of a perfect standard of equality. Once

" the mind, or imagination, {g set into a train of thought. then, it will

:% , with gréat ease continue in that train, finding it eaaiest. as 1t were,

e

“to follow the patterns to which it had become accustomed. This mental

phenomenon'of psychological igertia is further used by Hume in helping

‘to explain our belief in external durability

o — The imagination, when set into any train of thinking,
v ~o : is apt to continue, even when its object fails it, and

’ 1ike a galley put into motion by its oars, carries on
it course without any new impulse...and as the mind is
once in the train of observing an uniformity among ob-
jects, it naturally continues, till it rendets the uni- .
formity as complete as possible.

e e e tTE RSt
- .r"-‘n-.ﬂl';{éi!"-t‘,'.ﬁ-!M , .
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Alongside this ‘explanation of external durability in terms of the
'"galley theory of psychological inertia, we also find the principle that
the mind in order to give itself will "complete relations and |
ﬁnions. This is a principle highly enipiscent of that concerning the
.mind‘s tendency to create fictions. It seems that the mind is happier,
‘more at ease in. its transactions, if it does not have to make transitions
along lines of weak relations and thus it gives the imagination licence

-

to fictitiously create the absent relations. For example, objects as they
_ appear to the senses present to the mind an incomplete picture of coher-
ence, and, rather than putting up with hesitant transitions. the mind
completes_this coherence in order to work with a nice strong relation.

In another case, we find Hume_offering a similar explenation of why causal
theoriote of perception enppooe objects to be similer‘to their percep-
tions. lt is, he tells us, because of our "strong propensity to completee
every union by joining new relations to those which werhave_before ob- -

9 N

served betwixr. any ideas" v, 2 I

This brings us to the last principle of noological proclivity found
in Book 1: the propensity of.the mind‘to spread itself" onto external
-objects;' Such a principle might have been used as a general»eﬁplanation
of man's anthropocentricity, but in fact Hume used it to explain just
our externalization of the notiom of necessity and our treatment of
some eecondary qualities as spatially loceted along with their connected
primary qualities. Having habitually experienced particular smells and
tastes with the other propertiea of a fruit. Hnme tells us, we erro—
neously transfer the conjunction into the objective‘reelm. addinglepa—

tiality to tastes and;ﬁmells.Bl

)
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The general survey of the‘principles of psychological mechanisms,
- used in Book I is now complete. Some examples of their application have
been produced, and it is beginning to become clear that psychologicsl;
mechanics plays a very substantial patt in Book I. No example of its
-really systematic and determined - use has yet been offered, ‘however, and
nyet this is necessary to appreciate the fact that such spplications are
not just accretions of Hume's system, but represent a major part of its
structure. Thelclearest and mogt significant exemple of such use is .
found in the account of {nduction, and this account, therefore, will be
exsmincd as representative of the tjpc of psychological explanetion
fodnd.in Book L. | | - | .
The aumber of psychological principles and analyses used directly

or indirectly in the general account of induction is in fact prodigious,
and would reéﬁire very extensive disentanglement, but the fol;owing,
which play a major role in the account, deserve enumeration:

1. ‘The analysis cf impressions as psychic entities with a great

-

store of vivacity;

2. The analysis of ideas as qualitativeiy sinilar to impressions,

but devoid of thelr vivacity;

-

3. The principle that impressions are foliowed, slweys, by'tﬁcir

© ideas; i.e. that the idea of Ais entertsined immediately after the 1

e

pression of A is gsined;Bz ‘ f .
4, The snalysis of peliefs as psychic entities quslitstively

similar to pure ideas and impressions, but with an 1ntermediete degree

. of sivacity;

—-—-’-—'-.:‘_;M‘d‘.‘ S AR
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5. The principle that'vifecity can be “passed on" froe.one per— -
«f‘u¢. ‘ o . ‘
ceptiom o another;
6. The principle that the mind will continue to do what it is
aceustqmed -to do,
:~-§. The principle that where an idea of a cause enters the mind,

. a tendency 15 set up whereby the idea is succeeded by the idea of the
effect; \
‘8. The principle that the mind tends to "spread itself" onto

external objects, treating aa objective that which 18 really subjective.

Utilizing these analyses and principl&h Hume explains why, upon

seeing a cause A, we come Lo anticipate the existence of the effect B,

and believe that the-event‘gggg occur. The first element of this‘process,
Hume aaysr is our gaining-an 1mpression of the cause A“‘which is then
followed by its ccrrelate, the idea of A (principle no. 3) Previously,
impressions of B have entered the mind aubsequently to impressions of A,
and a custom has thus been set up of aasociating the ideas conjoining
them in the mind (no. 6).. Thus, in this 1nstance, the idea of A leads
‘the idea of B into the mind (no. 7-—instantiation of 6). This means
‘that we, having already eutertained the idea of A come to entertain the
idea of B. The impression of -A meanwhile radiates its vivacity upon‘all
that is closely related.to iti(nos. i,_&), nnd,so'the idea of B‘comes

te absorb some of this  vivacity. fhis, however, means.that we are en—
 tertaining a lively 1dea of B, uﬁich 1s ptecisely'what believing B amoﬁntslv
to (no. 4). Nevertheless we suppose that B must follow A; -that neceasity,

rather than mere contingent fact 13 involved. This, however. is just an. :

instance of the mind's tendency to "spread itself" {no. 8), tending to
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objectify that which is really subjective. Though necessity exists only

in<ourse1ves, in the felt determination of the mind to move from the idea

of A to that of B, we assume that something corresponds to it in the ex—

ternal world.

As long as we bear in mind the fact thst Buch forms of explanation" h

are the rule, rather than the exception, in Book I, we will retain an ac~
curate picture of Hume's psychologizing in that Book' further examples

of its use, numerou though they may be, can thus be bypassed. This puts,_
ugs in. the position of being able to return to questions vhich faced us
earlier, concerning the acceptability of Hume's psychologizing.

v -.*. 1t will be appreciated that the defence'offered against tne charge
of insppropriate psychologisn with respect to Books 11 and I11 cannot‘be
repeated with respect to Book 1. It was rather pointless rejecting most

of the accounts o£ Books II and JII on that ground, since Bume was usually
 only aiming at doing psychology there, anyway. In Book I, however, crucial
philosophical questions are being tackled wheo the psychological mecha-
nisms come into the picture. "1Is he not, then, to be censured for using
inanpropriete modes of explanation? The answer must be that in some ways ‘
he is, but in many other ways he is_not. His treatment of ideas as psychic,
rather than semantic entities, for instance, certainly does mean that on a
‘ _number of occasions, his mode of procedure is inappropriate. It leads him
often to treat questions concerning the meaning and nature of a concept
entirely as though they are just questions concerning the existence of a
paychic‘entity{ Thus, for him, the crucial question in the debate con-

. w universals involves whcther psychic entities of a certain sort can

e o T
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exist.3; Again,'the conceptual questioo concerning ether we can have

ideas of something infinitely large or 1nfin1te1y small is tackled by

him es a matter of . mental fact. We can t have an idea of aomethin

‘finitely large, he tells us, because in order to create an- 1nfin1te1y ‘
large mental entity we would need an infinite capacity, on the other
‘hand, he urges, we can conceive of an infinitely small thing, because the -
.1dea of an ink spot movedfto aAgreet distance is such e'menta; eotity.sé
Yet again,gHume's.tendency to‘reducc loéical queetione to;those of psy- -
'chology 15 largely due to his treatment of idees E3 peychic entities.
Directly because of it, questions concerning the compatibility of con- .
cepts are converted 1nto questiona concerning the paychological compati—»
. bilities of mental entitiea. ' . ';} ‘ .'.“ £
Another highly damaging objection to Hume 8 psychologizing is
based on afrejection of his account of belief. Probably no one today
takes serioualy his‘anelyeis of belief as a meatal entity with a certain
ldegtee of lf%el ness; or, therefore, the allied accounts of particular
beliefs as reaul ing from vivacity being passed on to them. This in- \
evitably_very seriously weakens the persuasiveness of ‘much of Hume's
psychoi~gizing. MNevertheless, the type of psychological approach of-
fe;ed By Hume may ptill‘be perfectly acceptable: elements of_man'e sys-
tem of belief may Ltill be correctly analﬁzeble in psychologicel terms.
The point isﬁthat Hume does not jost pick on fundamental_beliefs and
without more ado explain'them as a‘resolt of psychological mechanisms.
The typical account, rather, involves consideration of a belief whiéﬁ\%e

has earmarked as based on nonhrational factors. Before the paychologi-

'cal discuseiou begins. Hume has already very thoroughly shown the absense

~

Yava
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“of a Sasia in reason. -Conéider,'for exanple, the aceouhts of eiterﬁai
durability; identity, and induction. Iq‘each case,'hé shows :hat‘hﬁ
:aﬁional basis can be found, and only after proving this to his‘@atis-
faction, does he 1aﬁnch 1n:§ hia'pstho}ogical account. Aﬁd wﬁa; could
be more_appropfiate? The whole procedure, ratﬁé? than Seing-irrélevnné
'io the philddopﬁef, is very pertinent indeed. ﬁaving shown that such -
beliefs “are not based on readon, the account.wouldnbé incompiéte without
- indicating on what.tﬁey ggg_baséd. Aﬁd if Huﬁé could éhergupon prove
that ;mporCan: élementa\df‘the owledge system are based purely bn:péy-
chological mechaﬁisms, he would‘hdve p:oveﬁ some:hing highly significant
io thﬁ phiiqsopher. . Of éourse, 1f the first part of H;me's accouﬁt;-the
'#rgument that beliéfs'a;e‘noé racionally based—1s nqc‘#ccepted, then we _
?i;l have little incéreaﬁ in‘ﬁhelsehond.part of the accouﬁf, concerniuga
' their allegéd psychological basis: But that is a quite différedt métte;.
This maﬁter pérhaps deserves some emphgéis,-pince it-iﬁvolfés the .
central point of the jbint funccioniné of the psycﬁological and logical-.
© aspects of Book I qf the Treatise. The Joint functioning and'purﬁosé
of the two types qf explanation reflects, accﬁrding to this disser;acién,
- the most -characteristic doctrine of‘Hume'é epistemology. To many, how-
ever, the appioééhes geem at beat tied together fairly loosely. Consider

rd

for example, the following comments: '
©  Hume the ‘philosophical analyst and Hume the “experimental

psychologist are not really very compatible throughout

most of Book I of the Treatise. It is true that they '

stmetimes collaborate, the analyst detecting an error

(the fmputation of necessary connection to causally re-

lated events, for instance), the psychologist explaining

it (in this case by the natural disposition of men to _

‘project features and qualities of their inner experiences

on to the external world). But each has his own work to

do and goes about it independently of the other...3
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Aaaettions such as this manifeat a tendency to overlook the gurgoae

of Hume 8 use of the two types of explanation. It is not just that they _.

- sometimes collaborace: one would be largely poin:leaa ul;hpu:'the other.

The whole point of‘tﬁe logical analysia_ls tha: if leads to :he psycholo-

: gical analysis the- latter being largely irrelevaut in the absence of the

former. Hume, as this disaertatian haa been crying to’ emphasise, wishes

to show that many vital aapects of . the undetatanding are not based on

reason, but on arational instinctive factora. This, it has been argued,

should be looked upon as part of-Eume 8 mos: distinctive epis:emological

_standpoint. But in the substantiation of thia atandpoin:l Huae‘obviopaly

‘has two tasks to carry out. First, he has to prove that the pertinent

aspects’ of the understanding are not based on reason, and then, and only

thqng_can.he go on to show that they are actually based on cercain psy-

'chologicallfactors. . l ‘
‘ - L

Since the two modes of analysis are intimately‘connected in the

-

production of Hume' s most characteristic epistemological doctrine-—uhich

Hume spends moa: of Book 1 substantiating—it would aeem at best highly

misleading to refer to them as such that they merely same:imea collabo—

rate". Hhen-wegunderatand Hume's purposes, the two modes of analysis can

C—

be seen not just as entirely compatible, but aa'equal partners in the pro-

duction of his central doctrine concerning thé understanding.

VI Though we may not be able to secure a decisiﬁe objection to Hume'a

procedure on'the.grounda of 1nappropriate 'usage of psychological explana-
tiona, we may still, it may - be said convﬁft him of the more general charge

of offering explanations 1nappropr1ate to the aubject. Hume, it may be

.
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naio, treats man 1nd$pfopciac313 as a borrcl-organ4-ao a mechanisnm pre-
. programmed to react to stiﬁuli in a oarticuiar fashion. Or, to be more
' accurate, we may say thac he creats tan like Pavlov 8 salivating dogs..
Custom, which plays- such a crucial role in Hume B psychological explana-
~ ‘tion ia, after all, just a matter of conditioned teflex. It 13 as a
result of environmental conditioning, Hume in effect says, that wa regs-
pond to parcicular imprcssions with the inductive inference. Galling
* -though Hume's approach in this respec: may be, however,. it is no: at all
_ cloar chac at leas: in some cases, it may not be entirely appropriate.
We are today‘well used to the fact that some elcmco;s of our behaviour"
are c;plicable in psﬁchologicol té%os, fafhor thcﬂ_in terms'of’rationaiityg o |
a0 might it not bc that at least some important aspects‘of our kﬁoﬁledée—

- system are similarly explicable? Once the thin end of the wedge has been

‘introduced we cannot be sure how deeply it may be driven.

‘ /,!II/// So far in this chapter, ‘use of the word "naturalism” has beer

-cedure exprcs ng the paturalistic attitude. What,'ofter all, does the

naturalistic approach to man amount to? It is just'a matter of looking - ]

Upon‘man'os fundamentally imilar to the rest of nature, and using ac-

counts of man which :reat-him ust one more aspecc of-hcture.- Now'in

Hume's time, such an approach would almost inevitably manifcst itself in




e
\
| Today, most of us at lesst certainly do see msn a8 one more aspect
" of the nstursl world- ‘as a product of nsture, rather than something set’
‘apart.‘ Nevertheless we reeognise that mechanistic explan?tions of the .
animate are not always appropriate. Just because we agree thst man is
pert of nsture, indeed in every respect a product of nature, ‘it does not
_mean that modes of explanstion suitable to the inanimate may be appro=-
p;isfe to man._ Thus the general mechanistic pettern of Hume 8 explana—‘
Ation, just as much as the fine deteils of such accounts, may leeve us
_uholly unconvinced. Nevertheless, even if the actual constructive elements

; of Hnme B gystem are to.be totally rejected it does not mean thst the

i general direction of his approach might not be perfectly satisfactory.

‘ o~
" In his epistemological discussions, Hume only expounded his psychologicsl

pmechsnics after giving powerful arguments to prove thst the inductive in-

ference and many other important elements of our knowledge-system cannot be

based on. reason. These: arguments are very importent to us as philosophers.
- and Hume 8 injunction to treat them as "foisted upon us by nature" deserves
to be taken seriously. Modes of explanation other than that of psycholo-
3ica1 mechanics are avsilsble to explore those svenues which Hume opened
to us. This is where the bhasic theory of modern naturslism comes into the
picture. the theory of evolution. We may explain the natural beliefs sndb
the inductive inference as having inevitably evolved as organisms becsme
more sdvsnced being necessary to ensnre the survival of such species. We
nay argue that man has to accept these beliefs ‘and- inferences as essential
: elements of his knowledge-system, since practicel 1ife necessitstes ie,

This, then, gives us part of the progrsmme for part 11 of this dis-

sertation. We must see if it is fessible to expound a vsriation of Hume 8

\
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‘ﬁrogrammé,,acceptiqg that some inalienable aspects of the knuqiedgersyatem
are not based on rational factors, subsequently giving natural{atic expla-

nations of these aspects.
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EVALUATIONS .

-

* No fact can be feal or éﬁisti

_. C . .pARTII - .

gstatement true unless 1 4 a suffi-

cient reason why it~Bhould be thus and
" not otherwi Leibniz, Monadology,
Section 32, tr. G.R. Moncgoqery).-

Reason and logic cry out in pain no
doubt; but we have long since learned

- pot to bother overmuch with reason and
logic. Logic was. formerly visualized
as something outside us, something
existing independantly which, if we
were willing, could take us by the hand
and lead us intc the paths of truth.
We now suspect that it is something
the mind has created to conceal 1its

. timidity and keep up its courage, a
hocus=pocus designed to give formal
validity to conclusions we are willing
to accept 1f everybody else in our set
will too (C.L.Becker, The Heavenly. .
City of the FEighteenth~Century Philos~

' ophers,-p.25)..
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CHAPTER 8: PRECURSORY ASSESSMENTS:

-

N

I Hume s doctrine concerning reason and the knowledge-syetem ie a mix—

" fure of the brilliant and the excepcionable. In this, the second part of

the diesertetion, an acrempr will be made to- disentangle these elemente.

-k

ieolating the imporrant insighta while separaring out and rejecting the

oh;g&rionable. An attempt will be made, not juer to give an evaluation

of the doctrines concerning the dﬁﬂeretanding unfolded in Part 1 of this ~
) dieaertetion. buc to provide gome reconstruction of the primary ineights.
’ ealvaging and reformulacing the valuable elemen:a while exorcieing the

.dubious. Thie approach may, however, come to geem eelf-defenting.

o

After all, it ia the ekeptical aspect of Hume's work which ia eoften the

" most objecrionable, and, yet Part I of this diosertarion hna 1arge1y been '

- g

_ devoted to showing that the okeptical aspecr of Hume's work was incimately

tied up with the poaitive doctrines conoerningxﬁhe understanding. An
a:tempt to reformulate Hume's primnry doctrine concerning reason and the
knowledge-eyetem, while exorcising- muoh of the skeprical element might '

thus eeem.ut;erly perveree.

;ERG Before tackling ‘this objoctiou, ve ehall conoider. as an example,

. one of thoae H n ekepcicaﬁﬁgrgumenta whieh eeema deﬂtined Egakorm‘parr .

of the detritue of philoaophy. This. exnmple involves a ekepcical docttine ‘
N W Y I+ ‘.

vhich ie boch highly ouapect nnd yet preeented by Hume ds & eupport for his

' major nn:urnlistic choeie concerning¢§pe underaranding. Uoing this example, n

L+

ir Hill be poseible to furrher one of the purposes of this part of the dis-
Y

uertntionw-thg preaen:arioq,eé\etraighrforward cririque-whlle illusrraring
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‘the significance of the oorential paredox underlying any.critical reconstruc-

tion of'Hune'a naturaliecgo thesis. We will return co the reeolution of this

,paradox after discusaing this example

II Treatise I, IV, I. : - ‘*‘:“S. | .

_ Hume's argument in the section entitled "Of Skepciciam with Regard to

- Reagon" is the major support £57 his univeraelizetion of the pr0poeition that.

X

. statements cannot merit assent as long as we stay within the bounds of reason.
He seeks, in this section, to show that if we are guided by reason elone, ve

will have to admit thac ell knowledge degeneratee into probability. while all

:of chis, Hume in effect seeks to Bubetantiete dienoetic ekepticism he triea
to show, in other words, that no propoeition whateoever, however certain it
‘mAy appear at first, ought to be given credence by a purely ragionel being.
The highly dubgous proof of this programme is as follows:
Firet, Hume atatee that however clear and certain rules of reasoning
may.be, we only apply them.iallibly.- Man can and does mabe'mistakee. But
'becauee of this, we are told we should never speak of posaeeeing knowleoge
we should only apeak of some propoaitione having a very high probabilitg\fae-
-tor. Even in a very eimple celculacion, it ia possible that, we should have
R maée an'error, and thus, insteed of spenking of its conclueion as knowledge,

By
we' ehould ettribute to it a probability value, though perhaps to the order of

0.999., Now we might want to reply. that it ia only necessary to recheck :he

N culation ae%erel timea, and gain the corroboretion of orhere. in order to
Y

convert the probability into knowledge. But Hume's answer would seem to be

that even then we do not; have knowledge: -All ée“will actially have achieved -

1

% . .

