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Course Specification

Text

David Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, sections II to VIII and Section X, Oxford University Press, ISBN 0-19-875248-2

Philosophical Problems and Issues Arising in the Text

Candidates should demonstrate an understanding of the following:

· the relation between impressions and ideas; what Hume means by these terms

· the principles of association and what they are intended to explain 

· the distinction between relations of ideas and matters of fact (Hume’s ‘fork’) – the scope of each

· the nature of belief and imagination and the difference between them

· the analysis of causation in terms of constant conjunction – the role of custom and repetition

· Hume’s definitions of ‘cause’
· the idea of necessary connection and the search for its origin – Hume’s solution to the problem

· the attempt to reconcile free will and determinism; the diagnosis of the nature of the problem, Hume’s account of what is meant by ‘liberty’ and ‘necessity’

· past experience, rationality and probability in relation to belief in miracles
Essay questions will focus on the following problem areas:

· empiricism (including miracles)

· cause and effect

· free will

What we need to do

In this module we will approach philosophy through a series of problems raised by a philosopher in a classic text (Hume’s Enquiry Concerning 
Human Understanding).  This means that we will read a text in order to do philosophy.  We will try to work out what problems the philosopher raises and then consider the solutions they propose and the alternatives.  This means working out what Hume writes but also doing something with this knowledge.
The Assessment Objectives (AOs) tell us what we need to do with Hume’s work:

AO1 – Show that you know and understand the important issues arising in Hume’s text.  Prove that you are aware of central debates and the positions taken.  What is the nature of the arguments used?

AO2 – Interpret and analyse philosophical arguments, applying relevant points and examples in order to support your interpretation.  How does the argument work and what are its implications?

AO3 – Assess arguments and counter-arguments.  Construct and evaluate arguments in order to form reasoned judgements about issues in Hume’s text.  Can you defend your own arguments?  Can you judge the success or failure of an argument?  
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Reading Philosophy
1.  How is reading philosophy different from reading other subjects?

……………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………

Good Logic

A simple example of an argument is a syllogism like the following:

Socrates is a human being

All human beings are mortal

Socrates is mortal

This is a very logical argument – it uses deductive logic which relies on nothing other than the rules of logic.  We say that it has validity because it follows these rules.  The conclusion (‘Socrates is mortal’) is logically implied by the two premises.  Such an argument may not in fact be true about the real world – since Socrates is no longer alive it is more accurate to say that ‘Socrates was mortal’ – but it is still logically valid.  The conclusion (‘Socrates is mortal’) is logically implied by the two premises.   

‘Socrates’ is an individual who is included in the concept of ‘human being’ which is in turn included in the concept of ‘mortality’ along with lots of other beings and things who live and die (animals, plants, bacteria, etc.).  

mortality
↓

human being

↓

Socrates

This is a very logical view of the world because it includes all things in bigger or wider concepts.  It relies upon logic alone because it takes the view that the world is logical – everything is related logically through concepts so we can use logic to work everything out by looking at concepts alone.  
As well as deduction we have induction which also uses logic to make arguments.  With induction we base arguments on experience but must do this using logic.

For example, ‘the sun will rise tomorrow’ is a piece of induction which bases itself upon past experience of the sun rising each day without exception.  Induction is used to justify conclusions on the basis of statistical regularity, such as when surveys and experiments provide evidence to social scientists (e.g. sociologists) and natural scientists (e.g. physicists).  In social science social trends are identified as the conclusions of inductive arguments based on the analysis of data collected things like surveys and questionnaires.
We use logic to make sense of what happens in experience by seeking to capture the patterns that hold in experience and draw conclusions from these.  It works like this: 
case 1, case 2, case 3, case 4, case 5, case 6, case 7, . . .  →  conclusion

Good Explanations
When an explanation is good we say that an argument has explanatory power.  It is able to convincingly explain lots of different things.  It can explain more things than other arguments which therefore have less explanatory power.  
Remember last year how the Reason and Experience module explored different attempts to explain how knowledge is possible.  Kant comes up with a set of concepts that are said to explain experience because they apply to all knowledge and experience.  He calls these Pure Concepts of the Understanding or Categories.  One of these is causation or ‘cause and effect’ which seems to explain an awful lot of knowledge – it has a lot of explanatory power.
Kant argues that the concept of cause and effect can include everything we experience because it explains anything we apply it to.  It includes a lot of cases and therefore explains a lot of things.  Can you remember what Kant calls his argument to show that certain concepts include lots of things and therefore explain them?  

We can also use induction to show that cause and effect help us to explain experience consistently, i.e. that it is an explanation that works again and again.  Certain events always follow one another, such as when rain only happens after clouds have appeared in the sky.  Cause and effect explains all these events convincingly by allowing us to understand that clouds cause rain.

Appeal to Emotion

What about using emotion in writing in order to persuade?  Is it o.k. to try to make the reader ‘feel’ that something is right?

For some an appeal to emotion is not a good way of arguing in philosophy but a way of influencing people which we sometimes call rhetoric.  Some politicians have been accused of ‘stirring up’ the emotions of people in their speeches.  

Consider Romanticism which is concerned with how philosophy makes us feel.  Romantic philosophers like art because art can powerfully express feeling and emotion, and this is what makes it what makes it true to reality.  For Romantic philosophers humanity and nature are really unified and we need to bring them together in our philosophy like Romantic artists do by making us feel a unity with nature.  We feel the unity that is not expressed when we think in logical and unemotional terms which divide things into separate concepts like ‘humanity’ and ‘nature’.
We need to feel a deep closeness to nature to see how things really are – humanity and nature are really unified.  This means that for Romantics philosophical arguments can appeal to emotion.

