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historical proof by telling us, that we are not obliged
to explain how the story or the evidence arose. Now
I think that we are obliged; not, perhaps, to show
ty positive accounts how it did, but by a probsble
hypothesis how it might, so happen. The eaistence
'of the testiimony is a phenomenon; the truth df the
ftct solves the phenomenon. If we reject this solu-
tim, we oug^t to have some other to rest in; and
none, even by our adven^ies, can be admitted,
which^not inconsistent with the principles that reg-
ulate Ipnan affiurs and human conduct at present,
or which makes men then to have been a diflerent
kind of bemgs from what they are now.
But the short consideration which, independently

of eveiy other, convinces me* that there is no solid
foundation ui MV Hume's conclusion is t^e following.
When a theorem is proposed to a mathematician, the
first thing he does with it is to try it upon a simple
case, and if it prpduce a &lse result, he is sure that
there must be some mistake in the demonstration.
Nowto proceed In this way with what may be caUed
Mr Hume'a theorem. If twelve men, whose probity
and good sense I had long known, should seriously
and circumstantially rehtte to me an account of a mir.
acle wrought before their eyes, and in which it was
impossible that they should be deceived ; if the gov.
ernor of the country, hearhiga rumour of this account,
should call these men Into his presence, and ofler
them a short proposal, either to confess the imposture,
or submit to be tied up to a gibbet; if they should
refuse with -one voice to acknowledge that there ex-
isted any fiUsehood or imposture in the case; if this
threat were communicated to them separately, yet
with no difierent eflbot; if it was at last executed;
if I myself saw them, one after another, consentfaig

Jj ''JJ^'wJ.Jl>umt, or strangled, rather than give up

he mir guide, I am not to believe them. Now I un
derUke to «ay, that there existe not a sceptic in the
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