*

probability inevitebly evaporatea under the probings of reaeon.. On the basis -

/]



ia giving a much higher probability value to the proposition, a value, gay,:
',°£ 0 999%9. At this point, we might want to say that this is knowledge. but
Hume foreatalla thts bjection. tells us that "knowledge and probability
are of such contrary and disagreeing natures, that they cannot well run insen-
sibly into each other™ |

: Having thua shown to hia aatiafaction that knowledge degeneratea into
probability, Hume proceeda to show that however high the probability of a
| propoaition may at first seem, it evaporatea under the process of ratiopal
lreexanination. His argunent boils down to the following. Suppose, first,
-that we'have'a propoaition. X, considered-highly probable, and to which we
come to award a probability value of 0 97. Having once awarded thia valua .
we ‘should, however, remember that our calculation of the probability may have

been incorrect, since we are fallible. After further calculation. we may

agree that the probability of the original calculation being correct is 0 97.

'd?:‘

~ This meana Hume then tella us, that the original eatimate concerning the
probability of xi;r questionable, and ought to be reviaed. We should, he
saya. multiply the probabilities together, and award X the resultant proba—
bility, which comes to 0.941. But, "having adjuated these two together, we |

are_obliged by our reason to add a new doubt derived from the poaaibility of
error in the estimation we make of the truth and fidelity of our fagultiea."2

-

The calculation concerning the original calculation may itself be incorrect,

;and thus ahould ouly be accepted as probabla. Aeaume, once more, that the

S e—

probability of ita baing correct is 0. 97. Thia will mean tbat we must further

adjust our eatimgte concerning X through multiplication with that factor,

~

gaining a new eatimate of 0.913. Yet thia probability "muat itself be weakened

by a fourth doubt of the same kind"‘concerning the most recent calculati%n,

S

“ %
o
;:

4

'

4
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~

" nd so on in infinitum, till at last there remain nothing of the originel

probability, however greet we may suppose it to have’ been, and however small

the diminution by every new uncertainty. No finite object can subsist under

a dééreese repeated in infinitum '3 . - ]
T Thia argument may indeed look like very thinly disguised sophietry.

One almoet wonders if ﬁnme is trying to pull the wool over the eyes of his

teaders, and is aecretlyflaughing into his sleeve. But the argument, like
Co

the. ontological argument, reaiste jnstant destruction, and is capable of

glving its ecrutineer uneasy moments. Both parts of the argument are, never-

theless, invalid. The first part, concerning the reduction of knowledge to

probability, is just a reformulation of the old chestnut concerning knowledge

and certainty.  The history of philosophy is full of peradoiee derived from

the supposition that the word "knowledge is inepplicable whenever there is

- any poseibility of error. But we need not be sidetracked into this debate.

The argument is clearly fallacious and is not of epecific interest to scholare

. of Hume. We shall instead turn ‘directly to- the second part of Hume 8 argumenﬂGE

which ie much more original, and does not have its refutation in every other

—

text-book of epistemology.

The basic fallacy of Hume's argument concerning the "eraporation"'of

probability lies in his assertion thai'we have to multiply together the pro- )

bebilitiee of the original and subsequent propositions. Hume offere no: reason

why we should do so, and'there geems to be none. The result of the multiplica~

tion represents just tha probability attributable to both tbe originel proposi-

tion and the new propositions being correct at once——which is entirely

separable from the matter of what probability factor ehould be attributed to

X. The original estimate of probability .is in no way dependant upon the

[ N AP R h
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econdary calculations concerning the fallibility of estimatea. There 1is |
certainly no reason vhy the mere recogunition of a possible error in our
;'calculationa should lead us to actually alter the estimate concerning the
~ probability. When acientiata recognise the posaibility of their having
made some error, they certainly don' t change their concluaions——why should’
they?—but use symbola to expreaa the likely 1imits of error. Our estimater.
-of probability should at the‘most, procaed similarly, and, bearing in mind
his average error, assert tbat the probability of X is 0.97 (+(e.g.)0.015).
h\bn what baais would recognition of a possible error-lead us to actually |
reduce the probability? Only, surely,.if it was’found that on average weA
attributed too high a probability to propositions. It is just as 1ike1y, |
"however, that ou:.resaarches would show'that our caleulations tended'to
err on the low gside. Then, rational reconsideration:of our‘calculation
 would lead us. to raise the estimate of the probability of X. It 1is moat
© likely that on average, the error in calculation 18 weighted neither on the
low nor the high side, ordinary fallibility in calculation will, over a j
sufficiently large number of cases, result in an equal number of uuderrated
‘ and overrated probabllity values. Thus, there are no statistical reasons, )
based on normal human fallibilitiea, why we should adjust the original
estimate of X in a downward direction. Only if we found that we had a )
urious psychological or intelleetual debilitating factor which led to a
constant overeatimation would we need to/take this step.
An attempt might neverthelcss be made to retain the essence of - Hume's
—urgument in the following manner. Baving taken account of our fallibility,

ve may not actually change our estimate of the probability of X, but we have 5

to recognise;-neVertheless, the limits of its accuracy. As we have seen. we :;9

o
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might come to speak of the probability of X as 0. 97(_ 0.015), rather than
jusc as 0.97. But thcn, the argument would run, as ve go through the pro- 1
cecs of rcevaluating our calculations, the limits”of accuracy will be seen
to grow wider and wider. Since we may have been mistaken in our calcula-
: tions concerning the limits of accuracy, these limits themselves have to
. be reconsidered,.and will grow wider and wider as rcexamination continuec.
This response, however, comits once again the fundamental faiiccy under—
| lying Hume's-crgumenc;‘ Once again, 1t is erronccusiy suppoacdcthat'thece‘
is a snowballing resulting from conjoining probabilities. But cﬁ?;c is nc
snowballing. The results of rational reconsideration decrease very rapidly
15 significcnce; Thc‘scries involved would in fact be of the form:

0.97, 0.97(+ 0.015), 0.97(k 0.015) (& 0.015), 0.97((+ 0.15) G+ 0.015)) G+ 0.015),
.dtc.- | _ - | |

Each.ccw recvaluation evaluatec only the limits of accurac§ of the

preceding calcclacion concerning limits of accuracy, aﬁd.thus-the cstimaie
of + 0.015 itself only gains its own limits of accuracy. 0.015.1s a very
cﬁallrnucher.‘ 0.015 of 0.015 15 fery mcch less aignificant still, Thus,
though there may indeed be an infinite series of reevaluations, resulting
in an ever—widening reevaluation.of accuracy, the - growth continues at an
ever-diminishing rate, and was never of practical significance from the
| first. Hume wag wrong to say that "however small the diminution by every : -

- mew uncertainty{ ] No finite object can subsist under a. dccrease repeated

ig_infinitum » It can, . There 1is nothing vicious about the infinite series.
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v of rejecting many of Bnme's skeptical doctrines. The pu Epgse of the skeptical
argument in 1, 1V, I, we must remember, was to help substantiate the natur-
| alistic account df reason With the aid of that argument, Hume felt he was .

in a position to assgert that no propoaition is ultimately defensible ration-

ally, and that it 1is only becauae of our psychological constitution that ve
accept any proposition as credible. It is only, he says, due to the paycho- ‘
logical discomfort uhich resulta‘fron reevaluation, that we do not come, to
lose\all credence in propositions. Hany of the characteristic themes of the
naturalistic account of the understanding follow the skeptical argument in

1, IV I. The vieu that instinct rather than Teason is the source of our

beliefs ia considered to be reinforced' Hume feels able to derive the con-

clusion that “belief is more.properlz,an act of the sensitive, than of the '

cogitative part of our natures 4, and ifideed that "reasoning and belief 1s

some sensation of peculiar manner of conception, which 'tis impossible for.
) mere ideas and reflections to destroy" . - ’

In destroying the skeptical argument of I, IV I, then, we effectively
remove one of the, propa of his naturalistic doctrine concerning the understand-
ing. The argument in fact:,5 provided Hume's only‘explicit support for the view
that no proposition whatsoever can be, accepted 1f we stay entirely within the
realms of rationality, and that, which we have entitled dianoetic skepticism,
was 8 really major aspect of the support for his naturalistic account. Once
we reject the argument of I, Iv, I, Hume leaves us uith no reason‘to suppose
that the anaI&tic and deductive cannot survive doubts, these proving therefore,
to be a wajor exception to dianoetic gskepticism. The analytic and deductive,
at leaat, would seem to remain completely acceptable vhen we remain uithin
reason alone; we apparentlp do not need to go beyond it tO'paycholog cal |

- . . —as
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matters:in order to retain our beliefs concerning them, Now it might‘be-
‘sadd thap ﬁume has at-leaatrone‘last card to plaj here; preventing this
) conclusion:.dhe could bring into-the 1ight of'day the assunption that he
eeemed to be making concerning the basis of all analyticity and demonstrp—
bility in pure psychology. It may be remembered (see above, pp. 92-104)
that there is reason to suppose that Hume treated logicL1 necessity as
reducible to the payehological compatibility of ideas. But, if Hnme did
indeed play thie card openly, it would certainly not worry the modern
eader. Since Hume's time, a comprehensive theory of the analytic and
deductive has been worked out by empirieiats, which eertainly makes no
‘appeal to baaic psyehologieal facts about the compati?ility-of ideas. -
. . '
Whatever its defects, this theory'ie undoubtedly a very marked.imprdve-
ment upon crude psychologistic theories. Hume's last card fails to win _'
the tri!k, then, and an important exception.to dianoetic skepticism must
be accepted._ The univereality of tﬁat form of akepticisn, wﬁich uould have
followed from the argument of I, IV, I on its own had it=b.een.v~alid, must
.instead,be'rejetted, and a piller'of-Hume'a.naturaliscic dqctrineiis removed.
: : It should oe very clear, then, that there is something'paradoxital
about offering refutatione‘of Hume'e”bkeptical arguments uhiie avowiné'the
intention of reaffirming his major insights coneerning reason and the know-
“ledge aystee;r It is not, moreover, as though this is the last skeptieal |
argument wuich will be rejected. Later, refutations of the view that natural
‘beliefe and induetion'are counter~rational will also be presented. However,
we should remember that in giving birth to the naturalistic conception of

the understanding, Hume's needs were very different froéahurs. He would not

be faced with an audience sympathetic to the naturalistic eause. Thus, in

‘e



clearing the ground for‘the.conception of reason and the knowledge-system as
.developiug out of purely natural factors; beinp fundamental tools aiding in
- nan;a survival, he would be forced to extremes,'making'use of all the argu—
ments he could bring to bear. His pages would inevitahly bristle with highly
akeptical arguments as he’ atruggled to puah aside the supernaturalistic ap—
proach to reason.to make ‘Toom for his own. The universality of dianoetic
.‘okepticism; the c0unter~rationality of the natural beliefs and'induction——
these are the types of weapon;uhich would most appeal to him, How different, '
'though are the needs of today 8 naturalist. Living in a. pont-Daruinian-and
‘poat—Freudian age, most of us accept the basic naturaliatic attitude almost
automatically. Hhen eocial acientists, for instance, briefly tum their
attention to reason, it is quite natural for them to say.

Reasoning is usually included today with other activities

of the organism, such as swallowing and perceiving, that

have lved over the centnries in the struggle for exis—

tence. . : _

'When this attitude is adopted from the beginning, because of the
lmodern attitude towards man and his. place in nature, a terrific hurden
is removed from the expositor of a naturalistic conception of reason. ‘He
ia no longer pushed to extremes in proving that the naturalistic approach

to reason must be correct' he is only obliged to fill in details of the

' baaic naturalistic theory, indicating the fecundity of this approach where

our

eratanding'is‘concerned. Thus, though in evaluating Hume 8- doctrine
.conc Treason and the-hnovledge-eystem we night‘reject'nauy of. his
skeptdi theses, his overall conceptiou will not stand or fall as a result.

!

.we will begin from a position aympathetic to hia doctrine, and when he pro-
duces inaighta uhich help to explain for example, which aspects of our ‘

understanding evolved from a preconscious level the fecundity of the -

\
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lpproach.aill become apparent. ‘ _ : ‘.“}
’ In pointing.out that in the present age, a naturalistic approach to‘i
the nnderstanding should be taken almost automatically, it is not by any

' means meant that the Humean naturalism is reduced to mere commonplace.
Though, given appropriate circnmstances, most philosophers would assent to
the proposition that reason and basic elements of the knowledge_system
developed out of lower states in man' 8 evolutionary history, this has had
Ivery little influence upon epistemslogical theories. The salient- features
jof Hume's- general naturalism, though they would probably hot be rejected

by the epistemologist, rarely seem to enter his consciouaness, and so, of
course, he takes little note of their ramifications. A brief resumé of
Hume's naturalistie approach to)reason is required “however, to make this

’

clearer. 'The main aspects of the approach can be summarised in the follow-
ing propositions

1) Reason is not to be treated as something special and. snblime-a
faculty shared with the deity, for instance——through which we are transported
beyond the realms of the purely natural. It is a man—oriented thing, some-
thing which hasg been developed by natural infloences, as a tool- aiding in
‘thezmrvivalofmankind R oo

2) Reaaon has far less influence upon man 8 behaviour than has
traditionally been snpposed. Instincts are a much more fundamental and
| Hidespread.influence. Indeed. _ -‘i, o ¥

| 3) Reason is actually'impotent on its'own'; it cannozlmotivate.

4) Reason's place in our system of knowledge and bel ef has 0.

been misconstrued. It is not the case that every belief hic right

to remain within the system must pass the acrutiny of reason, and be. shown
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as based upon, or in complete conformity Hith, reason. In fact'

)< Ho belief whatsoever -can subsist if ve ‘stay entirely within the
reaim of reason, heeding all its dictates. Furthermore:

6) Crueial elements of the " system of knowledge and belief are uot -
-based upon, or‘conformable to,'resson. These elements includeAthe natutal
ubeliefs and induction. . . el LA |

Some of these statements will be autooatieally accepted by the post-
Darwinian and post-Freodian, 1t he.should but turn his oind to . them, Ther
‘first statement should eertainly meet with. his assent, even though he may
previously have uneonscioosly looked upon reason in a quite different light,
‘never having considered the question before. The second statement will
undoubtedly meet with his approval. ‘It .4s because of Freud's work that the
truth of this is menifest, tdt Hume should-receive oﬁch prsise for haviog:
oe11Ved'thisltenet during the very birth-pangs of'psychology:'lit is wot an
unimportant fruit of the paturalistic analysis of ‘reason. The third pro- )
'lposition is an enforcement of the second and provides the source of a very
significantadebate'in moral philosophy We cannot go.into this question,
which alone provides material for a doctoral dissertation, but it is worth
pointing out that many, 1ne1uding the present author, have been largely
.convinced by Hume 8 reasonings on the matter. !

It is when we ‘reach the fourth statement, however, that the great
fsignifieanee of Hume g naturalistic docttine becomes manifest."Hany of the
attitudes of the epistemologist, indeed mueh of his whole approach, musgt.
ehange if it is aeeepted. Ee 1s oot obligeésto sceept 1t because of the

fifth statemeot: that can be\tejected, ;;“ue have'seen. The sixth state-

ment, on the other hand, has to be taken far more ser{osgly as a support for

’ - . v BN
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" the fourth. It is here that the pith of Hume's naturalism lies. 1In tﬁe
form 1in which Hume presents it, wherein 1nductive reason. is eaid to be
rationally indefensible and the inalienable natural beliefs counter—
rational, the doctrine ia very highly éxplosive. If the epistem01agist
.felt ic necessary to accept the counter—rationality of 1nalienab1e aspects
of our knowledge-system, much of his purpose would be remoVed. - He would
"‘not be able to continue with his uSual husiness of. subst;ntiating or re—
-placing many of our: fundamental assumptions but codld only, like Hume,
.hope to. offer a natural history of our understanding. We will be arguing,
in fact, that Hume 8 extreme doctrine is not acceptabie, ‘but 4in 80 doing, ;
we will ouly be toning it down The acceptable, weaker form of the doctq;ne
states that induction and the-natural beliefs can be seen as foisted on us
‘by nature, and though they are not actually counter-rational, we have to

go beyond reason itself appealing to man's nature as a creature of action,

to nnderstand the 1egitimacy of their place in the knowledge system. Thia

is. lesa of a thunderbolt ‘to the epistemologist, and does not entirely under-

mine his usual procedure, but it is nevertheless a doctrine of considerable
power, with ramifications throughout epiatemology and metaphysics. But
these are matters for the penultimate and final chapters. The mext chapter
'will largely concern the above statedent number 6. ‘

-
"o



A -~ CHAPTER 9:* ON INDUCTION .

I .  This chapter, which is primarily concerned uith a coneideration of i

13

the view that crucial elementa of the knowledge-aystem are not based ‘upon;,

’

or conformable to, reaaon, will largely be reatricted to a diacueaion of

this point with respect to induction. This reatriction is due’ partly to

‘ the fact that Hume's dis uaaion of induotion is the most important siugle
account aupporting his ¢ anal is of reaaon, but this 1s not all.- There
io, furthermore, a aignifie fit sense in which most of the other primary

_ diecuaaiona subatantiating his naturaliatic aceount of the underatauding
can be subaum\d under a diseuaaion of induetion. The probleme he met with';

' coneerni ;%e juatifieation of induction embody the problems also under~

justification of beliefa in, for example, external durebility,.

aubatanoe, and pereonal identity. Unifying all these problema-—and other :
-‘presen day problema such as the use of terms like "neutrino —ig the cen~
tral difficulty concerned with the Justification of any non-denonatrative
: prop aition vhioh makea some "leap" beyond'the experiential. . Induction
involvea the general process of making inferencea beyond that which 1a
experienced moving to eonclueiona which contain morg than pure experience.
can warrant. The problema underlying the. use of terms such as "neutrino"
‘as uell ag notiona such as external durability and aubetanca, revolve around
the fact that these are particular caaea of eupposedly empirical notiona
V'wﬁieh yet go beyond the limita of the experiential The attitude we take
‘tonarda Hume 8 account of induction. then, will very probably carry along..

uith it attitudea pertinent to. his ‘other major analyses involving the

A _?81
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natural beliefs,

. Before ge:ting down to details of a eritique of Hume 8 analyoia of o

induction, houever, At is worth'while padding out Huma a doctrine in the

1igh: of modern knowledge. ' One of the evident weaknesses of- Hume s account

" of induction and :he natural beliefo '4s that, while‘ﬁe cheerfully apeako of

' them as‘“foioted" on us by nature, he haa not worked out an’ overall account

concerning this "foiating" which could. o:plain why. and how, it occura..-To

..