2.  Reading Philosophy Exercise

Look at the following extracts from philosophical texts.  Are they logical or emotional?  If they are logical, is this deduction or induction?  Is logic more convincing or do we need to include emotion and feeling?  Do they have the power to explain lots of different things?
Underline terms that you think sound logical or emotional.  Underline explanations that are powerful.  

Text 1

‘How mightily the Creator has hereby broadened His world for us!  …  Here a way is already opened up for cognition outside us.  Our ears hear across miles; the ray of light becomes a stick with which we reach up as far as Sirius.  Immediately before my eye the great eye of the world has spread out a general organ which brings a thousand creatures into me, which clothes a thousand beings with one robe for me.  About my ear flows a sea of waves which His has poured out in order that a world of objects might penetrate into me which would otherwise have to remain for me eternally an obscure, silent grave of the dead’.
· Johann Gottfried von Herder (2002), Philosophical Writings, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, p. 203.

Text 2

‘… The existence of God can be proved in five ways. …

‘The fifth way is taken from the governance of the world.  We see that things which lack knowledge, such as natural bodies, act for an end, and this is evident from their acting always, or nearly always, in the same way, so as to obtain the best result.  Hence it is plain that they achieve their end, not fortuitously, but designedly.  Now whatever lacks knowledge cannot move towards an end, unless it be directed by some being endowed with knowledge and intelligence; as the arrow is directed by the archer.  Therefore some intelligent being exists by whom all natural things are directed to their end; and this being we call God’.
· St. Thomas Aquinas, ‘The Five Ways’ in J. Hick (ed.), The Existence of God, New York: Macmillan, p. 85.
‘as the arrow is directed by the archer’ – what do we call this part of the argument?  

……………………………………………………………………………..
Let’s set out the basic structure of the argument

To do this we need to separate the parts of the argument and express it as simply and clearly as we can.  We can also add examples to make the argument easier to understand.

Premise:  ………………………………………………………………….
…………………………………………………………………………….

Example: ………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………….

Premise:  ………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………….

Example: ………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………….

Intermediate conclusion:  ………………………………………………...

…………………………………………………………………………….

Premise:  ………………………………………………………………….
…………………………………………………………………………….

Analogy:  …………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………….

Main conclusion: ………………………………………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………….

Text 3
‘From a survey of the instances, all and each, the nature of which heat is a particular case, appears to be motion.  This is displayed most conspicuously in flame, which is always in motion, and in boiling or simmering liquids, which also are in perpetual motion.  It is also shown in the excitement or increase of heat caused by motion, as in bellows and blasts and again in other kinds of motion. Again it is shown in the extinction of fire and heat by any strong compression, which checks and stops the motion.  It is shown also by this, that all bodies are destroyed, or at any rate notably altered, by all strong and vehement fire and heat; whence it is quite clear that heat causes a tumult and confusion and violent motion in the internal parts of a body, which perceptibly tend to its dissolution.’

· Francis Bacon, Novum Organum, section XX.
Let’s break this into the cases observed by the author and the conclusion he draws from them:

Case 1 …………………………………………………………………......

…………………………………………………………………………….

Case 2 ……………………………………………………………………..

…………………………………………………………………………….

Case 3 …………………………………………………………………......

…………………………………………………………………………….

Case 4 ……………………………………………………………………..

…………………………………………………………………………….

Case 5 …………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………….

Conclusion ………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………

3.  Reading Tips
Make a note of any questions or doubts you have as you read.  If something is not clear or not convincing write down the page number and the thing that puzzles you.  
When you get to the end of the chapter see if these questions are still unanswered and what remains unclear or unconvincing.  Re-reading may help you make sense of things but sometimes problems don’t go away.  They may be a question of interpretation and of our own philosophical position.  
Bring the notes you’ve made to class where we can work on making things clear and on developing the criticisms you have formed so that you can defend your own reading of the text.  
The following is a good maxim for reading philosophy:

The whole is more than the sum of its parts.
Philosophy often only makes sense when we view at as a whole.  Separate passages taken on their own are often not a good guide to the overall argument of the section, chapter or book.  A good way of capturing the whole is to draw diagrams which capture the movement or journey of the whole text.  If you can think of a way of showing how things fit together in a diagram please share it with the class.
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Always think about why the author bothered to write the words you are reading.  What are the problems they were concerned with?  These problems explain a lot of what the author does because they are responding to them in their thought.  It’s the same as when we observe someone running around doing lots of things and can only make sense of this when we know the problem they are trying to deal with.  They are concerned with this problem and it gives them reasons to do certain things that otherwise seem completely senseless or even mad.  Once you are clear about the problem consider how you interpret the author’s response and whether you think it is any good.  

David Hume: Life and Work 
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David Hume was born in Scotland in 1711.  He became a student of the University of Edinburgh at the age of 12.  His wide reading led him to become convinced that a new method for resolving disputes in philosophy must be found.  He was full of youthful enthusiasm but struggled with this huge task and suffered a nervous breakdown in his late teens.
Hume published A Treatise of Human Nature in several volumes in 1739-40.  He was upset by its reception: ‘It fell dead-born from the Press without reaching such distinction as even to excite a Murmur amongst the Zealots’ (Hume, ‘My Own Life’, 1777).   
He began to work on a new book that presented his ideas more clearly and consistently.  This became Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding (1748) which reworks book 1 of his Treatise.  His other publications include Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals (1751), which re-worked another part of the Treatise, and a History of England in several volumes which was very successful and lead to Hume being known as historian rather than a philosopher for a long time.  
During this time Hume failed to get an academic job because of his rejection of religion.  He worked briefly as a private tutor and then in public office which included a period as secretary to the British Embassy in Paris and as a secretary in the British Army.  He retired to Edinburgh in 1767.

Hume died of cancer in 1776 and spent his final months revising his writings.  His Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion was published posthumously in 1779.  Hume distanced himself from his Treatise because he felt that he had published too early.  His Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding sharpens and simplifies the questions that concern him in order to give complete answers and effective criticisms of opposing views.  Alan Bailey and Dan O’Brien argue that we should read the Enquiry rather than the Treatise because Hume used it to make things clearer and more consistent (see their book - Hume’s Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, London and New York: Continuum, 2006, chapter 1). 
Influences on Hume   
At Edinburgh University Hume studied the work of scientists like Isaac Newton (1642-1727) and Robert Boyle (1627-1691).  He was convinced by the unifying explanations of nature found in Newton’s work.  Scientific laws allow for precise and testable predictions concerning physical systems because they capture nature in quantitative terms - i.e. in mathematical formulae.  Compare this to Aquinas’ explanation of the movement of things in terms of their ‘ends’ which we looked at back on page 6.  This view of the world dominated in the Medieval Period and is known as scholasticism.  For Aquinas things have a certain quality, an ‘end’ towards which they move, but for Newton things obey mathematical laws and nature can be understood using quantities.

This helps us to explain Hume’s rejection of metaphysics.  Metaphysics is a term which originates in Aristotle and refers to that which comes ‘after’ or ‘beyond’ (meta) physics.  For Hume we shouldn’t try to go beyond the experimental methods of physics which work with observations gathered through sensation.  
This brings us to another major influence on Hume.  This was John Locke (1632-1704) who had accommodated experimental science in his philosophy.  For Locke sensation is everything.  We build our knowledge using sensations.  From these influences Hume drew the conclusion that we should be content with what sensation gives us rather than seeking to look beyond it to the metaphysical.  Instead of abstracting from sensation and the world around us through metaphysics, we should stick to the concrete problems that concern our knowledge based on sensation.

You can read more about the influences on Hume in first three sections of Peter Millican’s introduction to your copy of the Enquiry (p. xi-xx).
Hume as Philosopher of the Concrete

Define the abstract and the concrete, and give examples.

Abstract……………………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………….......................................................
Concrete…………………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………….......................................................

Descartes and the Abstract

Hume’s emphasis upon the concrete puts him at odds with René Descartes who we could describe as a philosopher of the abstract.  You may remember from the Reason and Experience module how Descartes’ rationalism led him to innate ideas which are not acquired through concrete experience of the world around us.  In the Philosophy of Mind module we will see how Descartes abstracts the mind from everything else in nature.  He is a substance dualist because the concrete world of matter and sensation is completely distinct from the abstract world of thought and mental experience.  The human mind is free from the laws of cause and effect that hold for material things and for animals.  Let’s see how Hume differs by considering the first section of his Enquiry.
Hume’s Project and Approach – Section I of the Enquiry

Section I of the Enquiry provides useful background to the sections of the text we need to study in detail for this module.  It presents Hume’s project and his approach to philosophy.  It helps us to understand why he is a philosopher of the concrete. 
Hume begins by talking about ‘moral philosophy or the science of human nature’ (p. 3).  By using these terms he in fact means philosophy as distinct from natural science rather than just morality and ethics.  He is talking about all subjects that are related to human nature.  An awful lot is related to human nature for Hume because this is what we are in a concrete way.  Human nature involves our ways of acting and thinking in the world.  In the first couple of paragraphs Hume contrasts this study of concrete things with speculation or abstract thought which operates in the following way:  
‘… proceeding from particular instances to general principles, they still push on their enquiries to principles more general, and rest not satisfied till they arrive at those original principles, by which, in every science, all human curiosity must be bounded’ (p. 3-4).  
This kind of thought is unintelligible to most people (‘common readers’) but those who pursue this kind of thought are concerned about being recognised by authoritative people and by future generations.  
Hume is characterising abstract thought negatively here.  It sounds vain, pompous, elitist and self-important.  The problem is that abstract thought cannot influence everyday life – it doesn’t have concrete effects because it cannot be involved in everyday life and influence what real people do.  It is abstracted from human nature rather than drawing on it.  Hume argues that concrete things like ‘feelings’, ‘passions’ and ‘affections’ will defeat abstract thought and make the abstract thinker look ignorant (p. 4).   

Another problem with abstract thought is that we leave concrete things behind and use logic alone.  We ignore what people think about our ideas or what experience tells us and keep going using the rules of logic as our only guide.  These dangers are avoided by sticking to the guidance of human nature and experience – the concrete world where we all live, act and think.
Hume is worried that the philosopher is seen as remote from real life because abstract thought is not accessible to everyone or relevant to how they live (i.e. it ignores human nature).  A balance needs to be found between doing philosophy and staying in touch with concrete things.  Human beings are reasonable but also live in societies and engage in action.  We must reflect the social and active nature of human beings (p. 5).  If we abstract form this we will become sad and uncertain because we lose touch with human nature and the guide it provides to how we can be happy and wise (p. 5-6):
‘Be a philosopher; but, amidst all your philosophy, be still a [human being]’ (p. 6).
Abstract thought which tries to go beyond physics to metaphysics can be rejected completely – but it is worth seeking ‘accurate knowledge’ of the way the mind works (‘the operations of the understanding, the workings of the passions, and the various species of sentiment which discriminate vice and virtue’, p. 6).  We need to look inside ourselves (‘inward search or enquiry’) if we are to understand the things we observe.  Analogy:  the painter needs to be accurate through their precise knowledge of the human body if he or she is to create beautiful works of art.  