Hume B concemporarieo, the ole no:ion of nature‘penevolently forcing on

. man the necessary elements of .our system of knowledge .must have looked ratbar

u_dubiqus. Without a convincing naturaliotic account of why this ohould occur,

'-merely unpopular but- also dangerous, The idea of evolutdon was clear;yniﬁ

overt ecatemenca definitely evolutionary in tone.'

there io at tha'very leasr~a grave danger of lapoing into a teleological metu-

physio. if not into aheer incomprehenaibility. Of courae Huma did livo pefore

Charles Darwin, and thue ve ohould forgive hio inabilioy to give a uoll-padded

elaboration of hia idoaa concerning nacure [ foiatingu in nnturalietic terms.
(

Nevertheless, it is very 1ikely that he was thinking. nlbeit in a vaﬁugnand ‘

indeterminate minner, along evolutionary linea, He was a contemporory and
aeguaintance'of G.L. Buffon, and was the senior by only a £aw years of botg
Lamarok end-Eraamua Darﬁin.1 The Freach had a fairly woll earubliohed school:
of evolutionary thought in his time—-it vaa even thought noooooary to invoko
the great powar of Linnnous to quell them. Evolutionary ideao had been iu

the air and on thewincreaae for some while beforo his time#, and;ﬂume

B

a"There 18 reason to suspect that even in the oeventeenth century such
avolutionary] views were becoming considerably more widespread than would
%udged from published works. The doctrine of special creation was then
irmly established as dogma that publication to the contrary was not ¢

~

-

the air early. in the eighteenth.centyry, and- then writer afterﬁyriter made

—~
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(demonstrated in Part VIII of his oggea, that lt had had some impact 7<Ji_.1_f

| on his thinking. The Dialoggeo are. even quoted in aome-worka on the,' B

history of evolution, as a significant contribution to evolutionary

thonght. Thus, placing Hume 8 doctrine of induction and the natural be~ .

. liefa in an evolutionary context certainly doea not take it into an alien..

realn.‘ Rather, it producea juat the elaboration of hia account which

Iwould have been forthcoming had he lived in a- poat-Darwinian age."lnf :_ '

the following few pagea. “then, an attempt will beﬁﬁgde to give a brief :}f‘; |

-aketch of how primary elementa of reason conld have resnlted from theli |

principles of naturel aelection. This will not only help to. complete

the ‘account which Hume gave of induction, but will also go some

way towards showing that in some respecto! it is an eminently respectable_d‘

. ' - : \ o

I1 A useful means of approachins the queation of how' elements of the.

‘doctrine.

i

understanding can develop under the influence of natural selection in-
volves conaideration of animals we uould consider devoid of reaaon, which
act aolely on unconditioned refle:. We might take &8s an example the common
\fly. We have probably all noticed hou a fly, in trying to 1eave one's, room,‘
will perpetually attempt to fly through the pane of glase of the window.
'Remaining almost otatic, and in- contact uith the glaaa, it will gyrate fran-
' tically in a conatant endeavoor to m;ve forwards. It instinctively {liea
‘towards the light, but constantly failo to achieve its objective. its ;
inetincta simply cannot dcal with the aituation. As we all know, tha fly

.ia usually soon fonnd dead at the base of the window, ita lack of- ability

to deal with the problem is obvioualy a feature militating againat its.

3
-
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Z.survival. Thus, if some improvement could be msde to the insect which ‘
}f;1 - ;enabled it to overcome the problem, the resultant differential survival H
| 'rete wnnld ensure’ that the improvqnent was retained by the species.
In uhat we}, however, could thia improvement be’ effected? One - -
{ way wnuld be to build new instincts into the insect which told it whst
:to do under such circunstances.‘ Its genetic pre—programming could be
expanded so that ic could deal successfully with the situetion. 'But'
’#—\he problem with such genetic pre-programming is that-it can never deal .
;with genuinely new conditions.f Pre-programming can only deal with pre- |
,' ' 'existing problems, not with:new onés. What‘is thus needed in these cir—’;

. - e : O
- cumstances is the means of overriding the instincts and proceeding on " b

['&
. some further principles..
The ability to by—pass or- override the dictates of pure instinct
'when they are unsuceessful is quite esgential to this improvement. The
fly, we have observed does not cease its attempts to fly through the
‘pane of glsss, in spite of the failure of its efforts. ‘If 1: could
averride the instinct, and act differently, it might find an alternatiVe,
successful line of action. Even random action would be better than con-
tinuing its'effcrt;_to‘proceed fqrwards when in contact with the glass.
Random peregrinaticné of the room may find it in the vicinity'of the
door or ventilator, snd thns with the ability to escape. Some more
positive principle.nf action wonld, howeﬁerg.be/n;re;useful still,
* Further observations of beings such as the fly will indicate the '
. | reqnisite improvenent. My office seemed full of them ds I began to write
this section. " In the hope of avuiding their incessant buzzing, or perhaps

for more hnmanitarian reasons, L opened the sash window at the bottom, thus

tt
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."giviﬁg an intelligent fly the means of escape. ?erflfew flies, how—lz_
‘.ever, seemed capable of finding their vay out. It 1nvolved moving .

' 1 from the eouree of 1ight for a ahort time, to move around the '

bottom of the saah, and this the flies seemed completely unwilling _;

to do.‘ They aeemed capable only of continuing their Erantie efforts

qo drive through the glaes, and " it way only after falling exhausted

'”on to the vindog sill that their subaequent movement towards the

light ellowed them to eacape. Now should these flies, once having :

:escaped; have found themselves back. 1nto the room, nd once more

uishing to 1eave it, they unuld almost certainly revert to their
gee}eas‘attempts'to pasa through the glass. "This, however, need not
ﬁanQbéen the'Ease._ 1f a means of overriding the instintts eould be
built into the insects, along with the predispoaition to repeat,eueeess;
ful procedures, they would pave no difficulty 1n avoiding such poten-

'tially destructive situations in future. The insects would then pro-

ceed as 1f upon the prineiple act aeeording to the'dietates of genetic

pre—programming except when these ate ineffective—-then, ignore the pre-

' progremming and act in the manner which experience has shown to be

ffective . If this prineiple of attion were built intn the being, it
would in effect act according to simple induetion on the oteasions on
which it overrides its unconditioned reflexes. The qbility to learn
fromfexperience would edd to its store of principles of action.

We do, of conrse, find that animals more complex than the house~-

fly have exnctly the trait just deseribed. The water ghrew, for instance,

_depends heavily on procedures approximating to simple induction. It has

.been'ohserved, £or exemple; that the routes this gnimal takes 1n its
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marshy hronment almost exactly recepitulate'its earlier successful

o ' | £
routee/ { placed in a location new to 1it, the water shrew will at
-firat mov— alpost at rendom.'

- well have the appearanee'of

‘be at B, it will move in an’

|
Placed at A, and desiring to -

almost random fashion until
it f£inds itself at B. The

route it finally takes oay

the £igure on the right.
But. having once taken thia successful route, the water ahrew
will on futur& oecasions duplicate it -almost exactly. Placed once

again at A, it will without heaitation take the. same tortuous route

to B. In spite of the meandering it has to make, however, it proceeds

along the path with very great rapidity.

The vater shrew will, then, proceed as 1f by simple induction—’

‘aidéd, it my be noted by an amazing memory. It exactly recapitﬁlates

Y

/

earlier suecesaful procedures. The "programming" of the shrew doee not
just invqlve reaponaea built into it prior to experience, added to thia

is the principle of acting in manners which have been found to be effec—
m

S,)ttve." However, though this means of solving problems is valuable to

some extent in aiding the survival of the animal it certainly does not
solve 311 its problems, as further experiments with the water ahrew have

ammoingly shown.3 1f, for example,.we zgguld plaee a 1arge brick some-

" where on the shtew s route, andﬁthen pl % the ghrew at A, it will be

found to rush headlong into the btick.‘ Incredible though it may seem,



’ . . . v
o ) : e : . ~

_the water ohrew manifeate such. faith 1n sixple induction that it very
.1arge1y ignores the information it receives from the aeneee coueerning
its familiar route. _ _

The vater ehrew'ie a hardy‘beaot, end survioeeloeriodic collisions
'vith unexpecﬁeo qojec:e; Neve;theleeo, instinctively aoting as if acoord— :.
ing to a aimple 1nduction obviously does not solve all the problems it has
to face. A response is required which is even lees eucomatic ‘than acting
eeeording to eimple induction. Wbat is needed is the ability to act as ;
1f eccording'to a eore complex princioie: the principle that if all rele- re
vant things are equal, or suppg;ed suoh steps found to be eucoeeeful
ohould be repeated. it neede. then to act as if ‘according to the more
eophietioaced principle of 1nduction thac, all relevag&iconditions being
'equal the same will happen in the future as in the past.* "The water
shrew, ehould it have been fur?iahed by na:ure with such a principle of
ao:ion. would not faithfully continue on ite ueual path after obeerving
the presence of the btick. It would override its .simple: ;nduction, and
caneel ito precipitouo rush. ) B |

Ie;ﬁey be noted that in the progreesion from acting eccording to
pure 1netinct, to incorporating principlee of action 1nvolving induetive
_nendencies, :here is also a progression towaxds autonomy, away from the '
purely'aotomatio. At the ioweet level, action ie‘éuided by purely instinc~

tive responses, theee responses being common to all membere of the species.

At further levels, houever, not only is a degree of autonomy provided by

°

*This dietinction-betweeﬁ-“simple“ and "eophietioaced" induction is parallel - -
to the distinction between "L.J.5." and "R.H S. induction discussed below,
_1n section V onwards. - . ' . . .
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C the ability to averride eutematic respdnaea, but the actions efe.guided
by principles whoae details nny be unique to perticuler membere of the
eeies. In apite of thia npparent movement euny from eutomatic res- f
poueeg, however, the general principlee on which the operations guiding
the animal's aetions are baeed, need be applied 70 1ees autamatically
.than the principles guiding the.moet lowly beaet.ﬂ The general tendeney
to “aet induetively" need bea seen as no leas’ “ieisted" on organisms by-
" pature then the fly 8. inetinctive tendency te avoid that which gives it_'

W

: diacomfort.
Thia meaus of eccounting for tha advent of indueticn in terma of
“foisting reaulting from evoluﬁiﬁ:\?y tendencien could also, it may be

noted, eeeily ‘be used to acconnt for the introduction of other mejor

on. . It is ebvieue that the greater a creature B ability -
" to correlate the da of its varioua senses with the principlea of action

available to it. he’greater will be ita success in the etrnggle for

B

might have easily discovered the correct means of eeceping. The’ greater _
the ebiIity“ 0 eucceesfully correlate eletienta of the welter of avajlable

data//the greater is the ability to find, in the kno > t‘nﬁicn~‘

will be of use. In performing this sifting and correlating, creatures ,
will in reffect act as if “upon prinsigﬁsi of deduction. There is no”in-
eviteble need for this deduction to be carried out eonscioualy. there
is nn reaeon why at least Eﬁirly simple proceduree of this kind could
not beugarried out by an organism withaut its giving conecious attention

A
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«to it. Awarcneaa of au%? manipulatione. ‘and coaacioua attention to i:?gl
may juat effecr an improvement in. the eEficiency o! thia proceae of
_sifting and correlating. _:*t" . : (ﬁ S
It is no more difficult to explain how'any natural beliefa eould‘-

have come about through the forces o£ natural-aelection. For example.
tgz conviction that every event. haa a cauae* ia a very uaefal spur to
action in man. encouraging him to look for cauaes. which he, might thua “
be able to control——and that haa definite value in the atruggle for
aurvival ‘Even if it wvere Ealae that____gz event has a cauae, belief
in it would still be very valuaggit eince it vould prevent, the apathy
cauacd by being- faced vith events wﬁich could at any point, be com= |
pletely uncontrollahle. Again.\aa Hume pointed out. the belief in the

_ continued exiateuce of objects vhen unperceived is eeaential to Rur-
- poaive action, and it ie eaey to aee, therefore. that natural aelection o
would have ensured - that creaturea aufficiently advanced to require it
~ would be invested with the belief. -,
IIt Now the typee of evolutionary eketch offered, portrayins major

elementa of reason as resulting from ?traightforward -evolutionary ten—
denciee, may not be completely convincing in all their detaila' the .
houeefly‘__x_have far more capacity to 1earn from exparience than has
been attributed ‘to it, and the source of information concerning wvatar

ahrewa may not’ be. entirely accurate. Nevettheleaa such account .

must, aurely, be accepted. Tﬁere muat be a bridge betwe ahimality .

\l .
and rationality, here must be an intermediate etage bet een -

R 1 5 is not clear whether. ‘Hume doea,.im fact, treat the\beliaf in tﬁ
causal axiom as a matural bellef, but it is a remarkabl 6od candi-
date for analysia ix euch terma. ¢

\. . st
. .
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tull blowa, selt-teflectivn racicnclicy and the . lcval of acting. acccrd* .
1ng to pura unconditioned rcflcx. Gcncrll auppositiona conccrnins o=
lution nilicnce ngcinac the nocion of faculties such aa reagon encrging
_ fully fanlopad in che space o! a few 3enerationu. A lona, 3radua1
"dcvelopnenc is’ much more 1n 1ine uifﬂ“fﬁiﬂgcandard paradigma of evolu-
tionary onught. in apite of the :ccognicicn oE thc dc Vrieninn factor.
"Thus, :here nurely must be a “pra—conscicus“ reaaon. a point ac vhich~
-crenturen act upon forns of renaonins wichout a ccnscioua nunreneaa of.
uhat they are doing, or attenpca to correcc“ their. reaaonins.
Navéttheleas. thin nny all be acccpccd wichcut producing any con-

viction chnc man's prcaant day ayacen of Teason and knowledgq_innvitably

¢

dnvolvea any éundnmcncal beliafs cr principles 'which are themselves extra-

'rational being founded on a- purely ncﬁguf;IJnal baaia. It may still be
held that the syatem of reason and knnwledgc. whatever icn origins nay
have bccn!_can either bn,pnrggd of ica pre=-reflective clcmenta. or thage
‘elements ccn chemseivee be'defendcd and Justified. Thua, rcturning
\pgcifically to Hume 8 approach to 1nduccion; wa find thnt two major

: "apptnnchea have usunlly bcen takcn.* tne accepts the. invnlidity of

induccion, and excludes it from scilence And rational hudan endeavour.‘the
-cthar nttenpta to justify ot "vindicate" 1nduccion,-showins that the
‘rational man need have no qualma about the fact chat he makea use of in-
ductive procedurca. To avalunta Humn 8 view that induction’ incvitably

"inwolvca a non-rational elcmcnc. then, we must consider these alterna-

civcn.. anore gccti down to chia. however, two pointc need to be

“*Sonn. such asa the early WittgennceinA aad F.P. Ramsay apparencly accept
Hume 8 position,- but this is not oftemn rccognisad or repeated.

D—
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"clnred up: Fint, the queat:lou involved 1. not \rhethar :lnduetion 1. n— .

bt -

~»tiona1. Stconw not preauppon ttm: a uﬁtvocal account of :lnduc- .

tion can be of!cred.

'ro beain vith t:ho ‘firat poiﬂt:. it h important to rcumbar that aum \

Ne—

.

- vas uot concarned with saying that iwluct:ion is :h:rational—-hn ncéop:ed. o ‘ N
va saw above (pp. 7-90) thnt it is paradigmticany rat:lonal. Ria
poattion. uther. un that- whnn wo come. to look clonely at 1nductton,

find :hat 1!: n !undmantany 3 in noa-rational factou. Philoaophar

auc.h as. A.J. Ayer and P.F.. Strwsons. hoquer. hﬁve suppoud that tha pro=
: blen is s:lmply to ihow the rationality of iuduction. 'Ihua. after uhov:l
eaaily enoush. t.hnl: wva do indaedttaka 1nduction as a paradigmntically ra- -
- tional proeadure. hey luppou that “"the problen of ‘induction" has' been
'diuolvad. and caﬁ hrgoly be forgotten.® This, howavur, aimply doaa not
touch t.he ptoblen whieh Hume really taiud concemins induetion. This pro- '

blem i.a: mm: ve aecept that ult.tmately. the baais of th\ elamant of

It is worth noting that a fairly aimilat nppmch has sometimes been used
. concerning the patural beliefs. W.H. Walsh, for example, presenta Bume's
natural beliefs, along with Kant's categories and categorial principles aa. Lo
. involving "ultimate concepts by vhich ve satimate reality", and argues that
we juast should not concern ourselves with the “respectability" of their >
basis: "It is accordingly better to refusa.the dilemsa with which we have '
* tormented ouraslves throughout the discussion; to emphasise the unique status
of categories among o}u?’e cepta and of categorial’ principles [or natural be-
1iefs] among our judgements, and to point out thtt..?i.t: would involve tle
‘destruction of all organised knovledge if remo This, however, is no
‘less mere “comt:i.c“:phnoaophy than the Stu\mon—Ayar approach to induction.
1t simply evades ic.:m question, with the pretencp that it doasn't matter any .
' move, since the amental natural beliefs are hecessary elements of the
- knowledge system. This response, no Jess than the Strawson-Ayer approach
‘to "the" problem of induction avoids tha point. - The uniquenass of the
‘natural beliefs, and the inevitability of retaining then as & framework of
‘our syatem of lmqwledga h not at hsua.' Their aouree. o.nd thua tespec-
‘tability, is.

S - . 3 - . - : . P
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' reaaon eallod inductivn reason, is a puroly non-rationnl fact ibout tha

' ‘._vay n:tutc has, in fact, ;rentad us? Thn rationale of induction in n:

=

‘tion.

atake, ta:har ;;;n ita tationality. In other uorda, wo- don't vnnt to
knov just that 1anguagn is auch that thae label “rahional“ is eorrectly
lppliod to 1nduction. ve want to gain an underacandins of indunttJE uhich

will rumovo any acnse of discomfort surtoundins 1:.‘ A rntionala of induc-‘

okt'eﬁbnrraaamnnt; No ptnaen:ation of linauiatic(SActs ahouing thac induc=

“tion is paradigmatic of uhat wa call "rnnaonin3“<ia of any pertinence to

uthnt: roforonca to it prnsonte only cosmutic phiIOSOPhY. which briufly Lo

fools us. into thinking that thera can be no:hins unattrnctive\about 1nduc-

B |

Confusing though the misidentitication of “Huma's problam“ mny hnvc

boan. huwavnr, it has not been so atultttying as tho aaaumption. wnada by

‘ virtunlly nll writers on the quoation. thnt ‘the answer to the problem would

ba uniwqcnl. It will be axgued, asninst this, that there are at least two

"nnjor types of ganuino induction, and on top of thnﬁ. sonathing else aiﬁilnf

*

-to induction—and thnt dif!erent accqfii:/f~“ juatifinbly be given of cach.

If this i3 in fact the case, it become ita underetnndnbla that no autho- .

ritative aqpunr to “thn prohlem ot inductio uould QNnATRa . Thn rahionalo

‘given of each type. of 1nduction or neo-induetion. taken in isolation. sn;l.ght:'=

o quita different ‘from thn o:hura. and this being 50, ‘the work of a writer

«taking one type of induction as his model will almost 1nov1tnb1y seem to be
following false traila to ona\yho has taken anothaer type of induction as

his model. Not only will there be & £n11urn of communication botwnen

~"dt££exent authq;a on the subject, ench of whom may be doing perfectly sood
. . ’

! tion would show why it “uo:kn“. and-why wa should continuu to usa it with=- -
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work on tﬁa :typn of 'inductibh théy cone.ert{ -'themncélvea with, but: -thel
objee:ive critfc. looking nt: the resultsa of tha:h: work, will under- o
X utandably feel that each type of answer ia ﬁrnadequatet no rat:lonale
given of _a pnrtigu_lnr typo of induction can be an answer to 'ft:he" pro-
blem of induction; it will inevitably be inadequate a.a an nns\rer‘ to.l'

“ "the" f:toblen'. since it ‘cqqeeri\s only one of ite aspe:ci:a.‘

I? Popper 8 solutiong to "the" ptoblem of 1nduction will be dis-
cuuaed firat, aince it nllowa us to kill three birds with one atono.
It will 1ntroduco the distinetion betuuen the threu types of indue-
tion or neo~induetion. allow an expoaicion of a perfectly adequate
‘ senaral ngalyaia of,neo-induccion,_and will lead‘us_gq a rajection
of oﬁe‘og!the tué basic alterna;ivaa to Hume's doctrine congﬁrning
inductioné‘Jthis altdrnative'befng that induction can;,nnd ah&uld,'ba'
ajected ffom our éyatem of ﬁnowledge hndlfenagn. ﬁhus allowing this
pyitam‘to remain “pure"”. |

| ;pnr appears to use as his model of aupposed induction cer-°
" tain enumarations used 1n sciance. He seems to look primarily at

"hductions npparently of ttm form:

H, is such that = PV =-C. _ '. W
02 is such that -?! - C,

H,S is such that -133 -C.