The ‘spirit of accuracy’ can be pursued by philosophers in a way that gradually spreads throughout the whole of society and improves every area of life (p. 6-7).  It is a question of making things clear that were obscure rather than retreating into an obscure world and leaving the concrete and accessible one behind. 
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In paragraph 12 (p. 8) Hume issues a call to arms.  We must ‘… perceive the necessity of carrying the war into the most secret recesses of the enemy…’.  Hume warns that it is no good hoping that thinkers will learn from their failures in abstract thought and limit themselves to ‘the proper province of human reason’.  The desire for fame is hard to resist. A few decades later, Immanuel Kant develops this idea in his Critique of Pure Reason (1781/1787) when he writes about this ‘province’ which we can explore safely:  
‘This land, however, is an island, and is enclosed by nature itself within unchangeable bounds.  It is the land of truth (a charming name), and is surrounded by a vast and stormy ocean, where illusion properly resides and many fog banks and much fast-melting ice feign new-found lands.  This sea incessantly deludes the seafarer with empty hopes as he roves through his discoveries, and thus entangles him in adventures that he can never relinquish, nor ever bring to an end’ (A235-6/B294-5).  
Like Hume, Kant wants us to be content with the province or island we have access to through experience and sensation.  We should advance knowledge by getting to know this land better.  Kant praised Hume for waking him up from his dreams of exploring things beyond the limits of experience and sensation (‘he awakened me from my dogmatic slumbers’).
Hume’s solution:  ‘The only method of freeing learning, at once, from these abstruse questions, is to enquire seriously into the nature of human understanding, and show, from exact analysis of its powers and capacity, that it is by no means fitted for such remote and abstruse subjects’.  
In other words, we should stick to the concrete – to the ‘science of human nature’ which begins with what humans do and think.  We need to avoid either despair or enthusiasm for hopeless journeys into abstract thought.  

There are two aspects of ‘accurate scrutiny into the powers and faculties of human nature’:

1. Negative: rejecting abstract thinking which is inaccessible for most people and provides no certainty.

2. Positive: ‘the operations of the mind’ are obscure and not easy to distinguish.  We can get to know this ‘mental geography’ by mapping the different parts and powers of the mind. 
This tells us a lot about Hume’s ‘science of human nature’.  He claims that the mind has ‘several powers and faculties’ which are distinct and open to investigation.  They are the concrete subject-matter of the ‘science of human nature’.  

Hume claims that we can distinguish the will and the understanding, and the imagination and the passions.  Do you agree with this claim?  Can we separate understanding from our will or use our imagination separately from our passions and feelings?  Is it possible to separate what we understand from what we merely feel to be the case (our subjective viewpoint)?
…………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Analogy with astronomy:  just as we have worked hard to find out the organisation of the planets, so we should work out how the mind is organised.  The planets are distant while the mind is very close to us so we should be even more concerned about understanding it.  Hume suggests doing it like this:  

‘It is probable, that one operation and principle of the mind depends on another; which may again be resolved into one more general and universal:  And how far these researches may possibly be carried, it will be difficult for us, before, or even after, a careful trial, exactly to determine’ (p. 10).  
We need to work out whether this task is within the abilities of human understanding or whether it goes beyond what we can know.  Hume wants to find out how far we can go in understanding the mind.  This is of huge importance for the Enquiry.  As we shall see, he sometimes seems to be a total sceptic – he tells us what we cannot know and what philosophy cannot do.  However, we also find that he wants to see if we can extend our knowledge through a ‘science of human nature’.  Keep this issue in mind as we read Hume’s Enquiry.  Is Hume’s thought ultimately a form of scepticism or does he really offer us positive knowledge of nature which would make it a form of naturalism?  
Let’s follows Hume in his attempts to make things clear and concrete, while undermining abstract thought which leaves the real world behind and gets lost in its journeys beyond experience.

Part 1.  Empiricism

Impressions and Ideas – Section 2 of the Enquiry
1.  Mental Geography
In section 1 Hume talked about ‘mapping the mind’ and now he gets started.   Let’s produce a spider diagram to show how he distinguishes between ‘perceptions of the mind’ using the example of heat.  Which things have the most force and vivacity?  Which are copies?  :

Heat
Hume finishes the paragraph with an important claim:
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2.  An Obvious Difference?
Hume claims that it is obvious that abstract thought and concrete experience are different.  To be angry or to be in love is very concrete because the feeling of anger or love can take over.  We do things we wouldn’t normally do because we are so angry or so in love with someone.  In contrast, thinking about anger or love involves distance.  We can copy these experiences accurately in thought but they have lost their strength and force because they are no longer present.  If we are no longer angry or in love we won’t do crazy things no matter how much we think about our experiences of these emotions.  This is often called Hume’s Copy Principle because thought can only copy what sensation gives us.
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3.  Ideas and Impressions
Hume claims that we can divide the mind into Thoughts or Ideas and Impressions.  Let’s define these:

Ideas………………………………………………………………………………..

………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………

Impressions…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………..........................................

………………………………………………………………………………………

4.  The Freedom of Thought

Hume acknowledges that thought seems very free – we can think about things we’ve never experienced and imagine things we’ve never seen.  The human body and its concrete experiences of Impressions seems to have less freedom because only thought can journey beyond experience.  In fact, the only thing that can stop thought is a logical rule – the law of non-contradiction – which say that we cannot say two things which contradict each other.  For example, one thing cannot be both red and not red.  This is the only limit on what thought can do.

5.  The Limits of Thought
Remember that in section 1 Hume talked about ‘the proper province of human reason’ which is like an island we shouldn’t leave if we want to be sure of success in philosophy.  How do we explain thought’s ability to go beyond experience if we only encounter Impressions in the province of experience?  Hume argues that the Impressions we get from experience are put together in new ways by the mind.  Thought doesn’t actually go beyond experience; it simply re-arranges copies of Impressions gained through experience in news ways.  We put together what we know from experience to get things we haven’t found in experience.  For example ...
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Gold + mountain = golden mountain

Virtue + horse = virtuous horse

Horn + horse = unicorn

6.  The Idea of God
The Idea of God seems to be such an abstract Idea that we couldn’t create it using copies of the Impressions we’ve experienced.  God is infinitely intelligent, wise and good.  We have no experience of such qualities because human knowledge and virtue is always limited or finite.  However, we can compose an Idea of God by ‘augmenting’ or increasing the Impressions of intelligence, wisdom and goodness we already have.  We’ve experienced these things in ourselves and others.  These Impressions are the origin and starting point for Ideas which seem to go beyond all experience.

Hume’s Copy Principle:  ‘... every idea we examine is copied from a similar impression’.

Michael Lacewing raises a possible problem with this Principle.  He writes that ‘... attempts to analyse philosophical concepts such as KNOWLEDGE, TRUTH, BEAUTY into their simple constituents have all failed to produce agreement.  Perhaps this is because they don’t have this structure’.
  

There are lots of debates about abstract things which don’t produce agreement.  Maybe this is because we can’t trace these Ideas back to simple Impressions that everyone can agree on.  Is this a strong objection to Hume’s Principle or should we give up on these abstract discussions?  Hume says that when we journey away from the ‘proper province of human reason’ we get into trouble.  Can we deal with knowledge, truth and beauty using Impressions alone or do we need to be more abstract? 
7.  Dependence on Sensations
If Ideas are copies of Impressions from sensation it follows that Ideas totally depend on Impressions.  Hume claims that blindness and deafness deny one access to Ideas which correspond to the sensations of sight and sound.  We need an ‘inlet’ or opening for Impressions to reach the mind if Ideas are to be copied from these originals.  

More recently we’ve come to see blindness and deafness as something positive rather than as involving the lack of some ability.  Blind and deaf people know the world differently rather than lacking knowledge or knowing less than sighted and hearing people.  They learn things that are missed by those who see and hear.  Consider a cathedral and how a blind person would explore the sounds and feel of this huge space and its carved wood and stone.  They know it differently from a sighted person rather than knowing it less well.  It has been argued that a blind person ‘sees’ by forming images in their heads based on senses other than sight.
In Hume’s time disability was hidden because disabled people were often not included in society and there weren’t books about how disabled people know the world.  Hume might be wrong to say that blindness and deafness deprive us of Ideas but maybe he is right insofar as the other senses are used instead.  His basic point is that Impressions of some kind are the source of Ideas.
Steven Everson explains the difference between Ideas and Impressions by considering their effects on our behaviour.
  We need ‘the actual feeling and sensation’ to have Ideas of things such as the taste of wine, the desire for revenge and the feeling of friendship.  These are concrete experiences because they actually happen to us rather than being thought up in the mind.  They affect the way we behave.  If we only think about being hungry we won’t go looking for food but if we really are hungry we do something about it.  If a piece of cake is only in our imagination we behave differently than if it is in front of us.  This helps us to understand the ‘force and vivacity’ of Impressions which Ideas lack – they encourage or even force us to do something, to behave differently.  

8.  The Missing Shade of Blue
This problem concerns a colour chart with a shade missing like this:

[image: image4.png]



Hume claims that each shade of colour ‘produces a distinct idea’ which is independent of the rest even though they are very similar.  According to his Copy Principle we need the particular shade (original) to have the corresponding Idea (copy).  You can’t make a copy without the original.  We can therefore have no idea what the missing shade above is unless we’ve seen it before somewhere.
Hume asks us to imagine someone who has never seen the shade that is missing and can only see all the shades that are present in the chart.  This person would see the blank space and realise that there is a gap between the two colours on either sides.  They would see that a shade is missing from the chart.  Can this person come up with the missing shade using their imagination and without ever having perceived it?
Hume thinks it is possible to form this Idea without the corresponding Impression.  There is an exception to his Copy Principle because we can have an Idea that is not a copy of an Impression!  However, he isn’t worried about this.  He argues that this case is so ‘singular’ or rare that we don’t need to worry about it.  It seems as if he is wrongly ignoring an example which challenges his theory.  
Alan Bailey and Dan O’Brien suggest that Hume doesn’t see the Copy Principle as a theory which holds without exception.  Instead it is ‘... a contingent generalization that has a plausible claim to be considered as applicable to the overwhelming majority of our ideas’ (Hume’s Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, p. 41).  In other words, it is not always true but is generally true and is therefore the most effective way of explaining Ideas.  This is the kind of Principle we use when we try to understand the world.  We are guided by what is most common rather than by exceptions.  For example, we say that it is always light in the daytime even though there are rare solar eclipses that make it dark for a short time in the middle of the day.  This means that the Copy Principle is a ‘... simple and easily understood generalization about the origin of ideas ...’ (ibid, p. 42).
Can you think of other examples of generalisations which we rely on but that have exceptions?

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
9.  Clearing Everything Up

In this section Hume has come up with a way of ‘mapping the mind’ by dividing mental things into Ideas and Impressions.  He has also offered a theory which explains how we have Ideas called the Copy Principle:  Ideas are copies of sensory Impressions which we can put together in different ways to create Ideas of things we haven’t experienced such as a golden mountain.