‘,uzo is such thntﬂ-- c. | I

_ 'Iharefore. all .gaaea are such that ﬂ = C.

i Popper. afguen that in such cases there really is no.iliduct:iv'e

;- | - 4
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‘inference at all. We don't derive the “coﬁéluaion"’fromkthé "Qr§mispes";:

. :ather. the “éonéluéion“ is set up as a hypotheaia ﬁhich is of:valua n

accountins £or the knoun facta. Thid hypothesia; ha cella'ua; remﬁina'

purely cqnjeccural. it 13 incapable of any verification. only of falai-

'ffhafién.. It 13 retained juat 80 long as it ‘helpa account for our data, _

and is in permnn#nt danger of being raplaced by a better conjecture._-
Popper then sets thls up a”//ganeral account of all "{nduction’ Ris

‘account ‘of "neo—induction 18 really an account of ' non—induction,._ So-

" called iﬁduétiong. he tells us, should never be treated as involving {nfer-

ences from facts. Rather, man‘énd the‘highar agimals continuously producé .

hypotheses to account: for knowm facts, some of thédgihypotheses surviving

thn‘teats of time. Wa thus act on these hypotheses, since they are the
beat avnilnble to us. | .

Thia account almost certainly does give a correct account of some
ao—gnlled 1nductions.  Take, for example, the case of an empirical acientiét
whé‘»j ﬁnda ﬂm a falling body falls 4 feet after half a aec‘oﬁd. 16 feet
after 1 second, 64 feet after 2 seconds, and 256 feet after 4 aeconds.

How we might want to say that the scientist inductively 1n£ers. from his

‘ ndata, that o = 16:2. Bgt the production of this statement does not, in

e ;

fact, have the charactef~of”if;%dduction. It is unnatural to.speak of

it as a concluﬁion"deriveder; -tha data. It is far more natural to spaak
of it as a gener;iiaaﬁion used to account. for the dgfa. If ghig example
is foﬁhd uncquinéing. we night consider som@ ﬁisﬁly aévhqced acientific-'
“{nductions” ‘which produee 3enera1 assertions concerning the behaviour

of unobservable ehtities such as electrons and atoms. Thesa etatements

. cannot possibly be derived inductively from tha éxperienca of repatitiona. '

0
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for. the aimple reaaou that. Ge can have no axperience of tha non-obaervable:
antigiaa. They muat, then.‘take on rather the character of hypothesea'

explaining known facte.

Popper 8 solution of "ehe' problem of 1nduction 1s particularly

'~intriguing to thoaa who accept thnt our systen of knowledga is esaentially

LY

‘a bundle of framework hypotheses-—a vast intgrconnec:ed saries of hypo-
theses of varying levela of generalicy which make sense of the’ uelter of
dnta available to us. If Popper were right, and so-callelf 1nduct1va 1nfer- ‘ﬂ
-ences are to be analy?ed in the way he suggeated, then the “framawork
.thpotheais" petvades the whole system of knowledge concerning future and
‘unexperienced past existences. Nevertheleas, ‘however much one may aympa- '
thise with the direction in which the account leada us, and ‘however success-
- fully it may account for cartain allaged 1nductions, ie is not in fact

_ adequa:a as a general account of induction. There are aome genuine induc-

tions, in spite of Poppar.

It is not hard'to gsee that geople do, in fact, make gome enumera- - .
tive inductions. Conaider.vfor instance, the case of a naturalist‘trying-
N . . - N ,

to prove % a skeptical pundit that all adult herring gulls have a red

spof on the. lower mandiﬁle. On fifst‘spottipg a, herring gull; and finde

o

 ing it to have this chnracteristic, the pundit may only be, perauaded that

some herring gulls are so describable. As the number of positive aight—

N

ings irncreases, however, the paturalist will feel more and more ‘assured
that he hﬁa proved his point, and the pundit will feel leaa'énd iesb gkep=-
tical on the point. After a sufficiently large numhar ‘of aightinga, the -

pundit uill admit that he ahould after all. accept the generalization.‘ !

‘But- note that if aaked z he believed this. he will emphatically refer

1
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to his observations.‘ He will say that he believes it because of his
observations, because he hes seen it instantiated 1n a large number .
of particular cases. He would not dream of saying that he accepts i -

as a working hypothesis since it has survived many attempts at falsi-

. fiéﬁfion. o - . R
| It might oe replied, tnougﬁ not by Popper, that evean if.we.do |
in feeE.proeeed inductively, we need not doleo since every case of
induction eould be replaced by Popperian non-induction, thus allowing
our system-of—knowledge to remaiu~.purer. It could be said, then, that
though we-do in fact proceed induc:ively, we ought not. to do so, but
should avoid contamination by aoeiduonoly ueing only the method of non-
. induction. Ageinst this, however,’ it will be argued that at least in
‘the case of the second type of induetionﬁ—uhich ma;‘oe referred to as
"1eboratory induc%}on -—both science and ordinary thinking are incur-
'ably inductive. We are utterly cOnvinced t if, for inséhnce,'e
Jeample of pure hydrogen has performed in”a certain u;y under laboratory
conditions, other sample}ﬂof pure hydrogen will always behave similarly "
irn the future under the same conditions. We do not by any means use
thi&’as_a Temporary conjecture, which we rengin_ui}ling to withdraw on
tne possiole:oecasion of its fa;sificationg;iOurdettitude towards this
is notithet which is aopropriete to a negotiable assumption; but rather'
that touards an unehakeable basis of empirical knawledge.

\ th it ahould be that we do make 1aboratory«inductione, feeling |
absolutely certain about them, will be_ considered later. At this stage,
it is neilrsary just to note that we moat definitely do euppose that if

we perform a exper{ment under exactly the 8eme’éonditione as in the past,

r
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exactly the same results uill occur;, Hhenfre have, apparently, made

sure tbat all the conditions relevant to the event have been reproduced

and the event still has not materialized we would atake our lives on

-

the fact that gome further relevant condition exists which we have miaaed.

- Any dnctrine concerning induction which does not account for’ tgia majox

~

_fact couldﬂﬁot be adequate.

-

¢

v . Tbe two different types ofjgenuine induction which have juat been
-iatroduced——enumeratire induction;and laboratory induction for want of
better names—require further characterization, alnce they are said to
represent two major types of induction, for which separate rationalea Sy
can be given. There are{not, however, just two clear-cut, HUtually ' .
. exclusive elaasea of induction under these headings. Pure_enumeratireh
'and laboratorj inductionsrrepreaent; ratber, the two poles of a con-
tinuum: any particular induction may be comprised of elementa of both
typea of induction. Pure enumerative induction can be pictured as :
compriaing the left hand pole of the continuum. while laboratory induc-
tion comprises its right hand pole. Indfbidual inductions could be
located angwhere between these poles, the location depending on how
cloaely the inference correaponda to the ideals. Polar inductiona, it
Lshould be remembered might seem to be caricaturee of everyday inductions,
but this is not aurprisiug, since they are extrenea. This should be borne
in mind in the following characterization of polar inductiona, which muet\
precede a diacusaion of éhe different typea of rationale appropriate to i.
; G

each.

- The major feature distinguishing the two extreme types of inductidn
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is rhe complete absence at one pole (che‘left hand'pole) of Enowledge

concerning relevant conditions, while at the other, complete knowledge

concerning relevant cozzitions is supposed. A pnre enumerative’induc-

tion will base the inférence on nothing other than repetitions of events.

Such inductions can be expressed in forms such as the following.
"' At tl’ A was followcd by B.

At t A was followed by B.

2’

At t., A was followed by B.

3’

at t ’ A vas followed by B.

..........l.....-..'.l...l

Therefore, at t A will be followed by B.

otl’
,“r

o

For an induction to count as a left hand side polar induction -

LY

‘(a "pure L.H.S. induccion")’no knowledge other than the fact of repeti—'
tion is involved. An example of such an induction might be:
This shop Opened at 9 o clock on Mohday/Tuesdanyednesdalehursday/

Iriday/Saturday,

ssvstassanassssbebatsesonn

Therefore, this shop will open at 9 o clock on Sunday.

*

~

fhis indoction does not use any knowledge concerning the conditions
under which shops open. It makes no use of any relevant data concerning -

the type of shop, and social conditions in its 1ocalicy, but bases the

p
)

inference solely on the fact of repetition.
\\‘
It nhould be noted that thia type of induction does exiot, in spite
of Popper and the fact that in their pure form, such 1nductions are pro—

bablyrvery.rare indeed " We do not have to look upon the polar inductiona
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as asymptotic, with particular fnductions just approximating to the

extremes to a greater or leésser extent. Nevertheless, éxamples of

polar‘inductions do tend to be & little strained, and it islpot easy

2

Ty . L. e ) \“'-",' .
to find a convincing example of a complete'ignorance~induction: one

i which involves nothi Dg more than the recognition of repetition.‘ Con- -

sider, however, the example of a naturelist on a field trip who finoa oo
that every fieldfare he has observed has a single loose feather at the
base of the wing. Now it would not be particularly odd if the naturalist
should assert, on the basis of his observations, that all fieldfares have
a 1ooee secondary feather. Such an induction might not cause an eleva- '
tion of the natureliet in the eyes of the ornithological community, but
to aomebody ignorant of birde, hie inference seems entirely reasonable.

| In actual fact, of course, the cognoscenti would expect a very
different induction from the naturalist. He would be'expected to know

ks

that in general when birds are in moult—-the moult occuring at a pre-
dictable time of year-—the feether—aheoding tende to proceed in a get
order. Depending to some ekxtent on the epecies. it i{s known that the
primnry feathers and tail feathers begin to-moult first, followed‘by a
orogreneive shedding of the hody'feathere.- It i3 also known . that in

most song biros the flight feathers are replaced in a very oreciee order.9

Being aware of this, a : rath njmore intelligent induction than "all field-

‘fares have a eingle 1ooee secondary feather" vould be something 1ike "all

: Brftish fieldfares will be moulting a secondary feather at the base of the

uing at the present time". Thie induction, involving as it doee some know-
ledge of feather-ehedding in general, 18 an induction locateable some - way
to the right of the 1eft ‘hand pole. It is in many wayh far more respectq“}e,

. . - \

~
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more scientific", than the earlier induction, a nd\%a more in line with
“what ve would expect of a diligent field ohoerver. Nevertheless, the
mere fact of repetitionoio still a major element in this inference.' In ‘
thie rather more'elaborate example, the fact'of repetition bears much of -
the burden of the‘inference; as the.gggige,burden of -the inferencerfell
on it in'the cruder example. ‘
1e 1; even'harder to give a convincing real—life“example of a pu
R.H.S. 'induction than of a pure L.H.S. .induction,_hecanoe',_ fo;.- ‘aig_bi'
reaaone to be explored shortly, acientieta 3imply donltrhother to explicitly -
make auch low-keyed indoctions. But as'&n example of what a pure R.H.S,
induction would ook like'if it were consciously made, consider the follow-
ing example of an. experiment concerning the combustian qf hydrogen. 'An
experimenter first adde pure hydrogen to a container of pure oxygen, in |
-onch a manner that only the two gases are present in the container. Next,‘
_ he passes an‘eleetric arc through the container tolignite'the mixture.‘ He :
then notes.that the container subsequently contains water. . On tbe'basia
of this, he\feels justified in asserting that under thesdbnditiona he has
" prepared for tha experiment—-which'he will 1iat—-the ignition of pure hydro~
gen in pure oxygen produces water. He has observed that a particular sample.
of hydrogen ignited in oXygen under specified conditions produces water, and
infers that "hydrogen ’ i.e. hydrogen in general will act aimilarly in such
cirgumatances. How though this inferential atep may not be consciously made
" ‘under actual experimental conditions, 1t is, nevertheless, certainly 1nduc-
" tive. It moves fromfan instance of a particular happening to a statement

' concerning what will always be found to occuxr, if a similar experiment 18

conducted. Note that our imagined experimenter does make the crucial assumption ’
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thst ‘he has pinned down sll the relevant conditions for t‘he experiment.

and he may, of course, be mistaken. But, 80 long- as he assumes that all

conditions are. pinned down, 'he would feel no need to check the.experiment— -
unless, of course, he just wanted t:o check thet he had not made any mis-

~
takes in setting up the experiment. Repetitions of the experiment for

reasons. other than checking mistakes would only be deemed necessary if

here were grounds for supposing that conditions other thsn those already .
accounted for are in fact relevant. f‘For example, en astrologer ‘might |
proclaim thet -‘the ignition of hydrogen in oxygen does not produce water
a under -sll those conditions 1isted if Venus is at. its perihelion. Should ._ f}
‘ the experimenter wish to eh\ck this, he would sinply repeet the experiment.l .,
uhe.n Venus was at it peri'helion. and thereby coma tb 8 dedision about \/ _
whether the position of Venus is a relevsnt fsctor in this e:periment. e
.'I.‘he pure R.E S. induction, theu. is quite different from the .L.‘H.S. indflc- ‘

tion_ in that it does' not require the repetition which is necesserj for {l

£eith: in en indu_c'tion locetsble further to the left of the contiuumn. ‘ R .-_*‘ C

Some remarks on the hypothetico-deduct‘ire nethod. '1@1;:1:13 veri- @

fication are appropriste as & codicil to this® section. This theory con-

'cerning induction has not been mentioned 80 ﬁsr, on the grounds that

Popper B theory . supersedes it as & visble theoreticsl eccount of the ‘

logic underlying induction (rsther t@n the actusl procedures uso:d by

'ecientiets). 'rhe present context “helps. explain uhy. . It may be soid

N . that if the experiment described ebove were nsde by an experinentnl |
Lientist, it would not be: with the intentiou of producing an induction ‘ |

based On the result of: the experiment. but rather with the intention of .

Verifying a hypothesis.‘ 'l'hie is, I think. a p,erfectly eccurate description

e e ; R
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of many an actuel experinenters intcntione. but it leada to,a highly
‘ minleading account of the logic of the situation. This acconnt is
likely to be as follows: -

The experimenter starts off with a hypothesis, and

performs an experiment to verify the hypothesis.

Since the expetiment is_yositive—-fﬁ this case hydro- -

" gem does burn to form water, as the" hypothesis asserted—

the hypothesis is verified.- Now since we proceed from .

hypotheais  to experiment, not vice versa, there is no

point in repeating the experiment.. If we are engaged

in deriving generalizations from experience, -then we _

need repetitions, no doubt, but when proceeding in the

inverse manner this repetiti@n is inappropriate. 1In

actual fact, there is no gemeralization from experience,

no genuine induction, and thus no need for repetitione.

.'Thin account is remarkably true to many of the actnal procedurea
of the experimental scientist ‘since it not ‘only describes his intentions,'

but cyerlqoke exactly the inference which the working scientist overlooks,
A gcnuine genbralization from the single experiment is nnnot ed'n} both
“ the scieatist and the advocate of the hypothetico-deductive thod. The
point is that the experiment only serves as a verification of the hypo-
thesi&ﬂinrolved if dc 1s taken to have demcnstrated aonething general

not something pag!ncular. Tﬁe hypothesis etetee thnt hydrogen burns in: -

' oxygen to form  water-—not in isolated casea. but elvnye (under certain i

specified conditions, of course). Ihe experiment on its own, however,

‘only shcws that in ona isolated case, a particular sample of hydrogen haa

burnt in oxygen to form uater. Only when wve make an induction on the basia

" of fhe experiment can the hypothesis be considered verified. ~This tnduc-
tion ia, 4n fact, mede unconaciouely. Having seen that a particular eample
of rogen burne in orygen under certain apecified conditione to form

~'uater, we immediately accept that all other samplea of hydrogen will burn -
< ..
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' in oxygen under those"conditions to fotm water. ‘We give no . thought tp

indudtion-—it seems 8o obvioualy sound ag’ long‘ge we don't try to
‘cxplain vhy, that it goes unnoticed. Thio induction‘io, noverthelean.
_an eaoential and unavoidable parc;/f the verification prgcedure, and

.hns to be brought into the open and underatood. Referring to the

hypothecico-deductive procedure in. condunction with verification does -

not, then, bybpaas any of the central problems. concerning inductiou. 7
_Hhile providing a more true-to—life account of the procedurea ect ually
: used by ecientiets,%dt is no less’ plagued by the P lem of how general-
_ization from particu%aro can be justified than the or&ginnl modal of the
inductive pro?ed“r - o =~ '

-

i At this point, it may be fairly obvious why any ettempt tofprovide

a univocal ratie leﬁfor induction inevitably leads us off on ndnild -
'36ooe‘chaee. The sorts of explanation likely to- bc given for the” TN
types of inductiou would oeem, prima facie, to be very different indeed.
The two types of induction are.cértainly very different in respect to |
‘ ﬂtheir credibility., A pure R H.S. induction givea us complete conviction
concerning the truth of itq ed’cluaiona, whereao a pure L.H. S. induction ‘
gives us at best only a willingneas to asgent to the propoeition induced
~1f nnthing better can ba offered.‘ A pure R.H. S. induction, such ag- |
! evcry aample of Hz uill perforn in tho same way as the one just described '
under exactly similar circumstencea" is -s0 rock-aolid. 80 ineluctable, ’
that uorking scientieto don' t bother to make such inductions explicit.
_ Having deacribed what happens to a perticular semple of hydrogen under

certain specific cooditions, they prognouticate immediately about ‘what

AN



bappens to hzgrogen"under thosea conditione. No neead ie feit'to meke

the 1n£etence explicic. edding phr‘a uch as “111 eamplee df hydro—'

.3en will...! —-which pcrhapa helps ¢ emplain vhy philoaophere uorking

. on 1nduction usually ta inductiona to :he left of the continuum as.

cheir paradigm, though ‘the R H.S. type of 1n£erence ctzteinly iz in-

' ductive. ind 1s ccnetantly being made.

f —“l

' This williugneee to giye complate credence to R.H.S. 1nduc:iena

needs to he explained—-there certainly is a problem iuvolved in ehow-

1n3 why wa conaider them to be perfectly sound. But tha cxplanation :

given of this vill elmoat 1neviteb1y be quite dif!erent frem ecccunte
e:plaining the. power of the .B S.'inference. Inferencee ‘of the bare |

"it-has happened sevefilly in the paet 80 it will alvays happen

cbvious ¥ leave ue with a 3reat deal lesa fhan complete confidence in
the con lusion. . ' -

The types of explanation which we are initially temp:gd to -

'offcr of the two kinds of induction certainly proceed on quite different

lines. . There is, for 1natance *a strong emptation to explain the power
of the L.H S. induction by the use of induction 1tael£ on the grounds

that it hae worked in the past,”so it cen be expected to work again.

Such an approach does seem to be roughly on the right lines, though pro- -

blems cogcerning circularity are obpiously not far away. But there.is
\ : . : .

. " A .
no temptation to approach the R.H.S. induction thus. If we are asked

to cay hy we suppose that all samplea of hydrogen wiil perform ae‘did

"thet particular sample, if placed under exactly the same circumetancee.

1S

wa are not :empted to’ say that such inductions have unrked in the paet.