Hume claims that this is the way to clear everything up.  All the mysteries and obscure terms of philosophy can be rejected.  The further we get from Impressions the more things get unclear and obscure.  We can’t work them out because they aren’t close to concrete experiences of the world.  For example, we might say that it is easy to recognise a case of someone doing a good thing or being clever but it is very difficult to work out what goodness or cleverness are.  We move away from Impressions and get confused as we try to puzzle out how Ideas are defined.  Hume argues that we need to find out the Impression from which an Idea is copied if we are to work out what it means.  
Remember that in section 1 Hume talks about ‘the science of human nature’ which relates everything to what humans do and how they live.  If we relate abstract Ideas back to human nature we can make sense of them.  For example, goodness and cleverness need to be related to how people are good and clever in real cases rather than to abstract reasoning about these Ideas.  This relates them to human nature – to what we do and how we live.  If we can’t relate Ideas to Impressions of human life and activity we know they are false.  As we read more we will see how human nature is central for Hume when it comes to explaining our knowledge of the world.
Of the Association of Ideas – Section 3 of the Enquiry
1.  Principles of Connection

Hume continues the project of mapping the mind he announced in section 1.  He argues that there must be principles of the connections between Ideas.  This is because in our memory and imagination Ideas are connected together in a way that suggests regularity and method.  Hume points to the way in which we reject irregular thoughts that break with the ‘regular tract or chain of ideas’.  He argues that even flights of the imagination and dreams involve these connections.  Further evidence is found in our ability to translate between languages.  Hume argues that this shows the correspondence between principles that connect Ideas in different languages.  Such principles have ‘... an equal influence on all mankind’.  Alan Bailey and Dan O’Brien understand this as the claim that ‘... there must be some force at work that applies universally across cultures and disposes human beings to regard roughly the same simple ideas as sufficiently connected to be worth subsuming under a unifying linguistic term’.
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A movement which might seem to challenge Hume is Surrealism.  This involved writers, artists and thinkers who believed that the surreal was more profound than the real (regular, everyday) and involved the unleashing of creative forces.  They argued that the true workings of thought did not respect oppositions such as those between the real and the imaginary or the past and the future.  Surrealist techniques often involved the juxtaposition of unrelated and contradictory things in order to create a startling image.  They would not reject irregular thoughts and would map the mind quite differently from Hume.  
2.  The Three Principles
Hume claims that his list of principles is ‘too obvious to escape observation’:
1.

Resemblance





2.


3.




Contiguity

Cause and Effect

Do you remember Kant’s Table of Categories?
  This was a complete set of concepts which we needed to have experience.  Hume’s list is shorter and simpler.  It is not a logical table which results from a deductive argument but is based on observations of the mind and experience.  He is concerned with what the mind does when it has certain experiences.
3. Examples of the Use of Each Principle
i.   A picture → the original (resemblance).

ii.  One apartment → the other apartments in the building (contiguity).
iii. A wound → pain (cause and effect).

Hume admits that, while he thinks this is a complete list of the principles of association between our Ideas, it will be hard to convince everyone of this.  People will worry that another principle might be involved.  Hume argues that all we can do is look at different examples and try to make each principle as general as possible.  The more general the principle is the more it explains – this explanatory power makes it more convincing.  Hume argues that ...

‘The more instances we examine, and the more cases we employ, the more assurance shall we acquire, that the enumeration, which we form from the whole, is compleat and entire’. 

We don’t get logical certainty like Kant wanted in his Table of Categories but we still get explanatory power because the three principles are shown to cover many cases.
In footnote 6 (page 17) Hume considers the role of contrast or contrariety in connecting Ideas.  It appears to be another principle.  However, Hume argues that it is a mixture of two of the three principles in his list.  If you have two contrary objects one will destroy the other (it causes its destruction) and the idea of the destruction of an object implies the idea of its former existence (resemblance).  Therefore, causation and resemblance are mixed together to produce contrast or contrariety in the connection of Ideas.   
Sceptical Doubts Concerning the Operations of the Understanding – Section 4 of the Enquiry

Part I

Hume’s Fork (page 25)
In this section of the Enquiry we feel the full force of Hume’s scepticism about our ability to know reality.  He begins by establishing a division that maps the mind in a very important way.  This division has come to be known as Hume’s Fork.  Let’s draw it below and mark the major distinction it makes between two types of knowledge.
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Hume considers whether we are trapped us in the past and the present when he makes the following claim:

‘It may, therefore, be a subject worthy of curiosity, to enquire what is the nature of that evidence, which assures us of any real existence and matter of fact beyond the present testimony of our senses, or the records of our memory’ 






—paragraph 3, p. 18.  

Hume recognises that when we introduce doubts and discover errors we destroy our usual beliefs and our feeling of security.  These get in the way of raising the philosophical problems he is exploring because they hide these problems from us.  Hume argues that by doing this we will be forced to explain the beliefs we have.  We can compare this to Descartes’ Method of Doubt which also found scepticism useful in getting to a new explanation of knowledge.  The question is whether Hume will treat scepticism as a way of clearing away false beliefs and finding a better explanation of why we believe the things we do about the world. 

Going Beyond Memory and Sensation (page 19)
Hume argues that the relation of cause and effect is the principle we use to think about matters of fact.  It allows us to ‘go beyond’ the evidence we receive from our memory and from sensation.  Gilles Deleuze argues that this is a very important move:
‘Hume, indeed, was the first to define knowledge in terms of such a going beyond.  I do not have knowledge when I remark: “I have seen the sun rise a thousand times”, but I do when I assert: “The sun will rise tomorrow”; Every time water is at 100°C, it necessarily begins to boil’.

Hume gives examples of how we go beyond the evidence of memory and sensation.  Let’s summarise these examples.

1.  ........................................................... → ......................................................  
2.  ........................................................... → ...................................................... 

3.  ........................................................... → ......................................................

4.  ........................................................... → ......................................................  

For Hume we need to ‘anatomize’ or break down these thoughts in order to find out which principle is involved in relating our Ideas.  

The Origjn of Cause and Effect (pages 19-21)
How do we know about cause and effect?  Hume argues that cause and effect is not known a priori or prior to experience.  It comes from experience alone, making it a posteriori.  Cause and effect emerges in our minds when we observe that two things repeatedly go together – they are ‘constantly conjoined’.  This means that to go beyond a particular thing we need to experience its repeated connection with another thing.    

Examples include the explosion of gunpowder or the magnetic attraction of a loadstone (something used as a compass in Hume’s time).  These objects on their own tell us nothing about the effects they can cause.  We need to observe their repeated effects in experience in order go beyond them.

Hume argues that the ‘intricate machinery or secret structure of parts’ of objects is hidden from us.  We can’t use reason to work these out.  The only way is to wait for them to reveal their effects in experience.  For example, milk and bread are good ways of nourishing humans but not lions and tigers – the reason this is hidden so we need to find it out through experience.
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Hume distinguishes the secret structure of objects from their simple appearance revealed by sensation.  Sometimes objects clearly have a hidden nature and we realise that we have no idea what effects they will have.  However, Hume considers the simpler case of one billiard ball hitting another and causing it to move.  Surely we could know that this will happen even if we hadn’t experienced such events before?  Hume explains this belief in terms of ‘the influence of custom’ which is so strong and established that it doesn’t seem to be involved.  We are so used to it we can’t easily recognise that it is at work.  For Hume the role of custom or habit is strong and well- established in all areas of human life.
What if we try to work out the effects an object can have without using experience?  The only way is to invent or imagine an effect which would be an arbitrary invention.  Hume argues that because cause and effect are totally different we cannot work out one from the other.  The movements of two billiard balls are ‘quite distinct events’ which we cannot relate using thought.  Similarly, a piece of metal cannot tell us whether it will fall downwards, upwards or sideways.   
The problem with thinking about an object such as a billiard ball is that we can come up with many different possible effects.  It is consistent and conceivable for the billiard ball to do many different things.  A priori reasoning doesn’t allow us to work out what will happen – this remains hidden until we actually experience what happens.

‘In a word, then, every effect is a distinct event from its cause’. 

— paragraph 11, p. 21

The Limits of Investigation (page 22-23)
Hume warns us that while we can discover general causes like elasticity, gravity, cohesion of parts and the communication of motion by impulse, we can go no further.  This leads to a sceptical conclusion:
‘Thus the observation of human blindness and weakness is the result of all philosophy, and meets us, at every turn, in spite of our endeavours to elude or avoid it’. 






— paragraph 12, p. 22
Hume argues that mathematical laws cannot defeat scepticism because these laws are discovered through experience.  While maths provides us with clarity and certainty we cannot be sure that experience will always obey these rules.  There is nothing about billiard balls which tells us a priori that they will obey the laws of mechanics concerning the conversion of momentum between colliding objects or Newton’s Law of Universal Gravitation.  We just have to wait for experience.

Part II
The Secrets of Nature
Hume hopes that ‘... we may make a kind of merit of our very ignorance’ (p. 23).  Our ignorance can be represented in the following way:

Matters of fact → cause and effect → experience → ?
There is no answer to the question What is the foundation of all conclusions from experience? (p. 23)  We only know a ‘few superficial qualities of objects’ and cannot establish our conclusions about cause and effect using reason.  Hume gives an example of the hidden powers of objects:
‘Our senses inform us of the colour, weight, and consistence of bread; but neither sense nor reason can ever inform us of those qualities, which fit it for the nourishment and support of a human body’.
 — paragraph 16, page 24
Despite this ignorance, we expect cause and effect to hold – eating bread will always nourish us.  This expectation, belief or habit is a ‘process of the mind or thought’.  What is its foundation?  

· Why should past experience be extended to future times?
· Why should objects which only appear similar have similar effects?

The Missing Medium or Middle Term
For Hume the justification of our claims about cause and effect is the key problem:

‘At least, it must be acknowledged, that there is here a consequence drawn by the mind, that there is a certain step taken; a process of thought, and an inference, which wants to be explained’.
— paragraph 16, pages 24-25
We can think about it in the following way:

A particular object has always been followed by a particular effect [past uniformity]
? – missing medium or middle term.

Other objects which are similar to the first one will be followed by similar effects [future uniformity]

Remember the example we considered back on page 3:
Socrates is a human being

All human beings are mortal

Socrates is mortal

The second of the three lines is the medium or middle term – it allows us to move to the conclusion.  

Hume proposes to look for the missing medium or middle term.  According to Hume’s Fork we could only find it either in demonstrative reasoning or probable reasoning.   

Probable reasoning is based on experience and therefore doesn’t provide certainty.  Just as experience can change so the conclusions we draw from it can change.  If we claim that ‘the future will always be conformable to the past’ then we are assuming what we are trying to prove.  This is called circularity – a circular argument doesn’t prove anything new because it simply goes in a circle:
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Experience

Uniformity  

Hume argues that experience is the ‘great guide of human life’ and it is part of human nature that we make use of the similarities we observe in experience.  We need long experience before we can rely on something and feel certain about it.  