We feel, rather, that. priuciplee going beyond mere pragmatice are
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‘innolfed. ‘There is a tendoncy'to feel that it mua:‘concern some uinimnte;
o : “metnphyaical“ principle. ‘we feel like rhetorically aaking how one aamplo
| - of pure hydrogen could ansiblx behave differontly from another if it is

| “put in exactly the same oircumnﬁancea. This gerves to ring out the fact .
thnt the .H S. induction 1is intimately connected uinh principloa such as
":ﬁ; principlo~of univef;al causation’ uhoreao the L. H S. induction‘ia aot.
;Cﬂ\] , | The valua of moving ftom more repotition of unifornities to an an:icipa-
5 tion of a continuation of this uniformity is independent of tho law of
' univaraal causanion. ic-uould ntill bo useful to'make onumern\ion-
-inductiona even if indeterminism wnre true. But che R H. S. induction |
L would be very -sariously affected by recognition of the truth of indetar—
- ~; minism., Why, if it is true, should we be convinced chnt'ono sam#io °f,
-‘hydfogon must perform in emnctiyrthe same way as nnother;undor‘exnctlf
'*:ﬁé same condinionsf ff'some events are'oanaoiesa; i1f some hapnoninga

.

-' ‘ are not the result of any fantor which we can iaolato as a relavant con~
dition. then ve aimniy cannot bo asnured thnt differont aamplea of hydro-
: sen vill perform in the same fashion under e:nctly similar oircumatnnces.
So’ far, then, ic uould seem. that nvarything counta against a ani- |
vocal rationale of induction. .1t may atill seem tha: Ythe principle of
uniformity of nature" might provide such a univocal ancount,.oince the.
cradibilify‘of both typea‘of induction mighn seem to be based upon an -
appeal to it, nut when‘un 3ot‘down-t‘ atailn; find that the typs of
principle of uniformity“ corresponding to each is‘guite differen:. The
principle of uniformity appropriate to. tha R.H.S. induotion. which added
to it, will naka the inforence deductivaly valid, and thus encirely cred=

ible, would ba: "if, under conditions X, A followa B, then A will alvays

N
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. follow B'under einctly‘thuaecouuitiona"\a_Ihis;uriueiplq.,though ic
-cannot be pruven trua, uiil bu'auuebted by vittualiy any non-ﬁhiloao%her ]
. as-an indisputnbla truth. But now conuidet tha typea of priuciplu of-
unitormity apptoptinte to tha L Ha S induction, which could be used to
underaeore the infetance. If they ware ueed to vnlidate the induction.
- they would have to be of some such form as "untura tapents itself vir-
hati ' which s patantly false. or “if nature has shown regularities in
the past, these: regulatitina will continue 1u the £uturu". which is. aguin
false: nature is full of autprisas to those aware of but a few of her
sucruts.- ¥o form of the "law of uniformity of natute , in fatt. can
poaaibly validata the L.H.S. induction, and yet bent any aemblance to
‘truth, praciaely becauae any form of this principla will need to mantion
conditioua underlying the event. if 1t {s to pass our’ sctutiny as pos=.
sibly true—but tha L.H.S. induction cannot make use of such a principle,
bucauau, g§ hypothesi, it.dues not refar to any tonditionsi but only to
repatitionsa. | B | ‘
_Thus, ‘the "law uf uniformity? which could underscora the L.H.S.
induction could atthust‘unly concern limited teudencieu. being of some
form such ua “regularities tend to'ph-preaervud“.“Ptinciples uf‘un;—'
.formity of this.type, of course, cannot possibli vnlidatu induttiona,
though they mnﬁ servg as a “viuditation“ of L.H.S. inductionms. |
VII It will be noted that those who take- the induction by pure enumer—'

ation as their paradigm have 31ven up the attempt to validate induction,

= tenetving their efforta. rather, to ahowing that the results of such

-

' inductions hnve-a'cqttuin dagree uf probability. Thise 1s hardly aurprising.~
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The”purn L.H.S. 1nduction rénlly is absorry creature, a produér vir-
B tually of ‘pure ignorance, with conclusions liable at any time to be

falaified for renaona uhich are not underssood. It ia only because

Ve are used to dresaing up enumeration—inducciona 1n our imaginationa.-

‘thinking in terms of examplea locatable further to the right of the
continuum than the left hand pole. that the enumeration—induction

.looka at all pretty: Nevertheless, it can be showm thar such induc=-
ions can ba "yindicated" as potentially uaeful ’ inferences.

Thia vindicarion takes off from recognirion of the fact that
nnture hns nr least ehoun certain regularities 1n the past. It then
proceada by saying that uhere a man has‘aean carrain regularitiea.
it will be methodologically vnlunble for him, lacking any other infor-
mntion. to act as if this regularity will conrinue in the future. He
has no assurance hnc it will'-natura may nn: be regular in"fhe future
with raapecr fggﬂaeae instances; it mny not even be regular in the
future uith reapect to __1_inatnncea. but nevertheless, bging a crea-
ture of action, and having to maka pradinrionn, man should\nct ag 1if
) the ragularity will continue. This, 8o the argunant runs, will work
- 1f anything nill_work. If a continued regularity should in fact exiat.
then rhe 1nduction will have been valuablq; if it should not‘exist,-
then almost certainly the agent will have been no worae off than he
would have been in the absence of any grounda for making a decisionr
If the reasoner-is obliged tn acn..he can only gain by acting induc—
tively; he hna nothing to lose: Rusaall‘a chicken.lo who apparently
lost h@a head ovar inducrion. mdght not appear to agree with thie. but

: thnugh use of inductiona mny hava led him to disaster, the absence of

- e .
Al .

] "o

\\-
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cny grounds for action would have scrved hin ao hcttar. Hbdetn‘tattcry

| turkeys, which are 80 excecdingly otupid that they largcly lack the “

) ability to make simple inductions. have their netks urung just as
rcldily as the farmyard chicken.

The vorificationiat theory iu, nnturally. a ptoduot Q£~Efgg;£tism.

. notably of Peirce and Roichcnbaoh. ,Unoct the influence of such a view,

- “induction“ oould tokc on rcthet the charaoter of‘eduction, cno indoctive
scicncc would be viewed instrumcntally. Iccuctioﬂ. rather than being con-
sidered as a source of - knovlcdge—-knowlcdge boing conceived as tha graap- '
inglof‘ttutha\about ‘the nature of -the yorld-—uould ba conaidered as a - |
tource of power, a useful weans of macipuinting_tﬁc environmantt' ?ha‘.
present author doas not intend.to‘rcjcct this cppgoach wholahéattcdly:
it will bcﬁgcceptco‘aq a pcrfeotlf effective rationale of pure and un-
ashamed L.H.S. inductionms. It has, first, tho great merit of avoiding
the charge of circﬁlarity usuolly otttibutabla to arggmcntu'whicc refer
to the fact.that induction "works". It does not fiod itself saying that
induction will be uscfgl in the future becausc”it haa uotked in the past,
which obviously bega the quention. it just aayo that if anything at all
will work, induction will work. Accordingly. the vindicationist account

' hls thn furthcr great wmerit of making no mctaphyaioal aaaumptions about

; how naturc mst work. Eowcvér acceptable this ‘theory may be as a rationale
for purc-L?H.S. inductions, though, it uill be contended that it is quitc

?inacccptable as a complete thcory of indpction. Thc unasghamedly.pure L.H.S. -
induction is rcally very rare. and the picture which the vindicationist '

_ocoount of induction painta of aciencc, uaing this type of inditction as

its model._io grossly~icndequato. Not only does it paint an unpleasant

1
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B inetrdhenteliet picture which would find favour uith very few. out the
type of induction which ic foiste upon_eoienoe as its’ patedigm eimply

does not conform with the type of induction whicheleevee n\ekecientiet
satisfied. Heving been presented uith an, induction of the L B.S. type,

cientiets will not, if they can poeaibly avoid it, leave the induction

in this condition-—they will eeek the unknown conditione, in effect pTO

- ceeding through the use of induction by eliminetion.' Heuing noted the

i
¥

repetitions, the ecientiet will seek varying eituetione. ‘noting any -

resulting differences as: indicative of the oonditione underlying the

g 4 T £

repetition. Only when ittle felt that conditione are uell underetood

a5

is it felt worthwhile to present 2 univereal lav. "1‘\"'.
_ Furthernote, it ie not really et all clear that vindicetionism
has provided a genuine elternative to the Humean poeition an induction.

' ‘In fact, were it worded epproprietely. we could easily imagine it flow-

ing from the lips- -of Hume himeelf. It says, in effect, that there is

no juetificetion for induction from the point of view of the pure

T TR

.theoriet. The pure theoriet cen never_ be eesured thet hie {inductions

“uill lead to the truth; it is just 1nasmuch as nature obligee us to act,
h:eatening us with a swift and uncom}orteble end if we do not, that we
induce.i Inﬂuctione, from the point of view of the pure eeeter fot'truth
and.knowledge, will always lack renpectability As ﬁe shall see ehortly,f
vindicetioniete are even obliged, owever unwillingly, to make eppeals to

| conditioned teflex to complete their eccount. Wherein. then, .does- the
difference between the Humeen and the vindicetioniet eccount lie? Vindica-
tioniete would say. that they have explained wh gggﬁ_ to induce., they

-
uId pay that they have ehown that it is perfectly ?ponel to act:
o

o

g
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'inductively. But are they not to ‘some extent at cross purposes with

_Bume when they speak thus? Hume primarily wishes to say that if we ' -

- stay within the’ bOunds of renson alone, induotion can not be justified.

" What vindicationism gshows is that man qua active being ought to inducer—_ '

" not that man qua rational being ought to induce.‘ They agree, in fact,
A W ’
precisely with the Fiew that man g rational belng need have no faith

whatsoever in the results of induction. Vindicationism, rather than

providing a genuine alteérnative to Hume's account of induction, largely

-

\\reformulates his attitude within a novel philosophical scheme which
encapsulates his doctrine,
A further problem which vindicationism meets. is worth pursuing,

‘since it leads us to consider an alternative approach to L.H.S. induc~

tion uhich ahed% some light on the whole issue. This is the~prob1em _ -

of why we come to suppose thet a suffioiently large number of repeti-
. tions givee us a very strong reason to believe in the eontinuation of

3
the repetition. we have a- feeling that a repetition which ias very

well establiohed, having been observed for a very 1ong period,. deserves

to leave ua with a much greater faith in its future continuance, than Lo

a sequence which is in all other respects'gimilar, but has been observed

for a comparatively short time. The vindicationiot doctrine cannot pos—

sibly account for this. According to this'doctrine, we never have any’ o

justifiable oseurenee; it is only pragmatieally worthwhile to suppose
that the repetition wili oontinue. No amount ot-repetition, they_eey,
can change this eseentiellfeature of induction,'oo what could produce S5
this increase of assurance? At this stage,'the vindicationist cad only

complete hin/alliance'with Hume by referring to conditioned reflex: the
: > o )

v

ey 135 4R AR b =



W s | 211
experience of repetitiona 1ea93 people; eventually,_to cuch é state of

mind that they: cnnnot doubt the continuation of the repetitionr-but for

psychological not IOgical reasons.

© VIII Thia conclusion concerh:lng 'the logical irrelevance of co.ntinued.-
repetition is b:th unnerving and unsetisfying, but cannot be avoided
unless we reject the vindicationist line as a complete account of L.H.S.
inductions. We shall thus look instead at an,explenation baged on the
" following notions: Firat, some, if notlmost L.H.S. inductions should
not - be treated as pure, unaehamed L.H.S. inductione, but should rather
be viewed as firet strivings towarda pure R.E S. inductions. Secondly,
the closer'%: induction can be located to the tight hand pole of_the-eon-
_tinuum, the greater doea,its‘credibility grow:i'TﬁiBVIatter point is' |
itself based on the fact, noted before, thnt we feel complete assurance
.that a sequence will be repeated if all relevant conditions are again
repeated. That being 80, the greater,our aesurance that;all relevant
conditions are-equai, the greeter our confidence in the pfaduct of the
induction."Ihough the inductionjnay 5;111 lepd to a false conc}é;ion, .
| 'ye will be in a supetior position to the persontmaking an ipduction.
“Iocatable further'tq the 1eft of the continuum, eince we .can eliminate
_ various potential falsifying conditiOngkuhich he cannot tauerinté/nccount.
:Once these pointe atevunderstoon, we can easily comprehend the relevance
of-renetitiona to the‘strenéthening of our belief in cdrteanonding induc-
_tionn. The effect of repetition 18 precisely to increase our confidence

that all relevant conditiona will be Batisfied in the. future. Though we

mey,not know what the‘conditions are, each further repetition putsrus in

o
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a better frame of mind ‘for supposing that they will. be fulfilled od
future occaaions. After countless repetitions of the occurrences, we
will come-to feel that the conditiOns are very easily satisfied or
- at least are satisfied under all the conditions we are- likely to meet
| with. Thns, we come to hE%e virtually no quaims about predictions |
made on the basis of such inductions.__

;This 1line of thought, which 1s essentially that inductions gain

their credibility -according to the degree ‘to which they can approximate

to tbe pure R.H 5. induction, can also, it may be noted, easily account _

fot the pteference felt by most inquirers for inductiOn by elimination
‘oser induction by enumeration. Inductiona by elimination are specially
tﬂilored precisely to discover- conditions relevant to the. reoccurrence
of a sequence, and will ‘thus naturally be placed further to the right
 of tha continuum than an induction by enumeration. Note, again, that
‘this a;proach also explains why repetitions should be irrelevant to
'.pure R.H.S. indnctions. The function of the repetitioms, accotding to
this apptoach, is precisely to give greater strength touthe hope that
thé induction is 1ocatab1e to the right of the continuum._ But if the
induction is already at the right'handlpole'of the coptinuum, repeti-
tion obviously can serve no purpose. |

This explanation of the principles underlying induction naturalry
has to meet a nnmber of objections when it is preaented as providing a
rationale of induction whith shows that we need feel no embarrassment
concerning them. One objection may try to stress the point that the

“gophisticated” law of uniformity underlying it-——the "1aw" that under.

" identical relevant conditions the same thing will always result—is
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a
vacuous, since there 1s never any assurance that the "relevant conditiona
do not_atretch into infinity, perhaps even encompaesing all the atates of )
the universe. Noé'it is, indeed true that for the principle to be of any
:uae we must accept aome sort of Keynesian principle of limited variety. We
do have to suppose that at, least sometimes, only a limited number of'condi—
tions are relevant to a particular.event Neverthelesa, this principle is

not. some unsupportable postulate which we just blindly have to accept, it

~__ia known empirically to be~a truth To the extent to which 4t is’ uaed in. a

rationale of induction, tlé fact that we only have lcnowledge of its truth
jin the _past does not represent any potential importation of circularity,
'either. It is not a question of our having to make a completely unsupported ;
-presuppoaition that in the future,‘the principle of limited variety will
hold Just as it did in the past.' The single principle that that which has
_ happened in the past will happen in the future under. all similar relevant
conditions itself guarantees that if in the past, a particular set of con-
ditions 1is the whole set of conditinns relevant to an event then in the
future, thoae very same/conditions will be the whole set qof conditions
relevant to that event. The burden of induction, then—-the'principle reg-
mponsible for legitimatizing the inductive leap—atill remaina solely with
.

Thia Tesponge wnuld understandably haaten expreaaion of the major

the sophisticated principle of uniformity.”

objection to this line concerning the rationale of induction. If in fact,
our inductiona are to be seen as based on this eophisticated principle of
uniformity, 19 may be true that we have gained a greater understanding of

the inductive Process, but we. are still no closer to removing¢Ekféacnae of

<

disquiet hanging over this gepect of human Teagon. Thia-principle is not,
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b} any menns, certain.‘ Insofar as-the principle refers to whac will '
\1appen in the future, it cannot be verified- nor is it by all accounts, o
d-nonstrable. This being s0, ic uould seem thar we rest our inductive

reason on foundatiOns which cannot offer any guarantee that che whole
.edifice may not crumble into ruins and induccive reasoning would chen .
remain juar as disquiering, philosophically, as ever, ‘

‘We have mot, then, as yet seen a reply to Hume 8 doctrine con—
cerning induction: the major fight still has to ccme.t If we have to
rest R.H. 5. inductions and their aspirants on a principle which remains -
'unsupporced itself being just. "foisted on us by pature”, then Hume's
doctrine concerning induction in general manifeatly stands. If, alter—
natirelf,'ic should be shown thuc the principle 15 in a-teal sense a
' justifiable “principle of reason , then Hume 8 doctrine would geem - to
. fall There are, however, at leasc two ways of asserting that ‘the prin-

ciple is a principle of reason. It could be done in the good old meta-
physical style of presenting it as a metaphysical truch a cosmic
‘principle", or it could be done in the less cutrageous pcst—Kantian
manner, by shawing that it is in some way a presupposition of nny success—~
ful attempt. to’ understand the world. A discussion of these themes, and |
. accordingly a decision concerning Hume s doctrine of inducrion, will form

’

the subject matter of the next chapter.
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, - CHAPTER 10: ‘ REASON AS A COSMIC PRINCIPLE

1 _ Hume's general positioﬁ concerning reason uili. of coutse, meet
Hith very strong opposition from ‘some quarters, and the discussion of
;such topics as the. sophisticated principle of uniformity will bring this
' to the fore. Many rationalists. such as Brand;Bignshard, would want.to
- present reason as far more than Hume presents it to be.l‘ Looki;g upon
teason as. essentially man-oriented a useful tool for his survival, would
sttikelthem as ignoting its main significance.. The attitude which is of

permanent attraction colthose of s‘:ationalist‘bent is that reason is in
fsome sense. a "cosmit" princinle, sonething which'crsnscends nere sentient
‘Ctsatures, being infused in rhe essense of the universe. Many'will want
’to follow Averroes in spcaking of the existence of a transcendsnt "uni-

:és\c<4ff versal reason , of which- ‘man's renson is but a fleeting manifestation. -

| The reified reason of others, auch as Marcus Aurelius-who spoke of God

as cosmic or universal rsason, in which all consciousness is dissolved
after death-—mag seem a 1itt1e too strong, but the-atttaction of asser—
.tions such as "the resl is'thc :ational, and the rational, teai", temains.‘
Plausiblc explanations of why this should be, hossver, are by no means
~easy to find. We wight be presented with a quasi—mystical view involving
the doctrlne that one aspect of reason is intellectual intuition, ths
faculty of reason thus being able to grasp the forms underlying'all order.

s Alternatively.,we might be presented with the more conservative argument

_that our ‘teason is a God-given copy of the divine faculty used to create

215 . g}:’
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, £h¢ iiour.id the world inevitably, :he{-efoi-e,' being ‘rational.z Thirdly,

ve migh: be presented wich the, responsa of the Absolute Idealis:, uhera-

by reality, heing by definition the most coherent aapec:s of our exper—
ienne; must inavitahly teflect ra:ionality.n None of ‘these responses s,
howuver, appealing. The first, making refa:ence ag it does to the highly
qnnstionnble notions of intellectual intuition and "forms", would find -

few adherents today. The second Tesponse, though it might satisfy some,

is noﬁ Teally of much use, since it only explains rationality in the | -
na:ural ‘'world at the cost of raproducing the whole problem in the realm

t

of the sq?eruatural. The chird response, too, though it is nuch the best

s !

9

of the ;hrie, simply asks too mich of us. It involves embracing a vast
'ﬂit:phj;ical ayntem,‘g system which not only ha§ extensive problems con-
nected with it, but is highly unfishionable as well. N
7 ~ Fow it may not te at all easy ﬁ&:defénd explanations of why the
zid must be "i:&r.ional", but at pi‘es,ent. it must be re@:ognized tt;a}_i the
' trihutiou of rationality to the universe, and, speaking of reason as'a‘
Y ounic"‘principlg, is, at the least, {ntelligihle. It centres around a
T&istaste of "brute fact”, the feeling that there can be Qo utter contin-
ginc; in the univeraq. The “brute fa;t" is that vhich just happeﬁs‘td be.‘
lacking any reason for its existence. However inoffensive this may seen
to thn empiricist, it is anathema to the rationalisc. The Ttationalist will
avow something like the following, implicitly, if not explicitly.
There are always reasons why things‘comg into existence. All eyanté
are comprehensible, or “rati&ﬁalﬁ. There will alwéys_ﬁe found lauﬁ'pnder
: uhich iudividﬁal events can be subsumed, thus making'tha; coﬁprehensibla._ Lo

These_laws themselves, moreover, are mot just facts about the universe to -

Y
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 be hlindly accept d”\ghey, too, are camprehensible ', JThis ﬁill probablfil
ba due to a subeuZprion under higher laws, uhich thus makes rhem, in their
turnrlcumprehensible, though the highear possible laws,,the laws un er

.Hﬁich all others must be.euﬁsumdé, obviously eennot rhemselves be ehown to
be ccmprehensible in thia manner. Theae highest lsws chemselves cer:ainly

cannot be mere brute facts, huwever' they canﬁot jus t be truths out the

*

wdy the world in facr, happens to be. That would involve an 1mp rtation
of non-comprehensibilicy, of 1rrationnliry, into the hearr of the syatem.
Rather, these suprene lawe, if correctly 1dentified wilr'be seen“ by
.rhe raciOnal being as inevirably true. To give an example. a supreme law
of ‘the Newtonian sysrem involved the brute fact of grevirarion. It was

.‘ieimply sald to be a fact, uhich we have to accept, chat'bodiea'gravicete

together. In the Einsteinian system,’ however. 3rav1tarion becomes 'ra

tional“ rather than brute fac:. The law aecording to which things act,

N

when they gravirate rogether, becomes equivalenr ro the law th

will alwaya take the easieer route” in space-cime—-alwaye go dewn—hi

-

space-time, as it wera.3 This (so at least it may be argued) is pot mere~

o brute fact: the inrellect will accept rhis, unlike rhe Newton n‘prin-

ciple, as a supreme principle which, 13 not in need of explaeation, since
1: is a principle which the intellect "sees" as rational.
The rationalisr viewpoint, it musr be srresued. is nﬁt just that

the world is comprehensible as a matter of fact, this would itself be to

L

"make use of "brute fact". Rather, che position is that rhe universe has -

T o be, at every 1eve1. comprehensible or rarional. Reason permeatea ‘the
univeree ..

-

Why, we may esk. is rhis rendency to treat resson as a coamie"'
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“principle appealing? 'Thi;)questipn'might best be ansvered on a psicholo-_

gical_levél. fapgrt.from ang‘parnicularApsycho%ogiéa}‘reqaons ieading us
to take this apﬁraoch, adherence to any of :ﬁé major achools of philosophy-
may be 1@;gely.a result of éubconﬁcioua:or.naaﬁhétic tgndaqcied. 'ngar-
thaless, wa.may atiil'pertineqely.dsk.u%ft-cﬁnsida;ﬁtion; coula Se'brought
aédingt‘cﬁe Humean approach tO-reasOF,(lnaaing us to hypostatize, in tgfn

sense, reason itself, We will in fact }Ihd éonsidéréfionq which-.can be -

put into two main groups. Firat, thérar a e cluater of problens,
including the problem of 1n&uction,'vh ch_lead people to make reference
to_"natural netessity', or to how the world mus

e. Secondly, there ia
a group of problems connected with Hume's man-oriented conception of :ea?

son ¥hich might seem imsuperable within that account, and which would seem

to 1ehd?ds to. suppart the."cosmic” theory of reason in default of its com~

petitor. [ This latteR} group of problams villfnoc detain us long and - thus

will be

11 ‘_Si e Hume rejects the view ﬁha: reason is gqmething salf-justifying,
saying that we cannot defend reason Sy reason; since he argukd'that it is .
not aomathinglpuhiimn'and_téanscandent whiéL:ia sdmaﬁovlintrinsic to the
lnatura of the universe, i&-might seen that he canﬁo: avoid philistinism
(see above, pp. 113-116); ‘R;apeqt for reason would certainly seen ﬁo lag, .
apd we may yonder'what on'eﬁrtﬁ tha:; can be to prevdnf,aomedneq;fom-énying
"I'11 not:accept ;ha:—-itfé jusf ba;ed on reason”. But this remark seems
lﬁaiﬁtouﬁ}‘and thus if'wa.;ﬁﬁnét'ahow‘it to be so wiéhin‘thalﬂumaan'éoncep-

tion of reason, it would seem that we hqvé‘a reductio ég_abdurdum of the

vhole Humean ﬁituraliatic account of ;ha undérﬁtanding. Thera'ié, also, a '

* .

=
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£eeling that Feason must be moTe than merely man-centred° ve treqnently
aspeak of the possibility of other rational creatures in the universe, and

tend to thiak, in an Averroesian fashion, of these othe: creatﬁres sharing
..q'\

Xry

‘4n aomething uhtch 3oes far beyond any particular speciea-—aomething inde-
pendant of them, uhich 1nvelvea 1ndependent, objective criteria to- judge
between the reasonings of various species.

These" objections, however. particularly the 1atter do not in fact
lead to qur having to go‘beyond an essentially Humean account of teeson

and the kncwledge—eyetem. It is, in fact, only’ necessary to.develop a

hint given by Hume himself concarning reason, to meet them. In his dis-

cussion of reason's place in morals, Hume shaued his awareness that tfiere

is a conceptual link between the notion of reaaon and the‘noti- objec-
- tivicy, though he p:ohabiy theught thewliuk to.be.fairly,tsnuOus, nnrhapS'
Djuat a surplua connotation o@ the term ﬁreason“.‘ In the Treatise at III
III, 1, Hume asserts that both 1n moral matters, and in matters of sense
:perception, it is necessary to conside; our data in an objective fashion.

in order to comnunicate: we ignore the particular, completely subjective

elements of both' end apeak in the manner likely to bc adopted by any

other observer under thoae circumstances. Only then, he says, are language

»

and communication possible.é This objectinising. he then goes on to say,
- 1s part of what is involved in -moral reasoning" "Reason requires such’ an
1mpartﬂ§1 conduct". 3 Now the ' reason" he 1is talking of here, nay be re-
duced by Hume eventually to a matter of "calm paasions" but the hint he
fntnished is envugh to’ see us. over the present problema.f |

| There is indead a.concentualalink. tenuous or othervise, between

reason and objectivity."when we use criterla which are not peculiar to

¢
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ourselvos. not merely.of suhjectivo aignificanco but rathat accepted by
the coumunity as correct means of dcciding upon a question, then_nc will
‘bc conoidercd by the community to be reaaoning fairly. But at the same 7
timo un will, of courae be using criteria uhich are acccpted as objec-
‘tivoly valid. The "objectivity“ hero need not be of any ultimate kind, but.
marely rolativc. It may bo that tho~critcria of gsound argumentation uged
are common: only ta. the .particular community iavolved, or that particular
' species, but no more is required. As long as reason ia oquatablo with
objectivity, the members of the community cannot assert "I won' t accgpg 1e.

_it is meroly based on raason « .That would be to withdtxu from discusaion
-

within the comunity, réjocting the tools ‘of diacussion. ‘We may indaad _
'objoct to ooma of the criteria used in our coonunity, but we will-not - thua

rejact reasoning Jtself i 'wa W to continua to convorso with wembers of

- that community. Rather, we 1 attompt to changu the criteria used with-
] - . -

=}

in the community, ) 7
It in worth oointing out‘in paaaing'that it is inasmuch os reason '
is conceptually linked with objectivity that morality is, indoed inevi-
‘tahly connected with rationality. The ;!gence of: morality lies precisely
in acting according to principles which can be accapted universally within
the community, rather than according to principlea favourod juot by one-~
self. Our judgment, taking on the oharactor of an cbjective judgmant,
- shares to that extent tho characteristics of rationality.
- But moral philoscphy 1is not the topic of the presont atudy. Tho
-point required ias juat that it can be shown to be ludicroua for a Bans

mombor of the community to assert "I won't accept that-it ia juat baged

on roasou". But this is not becauso we hava any indioputablo reasons

) . R N " .
. L] f , V !
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for supposing that reeeoning properly carried out inevitably leade us to

‘v

‘tregh but solely becauee of the link:betueen rationality and objectivity.

This link. and the need to remain ;ilhin‘the community, makee respect Eor

'reaaon eesential ‘We are not, then. led beyond Hume' 8, haaio poaition eon- ..

.f . cerning reason and the knowledge-eyatem. to eccount for thia reepect. It

| may still be that major elemants of the underetanding are foisted on us.

by nature, and are not reoulta of reaaon, or defenaible by reason..i
Continuing to. use the hint provided by Humo, we can eee that there

-._._‘ e

N io indeed ‘soma eenag in thinking that any aufficiently “edvanced" tpeciee

would make use of reaeon. We uoulq—expect creatures ea exiet in other

\
LY

parte of the universe which discourse. amonget themselves and make use of
’ objective criteria—-objective, that is, with reepeot to individualo of
that opeciee-—in order to come to agreement. Were we to toma across. this
.Aspeciea i%,moot, we would aay, that they were reesoning among themselvea, ‘
“even if we had very littlo idea of the forna of argument. or the criteria
used. The aaaumption, however, that the reaaoning of theee creaturee
ehould be in any major way similar to hunan reaeoning, such that we: could
‘profitably engage . them in argument, seems groeely anthropomorphic. ‘more
unreasonable than the Engliehman 8 expectation thet all "foreigners" will
: epeek Englioh. Perhape elements of the non—empiricalyaspeote of the rea-
eoning of another 1ntelligent speciee might be gimilar, though thio ia
vary much a matter of diepute in contemporary 11terature,6 but 1t seems
quite unreaeonable to assume that its empirical reasoning would be at all
similar to our own. The“natnral hietory of the different opeciee would
presumably be so different that few points of contact. between their con~

R
ceptual\fremeuork and our own could be expected. Kant's- conception of a
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-

' ."7-cafegoriaL ftgmewsrk coﬁmqﬁ-to'all diséursive inteilects asraucQAhﬁs not
L; t stood thg_tést of time. w1ttgenstein's_qather‘mﬁbcerious commehts'con-‘.' o ;
. . , ) | . _ _ o
///// " cerning the different forms of_lifé\of.different;speciea being such that . %
N bne‘species could not understand anothér7 manifests more'successfuilyﬂthe ‘

. currenE nttitudea,on'this'questioa. A;l this'may be legdiﬁg'uﬁ deeply
.1n§o matters which go faf beyond the acbée of ;hia diésertat;on; but the

main point is clea;: it is by no means obyiouéltha: supposi;;ons con-

cérning the exiatence oflocher fationa;‘creacures need lead us to speak

of reason as having any sort of "ultim&:e reality", or critefia which are .

‘ "implicit in the nature of the universe" .

III  We can now turn to the cluster of problems which lead people to _ a

speak of a '"natural necessity", and, accordingly, of a "cosmic" reason.

It 1srlarge1y,-5hough not exclusively, with respect to the concept of

causation that this cluster of problems arises. The nature of the caﬁsal

f . . ~

link, the principle of universal causation, and the inductive inference,
~all seem to bring in a tendency to refer to some "eosmic" principle of

reason. . We have already seen how attempts to underatand induction bring

,

_ 1n appaals to some sort of metaphysical principla which 13, in effect, -~

-

part of the hypostacization of reason. The world juat must be, it is felt,

such tha: i1f a procedure is effected in conditions identical to previous.

~

- G

oécgrences, then the results will always be found to ba the sama, There .
‘13 a.tendency to feel, as we have Qbaervgd, tha; this mﬁac Se 80; hha; if
it wére not, there woqld be "irrationality"-in the ﬁniﬁarae. Very similar
considerations are involyqd with'tﬁé québtioﬁ of the-anélfais of causétion

itself. Hume's analysis of causation in terms of constant conjunction
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‘ would seem to be adequate from the point of view of an-empiricist, and yé;

it tends to leave us wholly unsatisfied, and preqisely‘bgcaqu it leaves

‘out any reference to a "natural necessity”. ‘It tends to be felt that there .

i

1s far more involved in causatiop'rhan Jjust one'évegr always being fol- '
lowed by‘another. It 1s felt that somehow the event has to follow froq
the'Cause; thg; there would bé somé kind of absurdity involvéd in that
partiéular %ause occurriﬂg without the pérticular event following. We
tend to feel once agaiu, that the cause is the reason for the effect' 8
existence, such that any arbitrary conjunction of evencs is in:rinsi;ally
quite different from the causal c?njunction._ Very similar considerations
again app;y to the law of universal caqsation. If an event should occur
without a cause, there wqﬁlﬁ.be a tendency to feel that it would be utter-
. _ . o
‘ ly, irrevocably, incomprehensible, and'thuqv"irrational". As notea’before;
it is becauﬁp of rhis félq absurdity that we feal\inﬁe;arminisﬁ to se
ridiculous. |
Otﬁer conaideracion: also lead ué into this boaitior 9f wishing to

- appeal to principles of "natural necessity" The appeal to the principle

of simplicity, i.e. to the principle that na; re always does things in the

simplest ways, tends to 1nvolve such consid rations. Nature necessarily
‘acts in the_s%mpleat way, it is o
"irratiohafh. Again, there 1§ a definite tenézncy'to appeal, even in
science, to specific a priori priﬁciples concerninglche'way the wquﬁ must
be, as in the case of Newton'a law of inrartia; That all things should
retain their own motion, all things being equal, seems, oddly, to be a
"rational" law: one does tend to feel that the -universe Eggg conform to

such a principle. ~ ' ' g

other mode of action being
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e aw all this talk of "nacural necessity 'rationality" in the

\

" universe Giii\ftrikc some philosophers as utterly confused and indeferi- -

-
[

“gible: nevertheless, it does.retain a srrikipg hold,on nanyf ‘and 1s at
' the hccrt oﬁ'oojections to the whole Humean episﬁemology.' A major task“
which many phiiooophers nave.;ec tnemgeives_since Hume wrote has bcen.thc
attempt to make sense of the notion of Enatoral neceésity"; showing why
it is that the world nucrgproceed accorgingth_QEttdin fundamental prin-.
clples of rationality. ? [ \ | ”

It has not'clways.Bcen noticed hoo ciosely tné v;rious probiems
concerning "natorai nccessityﬁ and. the hypostiatization of'reasonsore con-
necccd with a variant of the principle of sufficient reason. This prin-
.ciple iscin effect constantly appealed to by those speaking of a notural .
- necessiry, epitomizing, as it.does, the elements of their position. :he.
principle stctec, quite baldly, that there must be a reason for every-
thing. This is the supreme rationalist principle, a principle which,
once qucationed brings an enormous amount into doubt. Its disarming
simplicicy camouflages :he Eact that it really is extremely powerfulﬁ To
start with, a substantiation both of R.H.S. induction and "the principle
of universal cauaation follows directly from it, as égas the inadequacy
of the constant conjunction theory. Firs:..the sophisticated" law of
uniformity of nature follows direct§p\£rom the principle, aince this says
juac that under exactly the same circumstances, exactly the 'same will
happen: the point is that there could be no reason for tha negation of -

u

thia, since any such reasons would involve variations of circumstances.

s

Once, then, we grant the principle of sufficient reason, tho sophiasticated

lew of uniformity becomes induoitahie. ‘Secondly, the law of universal
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‘causation is as*eaaily derived from this supreme law: If an event were

completely uncaused it could have no reason for its existence,f;nd thus

indeterminism is inconsistent with the supreme ‘law. Thirdly, ‘the constant.

conjuncticn theory is incompatible with the principle of sufficient reason

since it makes mere brute facts of every causal relation. It would mean

that no reaaon can be glven why a particular cause produces a particular

event, all such conjunctions being mere matter of fact: and thia is ex-
\actly what the principle of sufficient reason will not allow. -

- The power of the’ principle of aufficient reason is, in fact, even
greater than has so far appeared. Its power can alao_beAseen as ver& '
atrong in the realms of scientific explanation. Principles of science are
never felt to be fully, or ultimately, satisfying unless they are felt to
be directly derivable from the principle. So 1ong as a prianciple smacks

. of "brute fact", so long as it does not seem to be in accordance with the
principle of sufficient reason, so does it seem in further need of expla-

nation., The ‘principle of sufficient reason. then, provides e sort of pre-

¥

empirical test of what can be considere a completely adequate explanation.-

Thus would the Eineteinian cxplauation of gravitation appear superior to
that of the Newtonian, for the reasons noted before, even 1f there were no
empirical tests supporting preference for it, Thusg, also, does the New-
tonian law of inertia seem particularly indubitahle The/elcould be no
reason, it will be thought for a—material object not to retain ics own
motion when unaffected from without. {-
The fact that the principle of‘sufficient reason io the suprene
_grinciple of those who wish to make reference to reason as a "cosmic"

Principle is useful inasmuch aa-it allowa an economy of discussion. The

v
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) statua—of the aophisticated law of uniformity, and other lawa such aelthat
| of univeraal causation, is dependent entirely on the status of this sup- -
reme -principle. From the point of view'of the rationalist who wants to
defend the appeal to Cosmic reason, however, it is of no great help to
recognise that the principle of sufficient reason is, in fact, the_aup-
reme principle he appeals to in making his_ particular stand. It gives
him no clue as to how to give a satisfactory justification of his prin-
ciples, showing why it should be that the universe must conform to- prin-
ciples of “rationality". On the 'other hand it does give an easy clue to
. his opponents who wish to "explain auay ouretendency to hypostatize
reason. Once we concentrate particularly on this principle, it ia easy _
to conclude that the: principle of sufficient reason, along with its les-—
ser allies, have the status of preecriptive or regulatiye, rather than
metaphysizal, principles.
‘ This, indeed ig the 1ine uhich we would seem obliged to take,

but it need not be urged just that the principle of sufficient reason

and the cluster of principles aurrouuding it are regulative. These prin—
ciples can alao be presented, perfectly intelligibly, as conetitutive of
_the realm of science. ‘The point is that if we wiah to underetand some-
thing, .then we will’/have to treat that which we_tackle as comprehensible.
‘obvious}y, if it were not comprehensible, it could'not be underétood.'Any-'
attempt to explain something presupposes. that the explicandum is part of
a comprehenaible realm, and a fortiori, if a ‘thing is considered to be
explaine& it muat be-taken- as. part of a realm whose elements are expli-

cable. It does not follow thatheality has to conform with the principle .

of sufficient .reason, of course, only that it must to the extent to which
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it is to be included in the realm of science.* Thus, though the prin-

ciple of sufficient reason doés gain to some extent the status of a con-

P L TRy ote
L m—_;.;'.‘m-—“‘w ]

‘stitutive principle, it is only cqné:ftptive;of the fealms'cf_éciencg
and ﬁéuld;be knou;edge.-iAnd of course thg priﬁciﬁlé of sufficient reason
is remarkabié iﬁ that it is supposed to be completeiy universal; poé‘juat
true within rea;ms_oﬁ science whichrﬁight éncompass only a amall‘part of
reality. | ; | |

It is 1in accounting_for ;his lacter suppositioé,ichat the pragmatic
o:‘regulat;ve.elemﬁnt of the principle has to be invoked. We E;ghgijuat
aasumq“that only'some'gspects”of reality are ultimatély comprehensible,
and thus uubsumabi; wi;hinia'scientific system.‘ Thus, though.thé principle : i

qf sufficient reason'might'have‘to-hold in the realm -of thé scientiét,_be-

ing cqnstitutivéﬁaf this realm, it would not be accepted as true éf the

world at large. It is very eaéy. haﬁever, to show the.greét value of as-
suming the universality of the principle of sufficient reason, using ar-

. .
guments basically similar to those noted sbove in the "vindication” ‘of

M e AR Rt e R
. .

L.H.S. induction. Only ig_ﬁe assume that a thing can ba found to be com-
prehensible are we likely to meke any attempt to understand it, and thus

discover something which may be of 1mporégﬁce to us. If we remain constantly

*Consideration of modern indeférminism in physics may help to throw some .
" 1ight on this matter.\ Thosg/who follow Heisenberg and his school are

% quite happy to accept «ertain sub~atomic events are uncaused, and
' happen purely at random; others find this anathema to science. The source
of digsagreement partly, at least, centres around the fact that the deter-
minists refuse to accept that subatomic events could be ultimately beyond
the ability of any science to explain, while the indeterminists cheerfully
accept it as fact. In taking their.stand, the indeterminists Just wash” "
their hands of any attempt to explain that partichlar~ty§5‘of event. As
- long as they are trying to explain, they do and must accept that that which
they study 1s caused and thus explicable: only when they refuse the at-
‘tempt to explain, can, they accept the presence of indeterminacy, and thus
the negafion of the principle of sufficient reason.
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dubiofis of the inceiligibility of anything, feeling that numerous
events are utterly incomprehensibie, since.;here is no reason for
their‘being as they are, apeﬁhy would be an almost inevitable re-

. S L ; coo ‘ >
sult. Should any problem defy just superficial attempts at under-

’\\

' sianding, there would be a_siackening of efforte:to understand 4t.
If,ion the o&heg hanc; we presuppose that all‘thinén cre ultimately .-
compfehensible, we will strive congtantly to attain understanding. .
. we will be far more likely to find the truths which can be grasped.. |
if we accep: the principle of sufficient reason, then, we will gain

a great-deal, and risk_losing very 11:t1§'~ Whe;e events are com— -
nrehensible, we are‘far more likely to gain nnderstanding, while if
they are not, we will at the worst 0n1y have lost some of our time., -

This account of the principle of " sufficient reason as con—

. Btitutive of the realms of science, but regulative when applied .

the world as a whole, may strike mnny as intoieragiy inadequate. It
mny be felg-that:the.nfinciple innolves far more than mere'usefulness;
rather, that all things‘nnnt be comprehensible, to a2 superior intellect,
if not to ours. This feeling is not just a gesture of irresponsible -
ifritability, either, bnt common to nearly ‘everyone. Ve certainly do
feel for instance, that camcer must haveé a cause, and must be expli—
‘cable, however many the failures to explain it. Much as we may aym—
pathise with the attitude, howeVer, no ecceptnble account of the prin-
_‘ciple of sufficient reason as neceesary, oT as consticutive of the
whole of reality, would seem forthcoming.

Part of the antipathy towards approaching the principle of-

sufficient reagson as a regulative principle might at least be allayed

-

2
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when it is realized that this does not involve saying that it is actual v

. false. :We'may, at leest, say that nll elements of thg’world‘can, as it
“happens, be‘understood, though this may be an’'assertion of the purest.
optinism, since'we cannot, of-ceurse, know it to be trﬁe. We ere, Just
the same; at liberty to make it. This concession does not go very far,
nevefthelesa, in assuaging the feeling that scmething stronger than the‘
"regulative" approach is required to account for the extent of our'faith
in the principie of “sufficient reason. It could be argued that if we
accepted the principle as a guidin&_principle because of its pragmatic -
value. then our attitude towards people who do not accept it would be

- that appropriate to anti—sacial characters. . & professor, if this was’
true, would reprimand his student for asserting that the event he studied -
was uncauaed and thua incomprehensible; a%ain, the student s peers would

. feel either that he was “éourageous to questien the strictures of his
elders, ar that he was letting the side down, by refusing to accept a |
worthwhile prescription., This, however,’ certainly is not the case. If
va student studying, for example, the'formgtion of crystalline structnres
should say that in many casges, the formation was causeless, ve should
assume thet he was making a bad joke, or was suffering from mental derange-
ment. The profeanor‘would not.have the slighteet tempt;tion to silence
the'stndent, in the fear that his refusal to-aceept an important prescrib—
“tion might spread to others. Treating the nrinciple as a“reguletive prin-

ciple volunt ;iy accepted for its pragmatic valne would seem,. then, to

o

. be .quite untenable‘. . - e es e e e __. -‘.- e e e s e e

Thie objection 1s indeed a;puwerful one, and effeetiveiy dem:ros{/s‘r\c

the view that we voluntarily accept the principle of sufficient reason
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and‘ita allies because of its pragmatic value, ”The essence.of the

prescriptivist view may, nevertheless, be retained. It could be
asserted, first, that its functionality provides the rationale of

| the principle, and shows why we should accept it' and that secondly,

the principle has become an unconscious'part of our mental equipment,

" precisely because of its very great value. We might say that it is
unconscionsly foisted on us by our culture; or we might take the |
biological line, saying that we instinctively accept 1it, it having -

been foisted on us by nature because of its very great survival value,

If such theories do not entirely satisfy the reader, and he still feels
that the ' rationality" of the universe shotld be explained as an objec—
tive fact, not in: terms of subjective phenomena, then he has my sympathy.

‘But in .the absence of an alternative theory which makes good sense. of |

-

ngtural necessity" or "cosmic reason" in objective terms, we simply

LA

have no choice but to recommend acceptance of such an approach. An”
adequate aLternative'just does not exist,

Note, however, that to the extent“t6’;hich we speak of principles
being accepted involuntarily, foisted on us because of their valoe, we
come close to Hume on-the matter. The attempt to explain our conviction

'concerning the principle of sufficient reason-—and thus of the 1esser
principles allied with it—-inevitably saw us making appeals to the sort
of tribunals that Hume said must be involved. Though a-rationale of the_

principle c0uld be produced which shows why we ought to accept it, 1t

""would mean that our actual acceptance of it is not a matter of decieion.

we are, rather, pasaive in respeﬂt to it: it is “foisted on us"a
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v lt ig valuable to ocbsetrve that the prinEiple.of sufficient reason
can be rephrased in terms of axst Rather than asserting, &g a supreme

principle of intellectual endeavour, that all things are compreheneible, :
we can use the principle that all thinge ean be systematized or placed
within the framework of an all-embracing syagqn. This is no more than a
‘rephrasing of the principle of sufficient Teason, eince ‘there is a concep—
tual link between the notions of "reason. for or explanntion and gzgg__ ,
but rephrasing can produce some - enlightenment. - Lo i
That "explanatiqn" is coaceptually linked .with the notion of system

may seem a little queetionable to some, and, though a complete defense of

. the notion has been heavily taxing a number of- eminent contemporaxy’

-philosophers, some brief indication of it will be offered, here. To explein,

give a reason for'eomething, it is argued, is equivalent to showing

that it can be located comfortably within a syetem of knowledge. 'Geoffrey
Whrnock brought out this fact vety successfully in an excellent paper on
causal explanetion, by considering so-called explenations which we would,
in fact, consider non-explanatory. He gave ag an example the case of a
car which did not stert, conaidering as an explanation" of this the asser-
tion that 1t did not start because it was Thursday. 1f, Warnock said,
explanation was just a ‘matter of shouing there to be uniformities end
reguletitiee with which ve become familiar, we could bappily accept it
-‘anpened on Thursday" as en explanation. We uould only need”to note, on a

aufficiently large number of occasions, that the car did not start on

erhursdays for this to be a satisfactory explanation of future etartinp

-

feilures. But Warnock pointa-out thet even if we shoulwéfotekggr a
ul

"hundred yvears that the car did not start on Thursdaya, ¢ would not
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© ing all that we know abOut wvapour, eiectricity.'the starting ayateﬁ of a

232
accept as a satisfactory explanaciqn of 2 fﬁfther failing, the fact that
it was Thursday. 'This,fwarnock asserts, is precisely because the “expla- .-

nation" does mot provide any coherence of the facts with our system of

knowledge.' On the other hahd, the agssertion that the car will not start

because it is & very damp day is aecepted as a datisfactory explanation,’

and precisely because it’fits in with a:wide system of‘kaowledge, includ-

.

car, and so forth. "Brute fact”, Warnock goés on to say, can be adequately-

[

underatood through the -notion of aystem.? If something can be seen as a

result of the system, it is entirely comprehensible; but 1f it stands alone, . .

not_being derivable within the.system,‘it_ié_lcoked upcn aa‘mere."brute
further example of the conceptual 1ink between assumption within
system and explanation is worth presenting. Action at a distance, within

Nev;onian 17th and 18th centuty_paradigms, was quite inexplicable. There

Trae -

*For this, Warnock gains from J.5. Mill the Egtroapective accolade of being
wiger than all of the ancients. J.S. Mill 4sks:

Why is a single instance, in some”’cases, sufficient for

a complete induction, while in dthers, myriads of concur=
ring instances, witlout a2 single
‘sumed go such a very little way towards a universal pro-
position?. Whoever can answer this question knows more of
the philosophy of logic than the wisest gf the ancients
and has solved the problem of induction.?

Warnock's discussion of causal explanation, along with some points made. in
the last chapter, render the facts.that baffled Mill quite comprehensible.

A myriad of concurring instances will not produce a universal pfoposition

1f the causal sequence cannot fit harmonioualy into the accepted ggstem con-

' _ cerning such matters, Altcrnatively, a single instance will produd® a com~-"

‘plete induction 1f our system of knowledge concerning such matters is. such

that we can say with confidence that all conditiona relevant to the causal
sequence have been noted, -Then, we would have an R.H.S. induction which,
as has been seen, does not require repetition but givea complete confidencc
on the basia of a single instance.
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:waa no apparenf reason, or explanation, for the fact that bodiea-gravitate
towarda one another. The paradigm uaed for underatanding the source of
- motion- vag the mechanical push~pull model" motion was seen as transferred
by immediate contact. Since there was no apparent way of reducing gravita-
tional phenomena to this paradigm, however, gravitation remained aomething
which could not be explained and thus a mere brute fact, Faced by his
student uith the question “why do bodies gravitate", the teacher could pro-
duce no answer, but merely say "they Just do". Note, however, what would
“have resulted had Boecovitch'a suggestion concerning motion,10 made at. about

1750, been accepted Boecovitch auggeated that, action at distance was the

+ primary mode of action, other suppoaed types in facty (-4 reducible to this.

Now had his auggestion been accapted at the time, sclentists vould have

‘ceaaed their efforta to underatand or explain, action at a diatance,_and

given their attention, rather, to an explanation of why there should ‘be any
transference of ‘motion appﬂrently of the puah—pull type. their time
thia explanation haa, of course, been provided. It ig:n;;s::j:;ted that one's
foot, for instance, does not actually touch the ball that {t rolls along.
Rather, clouds of atoms come fairly close together, and repel one another, °
motion thus ensuing. Within the atomdc aystem, the attraction and repulaion
of atoms becomes the primary mode of motion-transference, and thua the

' supposedly puah—pull type of action is explained in terms ‘of action at a

‘distance.

-

Within Boscovitch's system, then, gravitational phenomena would not

.epg_gyF?Fﬁ_gEEEETfEhEI“§OU1d\not,be_matters,torbe just accepted. -If he’shouldf““”"'

have been‘faced by a student asking why things should” gravitate togfther, and.

‘thus aaking in effect how there could be action at a diatance, Boscovitch f%
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'.uouid not have been nonplussed, ﬁaviné'to ossero'that they just do.’ ﬁe
could oooéer his stodent by showing chat'his baffieoant'was miqploood.r
He could try Eo show that all transference of motion is effecfed chrough
action at a distance, and thius that there 1is nothin# unosual abouo gravij
;Voationa The sense of bafflement about gravitation would then be lost. JIt.
.would no longer appear as a mere brute facc, something which just has to

be accepted. ‘And this is Ereciaelx because it is shown to cohere with the
accepted sfstem. |

Before leaving this topic, it is worth while emphasizing the view

that the production of system itgelf is extremaly important in science.

We still tend to think of problem—solviug as the major cous;deration of
scientific hxolanation ond theor&, but a more fuodamental aspect of science
io oifeoily concerned with‘tﬁe prodoction of system, eveo when problems do
not oxist. Consider, for example, the state of biology before Darwin. It
yas well known thac varying animals had certain atructural similaritiea,

5

but there was no prqblem connected with thia. Each was considered to‘have
been created 1ndividually, and there was no reason why thero should noo
hoﬁe been similarities. Tﬁe ;volutionary theory, however, saw connections
and interrelations where the oreation theory saw none,"Ic_fitted the obser-
vations into a coheront system, producing a framowork oithin'which~thelfoots
roflsimilarity coold beoseen as perfectly natural. There was oo explanation

of a previously felt difficulty: no problem {gd been felt. Rather, there

was systematization of what who'already known. The focto were fitted to-

-

~gether-and "S,hbwn”to'be "meaningful--within—a~_sygtem;-wheréa§~bef},fe thexe = -

was just a jumbie of facts.

It 'should by now be clear that it is not uoreaoonoble to assert that
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comprehensibility and syatcmatization ate conceptually Telated, and thua
that the principle of sufficient reaaon can be rephraaed in terms of ays—
tem. The point of this translation will not. thave become clear as yet but
-it ia twofold First. by putting the principle into its new form, we-can

- see it from a different viewpoint, and our. underetanding of it is improved
The principle of sufficient reagon becomea equivalent to the doctrine that’
_all phenomena could, eventually, be seen ag part of an all—embracing aystem,
a system within which everything can be seen ag having a natural place,
Attainment of such a system i8 one of the mogt fervent aspirations of science.
its production bein; thegultimate goal of rational endeavour. Acceptance of
the_principle, then, amounts to a profeaeion of faith in the possibility‘of
sclence moving closer and closer to its consummation. -

- The gecond advantage of putting the principle of snfficient reason 7
into its new form is that some sense can”thereby be made of the ratio%alietie
attitude towards the broad, irreducible principles used in science As we
_hav: seen above (pp.216-7 ), while the principle of aufficient reagon wag.
phrased in its original form, it was very difficult to render intelligible’
the assertion that the broad principles of science which are not deducible
* from fygsher principlee, are themselves "comprehenaible" rationel"

i.e. not just brute ‘facts. Explanation, or underatanding. is not aomething
-8¢lf-contained, but involves a relatum, since we explain or understand |

always in the light of something further. This beigg so, the broadest prin-

ciplea of sclence would not seem to be explicable or "comprehenaible".r An

-~event becomes- comprehenaible when it is aeen ae a result'ofie further event

or law; a law‘becomes comprehensible when it 18 seen as a result of a further _

law: but" thegbroadeat laws could not be made explicable in this way. The

o 7 e e b s s .
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tationaiiat position;-inaemuch as,it'esserta that the general lava are
not brute facts, would thus seem in danger of becoming meaningieaa.
Certainly, when we tried Eo‘make‘senee'of'it above, recourae w;a made
to the notion of the intellect "aeeing" that the 1aws must be as they
are., Inasmuch as this seems to involve us in notions auch as mystical
inaight or intuition, it is8 not acceptable. Nevertheless, the ration-
alietic essertion that the broadest principles\of science are not brute
facta,,but themselves "comprehenaible" -does have gome . merit, and doee
need to be explained. The new fqrmulation of:the principle of'auffif |
‘cient reason does make at 1east aome‘senae of 1t. -

This fact will have become clear during the above discueaion of
Boacovitch'a auggeation concerning the primacy of action at a distance.
Withinethe standard sgientific paradigms of his time, motion resulting
frnm push—pull modes of action were not in need of explanation, but
gravitation, auppoaedly ection at a diatanCe wasg, since it could not )
be reduced to it. Once Bosccvitchfs auggeation waa accepted, hcwever,
the position was inverted: aupposed push-pull a&tivity became anamalous
until it could be explained in terms of action at a distance. Once this
was achieved, such motions were explained, Note -, however, that at no
etage wae:action at a distance actually explained. Rather, as we have
seen, the need to explain it was removed. Boscovitch would say thati N
only pushfpull motion ng%dg'to be explained; action at a distance is the
mpdel through which the explaining 1g done. Prior to Boscovitch's work,

at a'diatence,’while it was quite unnatural to ask why a solid object

‘moved when a heavv'agiid object struck it. Boscovitch's suggestion allgwed
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the "naturalness"-to be‘reversed, In general,_then,.we can'ssy that
brute.fsct—ness; or the felt absence of reasons and explanation,‘does
not apply to the models, therbroadest laws and principles used in science.
These provide criteria of explanation: it 18 through them that the .

supposedly brute fact is shown to be explicable.‘

. This manner of making sense of the?rstionslist 8 claim 11 not, .. u
‘ unfortunately, satisfy him completely. Though it does indeed ‘show that"

in one sense, tpe brosdest prji}iples of science cannot*be brute facts,'j
' a more intrensigent sense of "brute fact"‘remains. It may be true that
the layman or scientist will not ask- "why?" of-tne brosdest principles

- of science; it ma& be -unnatural to_aSk for exulanations'of'them, since
it 1is through'them that we sre used to finding eiﬁlanations: neverthe-
less; it remains open for the nhilosopﬁer to-point out that if indeed -
'“they are the irreducible final principles, then thisfrepresents just an
ultimste fact aboutkthe way the uorld'is. Nobodyrnut him may bother to
make this asgertion; they may not seem to be brute facts ‘to the layman,

Lh

but to the philosopher, used to speculating about alternative. sets of

3

ultimate framework principles, they have just the character of hard facts.

) Geoffrey_Warnock'espoused this position with no qualms, candi{dly assert- \\///,,;,//

t

ing thst if a principle is not derivable from another, it is a nere brute

face. 1} 3 o : - | :
What, however, of tne examples offered esrlier? Why should-we

happily accept some supreme scie}{ific principles as "comprehensible"

whereas others strike us as in need of explanation? Why do we accept

Newton's law of inertia, or the Einsteinian doctrine concerning gravi-

tation as perfectlf acceptable facts, while the Newtonian gravitation

~
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strikes us as mere brute fact?' We.do Mot feel like asking why'a material

thing ahould always travel as if downhill in apace-time, 6T why it .should

preserve fts motion in unaffected from without. Why is thié? The answer _

‘ia that such principlea are deductively derivable from -1 proposition which

H

is 1ike1y to be considered analytic, ;and 1t is easy to see how the deduc-
tion can be effected. If matter is by definition passive, then it would

follow that a gample of pure matter must act paasively either in- respect

to lpace-time, or in being - unaltered in motion except when externally

affected It may today seem a little odd-to.speak of matter as analyti-

cally passive, but pasaivity has been accepted at 1east aince the time of

Deacartea by virtually everybody as a definitive characteriatic of matter.12

,T

Only a few thinkers, such as Leibniz, seem to have queationed ic. UEVen
today, when science authoritatively apeaka of matter as a form’ of energy,
eyebrowa are raiaed in surprise when it is heard that Teilhard de Chardin
conceivea'all-material things as active,' The tendency to equate matter
nith passivity may today be anachroniatic, but it has been so peraiatent,
that statements attributing passivity to matter still seem virtdally -
analytic. ) . : . (//

Speaking of the proposition aa "virtually analytic" may. atrike
some as unfortonate expreeaion. it may be said that & atatement 15 . either
analytic or not. However, recent work on the analyticlaynthetic diatinc—

tion has’ ahown that there is not an entirely clear-cut distinction, and -

this is preciaely what makes the preaent inatance 80 intereating. H.

Putnam haa.introduced the notion of the "cluster concept" which can generate

propoaitiona which woul% be considered analytic at one atage in the evolu=~

tion of a concept, but not at another.13 The "cluster concept” ia one which

- . 8
-

T

!
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is characterired,-ag?aoy particular time, by a number'of statements,
and this aet‘of characterizations ie 1ikelf‘to alter by gatn or loss
as the concept evolves. "Matter" seems to be such a concept. It may
have started off as a term just applicable to the basic "atuff" of the
wor1d~—the furniture of the universebut 1;_gained! during its evolu-
: tion, the characterization of pure passivity. ' ;// o
Now through the notion of shifting analyticity, and the evolu—
" “tion of key terms, further sense can be made of the rat{ionalistic notion
of'the'uitimete principles of science being other than brﬁte fect; being
instead spmehow "%ationel",_ Our concepts can be seen as;eo eﬁolviné ttat
they come to'rEflect the ultimate oriociples of‘sciehce,.taking on mean-i
" ings wﬁich allow the‘principlea to‘flow deductively from their analysis.*
Thua could an ultimate aim of rationalism be effected the whole of
acience would be apcdeictic. Lesaer principles uould flow deductively
from wider principlea, and the widest principles would be analytical At
all levels laws and phenomena would be seen as nntdral" flowing deduc~
jt1Ve1y from further laws, or from enalytic statements. ‘

.Even after all this .has been said, and the maximum effort to accom-

modate and make sense of rationalist's horror of brute fact has been made,

it atill creeps back, as ' 1nevitab1y would. Even if a aufficiently rich

set of. key;concepta could be evolved, adequately reflecting a comprehensive

ecientific system, and thua a lowing the most general scientific principles

to be nll derived from analytic ropositions, 1t would he a mere fact that
L

-the key concepts,_so understood, actually apply to the real world. Suppose,

Rty

*Note, incidentally, that sich principles ‘eould appropriatel? be labelled ﬁs
"analytic a posteriori" propositiona. .

LS
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for instance, that "matter" in fact remsins amongst the key terms,

'retaining passivity as part of its mesning. Then, though snything

would have to be fundamentally passive to be called matter, it would

not follow that - elements of .the universe conforming in every other

| way to the notion of matter would in fact hsve to be passive. 1f

it did, it uould just be a fact, in spite of a possible inevitsbility‘
of adequate and appliceble key concepts eventuslly being evolved as
science reaches its culmination. "

It is thus impossible, finslly‘to'endbrse'ths view thst'thete

can be no brute fact: that reason permeates every level of realit},

bestowing "rationality" on everything resl. The-rstionalistic ©

"~ approach to reasoh as a cosmic principle cannot finally be made

’

r '

acceptable.

v ' We can now, finally, come to a deciaion concerning Hume's acgount

- of induction. At the end of the I’EE)chspter we saw thst if we have to

rest R.H.S. inductiOns ard their aspirants on a principle which is just
foisted-on us by nature, then Hume's doctrine of induction stands, while

4f they are based on a principle which is a justifisble ‘ptinciple of

iy »
reason", it falls. We hsve now seen that the prirciple of sufficient S%f;h ot

reason, upon which the R.H.S. induction rests, cannot be\considcred,a

5

'mstsphysicsl, or "cosmic“ ptinciple. However much we may desire to do

80, -we cannot vishly show thst the world must be rational. We have seen,
furthermore, thst we are obliged to invoke psychological and genetic

factors in order to fully‘account for our scceptsnce of the principle

e

of snfficient'reason. ‘It might gseem, then, that Hume wing all ‘the

@ s

o
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honoure.‘in the end, with reapect.to induction. This is not quite the
case, bovever. We have also seen that the principle of Buffieient Teason

can be construed as a regulative or prescriptive Principle, and thua, as -

a genuinc "principle of reaaon . though not with the genealogy which

ok

'rationaliats would have.hoped. Neither Hume, nor his opponente, then,

hae won ‘a complete victory on induction. Nevertheless, 1 suepect tbat'
the rationalist would be far 1eaa happy than Hume with the outcome.

Ag a result of the dihcuseioas of the last four sectiona. it uill
al have become clear roughly where we now stand on the matter of the

natural ‘beliefs. A general “framework hypotheaib“ doctrine, in the style

_of W.V. Quine and other quasi—Kantiana, has been adOpted vhich Hume tould

not accept. Thia position allows that an important and entirely legitimate

function of reason is that of providing a eyatematization of our data, per-

- haps going beyond the-experiential in so doing. Thus, the belief in exter—
‘pal durability, for instance, could be defended as a perfectly sound, ra-

" tional hypotheaia, which we oug to accept preciaely because of its very .

great ayatematic value. Thise approach would apparently undermine Hune's
doctrine concerning the nature of our knowledge—ayatem. aince it can
effectively allow Y meaningful attribution of rationality to the natural
beliefs. Hume uaa, in fact. completely hostile to the suggeation that the
presentation of any ‘sort of framework hypotheaie, which goea beyond exper-
ience, would be a8 function of reaaon, ag ve noted abqwe (pp. 83-86 ).' The
justifiability of ‘his attitude was queetioned above, and this matter now
needs to be oettled. Hume 8 reasons for hie attitude need evaluation.

/ ~ One profeeeed reason given for the dialike of framework hypotheaea

1'waa in effect that auch hypotheses, voluntarily made, are not even "ao much

¢
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as useful in the conduct of life" (see above. p- 86 ) But this would -
seem to have been quite simply falsified by varfious deVelopments in
science. Non-empirically vérifiable hypotheses concerning stomic
entities, for 1nstance, are of great value to the physical scientist, .
'.and have become of increasing prsctical importance. Hume, hswever, had
more significant reasons to stigmatize this type of hypothesis, these
| reasons being centred in his empiricism. Hume had enthusiastically -.' :/"
:‘follawed the Baconian-Newtonian tradition in respect of its antipathy
to hypotheses. Newton, almost phrenetically, sserted that he would
make no use of hypothesea~—meaning thareby. that he would make no use
of conjectures uhich went beyand the experiential—-and Hume, it has
.been shown{.emulates his great predecessor in this, as in other,
-'.respects.15 Note also'that early in the Abstract, Hume speaks of the,
rsutﬁor of the Treatise‘ss one uho“*/ | .

Talks with contempt of hypotheses; and insinuates, that ‘ i' ‘r

guch of our countrymen as have banished them from moral.

- philosophy, have done a more signal service to the world,

than my Lord Bacon, whom he considers as the father of
experimental physics. . ;

5

_Dislike of the type of hypothesis wvhich might take us into the
realm of~non-empir;cal entities(is, of course, virtually definitive of
the empiricists. Those modern quasi-Kantians vho make use of the notion
' of framework hypotheses, but still wish to consider themselves empiricists
~ teke care, it might be noted, to heap some terms of obloquy upon such
conjectutes. Quine, for instance, speaks of externally durable objects
a8 "compatable, epistemologically, to the Gods of Homer". 17 But nothing

more than a distruat of such hypothesss—-s slowness to accept them unlesa

_ftheit value becomes quite evident—-is rcslly in order. To some extent

~

1
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Hume apparently did attempt to prove more through the use of his copy
principle. 'Thie, 4f 1t 1is interpreted as providing a rigid criterion -
of meaning, would exclude the non-empirical entities frequently used
in framework hypotheses from the realm of meaningful discourae. But
_ of course the copy principle, as a rigid criterion of meaning, fails?
Those who speak of the copy principle asg essentially prescriptive18
interpret the copy principié in its only tenable and valuable form.
It would then be part of a programme proecribing.gnp_lgl_speculation
on methodological, rather tﬁanblogical, grounds, andfit ﬁpuld.have been
,doing a service to ecience. Science in its eerly days suffered eeverely
from an excess of a priori speculation, as any comprehensive hiscory ' .{
.'book will Bhow. Throughout the early daye of. modern physical acience,j_
and during the later rebirth of the moral sciences, there was a very
real need for diedainful prbgnoetications concerning a BEEEEi conjec-
tuteeﬂ"Nevertheless, this 18 not a problem today. We de not have to
tell penple that their epecule;ions nust be firmly rooced in knnwledge

concerning;the facte,_since this has been aeeimilated'by our culture.

Now that we are not longer hypersensitive about excluding the poten-

1

)

> .
forces and leprechauns have been seriously invoked in a scientific dis-
R \

cussion—the truye function of the:conjecture innolving non-empirical

tiallg“occult from our sclence—it isg a vefz’hong time since magical

factors is beccning appreciated. Throuéh auchlpivotel works as x}s.

Kuhn's The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, the great importance of

imagination—-tnken as a conscious and rational-procegs of conecructing
framework hypotheeee-ia at last becoming widely recognieed. This vhole

epproach clearly does undermine Hume s approach townrds the natural beliefs
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ic partiéular, an rds reason and the knowledge-system in general.

But many honours remain to Bume in respect both to his doctrine of
natural béliefs, and‘his naturalistic account of reason in general, as

Y

we will see in the conclusion.
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CHAPTER 11: CONCLUSION

.'By way df'concldsioe'to ehis.diseertation, a summary of the
'.strengths and weaknesses of Hume‘e ne:ora;istic account’ under-
standing, discovered dueiog its evaluation, will Se‘pres fed. The
weaknesses are fairly substantial. We.will not accept dianocetic

skepticism, though chis vas a pillar of Hume's naturaliaﬁic}aocount.

l -
.~._‘~

Hume's argumente attempting to prove the truth. of this SEtﬁi eSpect
vy

pter 8.

to demonstrative reason are easily refuted, as we saw in
‘And, more significantly, the essential doetrine of Hume's primary:
type of skepticism, when it is applied to matters of fact » has not
been found acceptable. Hume wished to argue that all knéileoge of
fact, to th;—ziizzja::,which it involves in&uc;ion,?gggg be grounded
in something'qui ee than reason. We induce, he argued; because

of a2 contingent fact about our psychological make-up; reason, accord-"

irng to ﬁumé; eould noe provide a baaie'for induction. In ehaptere 9

~and 10, however, we saw that a rationale can be given for R.H.S. induc—
tions and their aspirants, showing that induction need by no means be o
seen as based on purely extfra-rational foundations. In addition to

this, we have rejected Hume's view that crucial elements of our knuﬁ- P
lledge Aystem—the natufal beliefs—are neither besed upon, nor c¢on-
formeble to, reason. it has been erguea that these natural beliefs do

not have to be treated as entirel?:arationol; but can be iooked upon

as perfectly legitioate offspfioé of the oréenizing aspect of ratidnality.

C . 245
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Hume, as we h&ve\aeeﬁ, was wrong .to hﬁvé_éxciuded the conscious pro-
Vductiﬁn and acceétance of framework hjpotheses frqm the claéa of leéi-
timate funééions of reaso;.. | |

. Dianoetié sk&pticism,.tﬁen, and ﬁany'of the most_shoék{ng doc-
trines found in Hume's natu;alisﬁié tﬁebrj ca; be rejected. A great
degl‘feﬁains.'hbweve?, gve# after this weakening has been effected.
It coulé/bg\sgéd_thﬁt he merits at leést.a_draw with his opponents
withjieségct to fhé-natgral beliefs andllﬁdugt?on, and he does retain
aome:of the honours concerning skepticism. We.cbuldrpoinc out, first,
~chatzthe grounds for the epistemoloéi'which supercedes his, showing
.howkrationality can be wholeheartedly attributed to induction and the
natural beliefs, were very firmly iaid by Hume himself. If ‘Hume had
'just thought of "1magination" in a-laudatory. rather chan'deprecatory‘
_ manner, he gdd}d have virtually preéente& intact the modern quasi-
- Kantian dqctriﬁe. Furthermore, this modern position encapsulaqeg, to
a large eééént, Hume's skepticism. It;digowns for. ever the,gueaﬁ for
' ceftainty; it speaks of all knoﬁledgg as structured byAhfpotheses any
of which may be.replaced,'q: any: point, by more adequaté hypotheses.
Nc part of the knowledge;system whatsoever—even the prinéiplqs of
_iogic——are for some adherent; of this doctrine not'subject‘toipotential
revisionl, and thus there can be no question of attempting to build up
an incontrovertible system on unshakeable first principles. This
_ emhodiea much, at least, of the point which Hume wanted to: make on ;
skepticism. Hume's endeavour to discredit one of the major preoccupa- '
.‘ tions of philosophy-the queat—zg; ‘certainty—is thus strongly reinforced,

to the ‘benefit of philosophy.



- 247

Huch more than Just these points can be found in favour of Hume 8
doctrine concerning the understanding, however.. It is not Just a matter
of his having anticipated and. helped produce, a view which is bigger and i
.better than his own. Much of what he says about the natural beliefs and
"induction is both. true and important. Even after the concessions noted

above have been made, hia naturalistic doctrine retains much of its

3]

vitality. | v

If we bear in mind all that hag: been said concerning induction, it
will be ¢lear that in spite of the rationales offered for both types of
induction, ouch of Hune 8 viewpoint remains. Hume is right to assert that
ve_ig»fect'induce primarily because it is our-nature to do so. tWe are not,
,except ag philosophers, aware of any rationale of induction. we just do
it. If 1t had been necessary for reason to give its sanction to:induction
before its use could be allowed, man would never have aurvived. Further-

more, as we haw!'seen above (nf;j207 210), though we- are able to show that

reason can give its Sanction to pure and unashamed L.H.S. induct

10 only inasmuch as man has to act, not‘because of any rea
that the conclugions ﬁill be true, that the sanction is given. R.H.,S. inducf
tions and their emulants, also, can only be given the sanction of"reagon if
we are willing to make a certain ect of faith involving the sophiaticated '

' principle of uniformity, one which we. only make go readily because of
psychological factors. Now inasmuch as Hume produced his arguments sup—
posedly proving that induction cannot be given the eanction of reason
largely in order to reach these naturalistic pointe, we ‘can say that a most.
important aspect of his account survives its criticisn. |

Concerning the natural bcliefs,-it can again be said that Hume was

g T et e mt Fmas
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quite aimply rigbt in asserting that psychology has a lot to say ‘about

why we accept certain fundamental beliefa. The belief in external dura-
bility, for example, does gseem to be correctly treated when conaidered

as a "natural" belief' something foisted on ug by nature, through genetic
factors. It may be true that such beliefs can be defended as extremely
useful framewqéi hypotheses, but they were accepted as unquestiOnable be~ EE}
liefs long before any such defence could have been formulated‘ it_required
a sophisticated epistemology which has been in existence for only a short
time, to give them any rational justification. It could conceivably be
"said that it was man g__ rational that adopted such beliefs all slong——
that though we may not, have formulated the reasgons clearly or consciously,
" our reasons nevertheless "grasped" it somehow. This is not very convinc-
ing, but it is arguable. However, it is essential, at least in the case
of our acceptance of the principle of sufficient reason and 1its immediate

' heirs. forjﬁs'to go beyond reason to psychological factors, ‘to explain
the attitude we take towards them. e have‘seen (p. 230 ) that-we have no ,
choice but to invoke psychological factors to explain the peculiar feeling
of indubitability——almoat of revorence—-which ve have towards these prin-
ciples. But, this being so, there is no. reason for us to be opposed to -
the admdssion of a similar role with reapect to other fundamental beliefs.
Tbisdia important and needs to be absorbed by epistemology. Since. Hume's:
time, the felt necessity of principles auch as the causal axiom and the .
;'sophiaticated principle of uniformity has been sending philosophers to

the utmost limits of their invention in the endeavour to find 1its explana-

tion. But Hume, all along, has had the only viable account of the necessity.

w

though the notion of natural bellef. - '_. h .

A1
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The doctrine qf n#tural beligfs 158 of considerable relevance tol
the format of.me;aphysiés gdopted in recent years. Kant, we must remember,:
spoke of reason as producing a éingle, unalterablg-sét oftcﬁfééoriai prin-
ciples,uchiafbeing the ‘set which the discursive intellect:as sucﬁ must use.
S&nce hia time, hcwever, the nogiqﬁ éf.an.altefing framework hyptthesis set .
has been fqr more dominant. Collingwood,'c.l. Léﬁis, W.H. Waleh,lw.v. Quine,
and.oﬁhers, haQe all, in their_variqﬁs ;ays; eﬁﬁofsed the notion of an élﬁérd.
"able,éand perhaps evolﬁing, set of fundamental fraﬂewot# grinéiples. The

produﬁ;ion 6f more andrmbre‘adeﬁuéte gets of framework principles has thus
become the gogl of many podérn metaphysicinns. Metaph;sics, seén'ih this
light, 1is not conceived prim§r§1y as a scienée of fuqﬂamentaiwfgggg about
the universég but ‘rather aQJan 1magiﬁat1ve;art syﬁthesizing ever more ;;Lcesa-
fgl funéamental m;des-df organization. This Fpprqach, however, is endangered
by Hume's doctrine. of natural belief. By basing the naturalfbeligfs origini
‘ally on facts éboqt our psychological constitution, Hume, unlike Kant, can

+

‘dffer a viéble account of the uniqueness and variébility of the f;nddméntal
modes of organization. Thus, Hume could provide a Ba;is for:questioning

the pqgsibility of'ché new type of metaphysics. 'Efen this lesser form of

. metaphysics could ﬁe assailed by his.mitigated akepticisﬁ.

There does, certainly, seem to be some ground for accepting Hume's
Btrictﬁre; "Comﬁon sense" metaphysics undoubtédly is 1m§e;vious to Teason.
We do not allow a nufnl}ei'/?t) our fundaﬁzeh:QL beliefs to be shaken by philo-
sophi;al doubts. Berkeley's philosophy; for instance, with.itq central
‘rquction of external durability, hgrdly even begins to seem accéptable to

us, but it is not because of any arguments brought against it. However

good Berkeley's reason%ngélmay seem;'we_refuse from the_f;rst to give up

i}
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. - : -
our bellef in external durability. Othek beliefs, such.as the bélief
in.detefminism, are éimilar in this reapéét. But whether‘the pé&cho-.'
7 logical origins of the- beliefs would make them completely inalienable
‘remains dubious, It would seem more likely that it would only present
a substantial hindrancg to the gupercession of such beliefs by more

;
useful principles; ﬁhe advanﬁaées of the new principles might havé to
 be Qery'obvibus indeéd befo;e acquiescence in fhem could beleffebc;d
Metaphysicians of the new sc¢hool would have o bear thia very much in’
mind when it came to presenting theig findinga. They wou1§ ‘have to
explote thg\z:ychological basis “? the bellefs they wish to replace,

- weaning us away from them gy making us conscious of thelr nature, And’

in 8o acting they would show that they had learnt from Hume,

We should also show that ve -have learnt from Hume's general re-
- 3ection of the "éqsmic“ ﬁppraach to r;aﬂon, subatituting in its place -
a purely'naturalistic approach. We.have seen ihat, asg post-Darw{qians
and poaf;Ffendians, we1£ré'obliged‘to ac;eptzthisf and indeed, hatli~
nqthing can ultieately be made of hypostatizing reason‘hé éome1§2;t of
“cbsmic“ principlei It tends not to be obvious, however, exactly hov )

significant Hume's teaching on this matter is, becauga few thinkgrs

conaciously avow the cosmic“‘approach: rather.‘it Jusat 1urks in the’

backgropnd of our thought, lying'"in wait to bfeak iﬁ upoﬁ every unguarded.

avenue of the mind".% It underlies, nevertheless, the whole rationalistic
programme. Until it is recognised, andlbrought into the open; until its
psychological origins are made clear; and its appeal is thus undetstoﬁg,

: ! > . : :

a recrudescence of rationalistic extravagance can never be discounted}'f
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