Induction and Habit

According to Hume we justify our use of cause and effect using probable reasoning and this involves a method of argument we now call induction.  However, when we don’t think about why we use cause and effect we simply obey what Hume calls custom or habit.  It seems that if we think about cause and effect, and consider its justification, this leads to scepticism.  However, it seems more secure when it comes to how human beings think and act.  Martin Bell writes:  ‘The imagination becomes habituated to move from one idea to another without any intermediate step’.
  We will soon consider this in more detail.  
Hume concludes that there is no medium or middle term which allows us to go beyond a particular object to get to its effect.  It doesn’t matter how regular our past experience of cause and effect is, we cannot prove that it will continue to be the same in the future.  However, we have made some progress:  ‘We shall at least, by this means, be sensible of our ignorance, if we do not augment our knowledge’ (paragraph 21, page 28).
Finally, Hume offers a case which seems to support his argument.  His claim that we only learn about objects by observing their effects is supported by the case of a baby who is burnt by a candle’s flame.  The baby is careful in the future because they expect a similar effect from a cause which appears similar in its sensations.  If the baby were led to this conclusion by an argument it would have to be an easy and obvious argument that we could quickly discover.  Since no such argument is discoverable cause and effect seem to be based upon experience alone.  

Hume has argued that our knowledge of existing things is based on cause and effect.  Cause and effect is based upon experience but we can go no further in working out the basis or foundation of experience.  We can find no certainty in experience and there is no solution to this in thought or reason.  Thought and reason do not help us when it comes to existing things (matters of fact) and how they are ruled by cause and effect.  Before we move on to the next section of the Enquiry we will consider further Hume’s theory of causation and the nature of his scepticism.  What does it mean to say that our expectation that effect will follow cause is a matter of custom or habit?  Is scepticism the inevitable result of Hume’s philosophy or is it a means to an end?    

Bertrand Russell on Hume as Sceptic
‘... the bankruptcy of eighteenth-century reasonableness’.
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Bertrand Russell (1872-1970) published his History of Western Philosophy in 1945.  He gives very strong views about different philosophers.  This allows us to easily spot the interpretation he is offering us.  He interprets Hume’s philosophy as a radical form of scepticism.  This means that scepticism is not a means to an end but an end in itself – for Russell it is an end that leads nowhere or a ‘dead end’.  You will remember that Descartes uses scepticism in his Method of Doubt in order to clear away his former beliefs and establish a certain foundation upon which knowledge can be built.  For him scepticism was a means to an end.  According to Russell, Hume offers us no foundation, nothing upon which we can build the solid structure that knowledge requires if it is to last.  Hume sets off on the road to nowhere.
Russell argues that since Hume bases our expectations that the future will resemble the past entirely on custom or habit he ends up with ‘complete scepticism’.  Our knowledge is down-graded and made less valuable because it is based on our ‘natural credulity’ rather than rational justification.  Even worse, this means that philosophy is nothing other than a pleasurable pass time because it cannot bring us any solutions.  Quite simply ‘We cannot help believing, but no belief can be grounded in reason’ (p. 645).  For Russell this is a ‘disastrous conclusion’ which leaves us unable to rationally justify the conclusions we draw from experience.  Hume is accused of inconsistency because his scepticism is something he cannot maintain in practice.  Is Hume’s position as hopeless as Russell maintains?   Does this interpretation seem right to you?
What is Russell’s response to the ‘missing shade of blue’ problem?

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

According to Russell, does Hume show that we can know that there is no simple self behind all our thoughts, feelings and sensations?

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

What is the problem with saying that “the impression A causes the idea of B?” according to Russell?

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

According to Russell, what is the journey that Hume goes on in his philosophy?

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

According to Russell, what grounds do we have for rejecting the conclusions of a ‘lunatic who believes that he is a poached egg’ if we follow Hume’s philosophy?

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

Russell concludes his chapter on Hume with a big claim about induction.  How would we need to alter Hume’s fork in the light of Russell’s conclusion?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

‘The growth of unreason throughout the nineteenth century and what has passed of the twentieth is a natural sequel to Hume’s destruction of empiricism’.
Causality

What is Causality?

We often refer to it using two words: cause and effect.  This is because we have two items and one of them is the cause of the other.

We have the idea of something (cause) producing or bringing about something else (effect).

CAUSE ( EFFECT

We have singular causal statements such as …
· ‘The explosion caused the fire’.

· ‘Her pressing of the button caused the opening of the door’.

… and more general casual statements that refer to lots of things:

· ‘Droughts cause famines’.

Hume on Causation
We talk as it is necessary that effect will follow cause:

‘When I heat the water it must evaporate’.

‘When the first billiard-ball hits the second, the second has to move’.

‘Every time water is at 100°C, it necessarily begins to boil’. 

But Hume’s empiricism leads him to reject the idea of necessity.  Why does his Copy Principle count against the idea that causation involves necessity?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
What is Necessary about Necessity?

Our old friends the rationalists like necessity – they argue that it provides a secure foundation which is necessary for knowledge to be constructed as a secure and lasting structure.   They have a very logical view of the world and necessity is guaranteed by the rules of logic.  It provides us with a priori knowledge of things – this is given prior to experience and doesn’t change when experience changes.   Remember that according to Hume’s Fork logical and the a priori only tell us how logic works – they don’t tell us about the world or allow us to gain new knowledge.  How would a rationalist respond to Hume’s critique of the role of necessity in causation?

Introducing Nicolas Malebranche
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Nicolas Malebranche (1638-1715) was a follower of Descartes.  However, he was worried about the gap between mind and body in Descartes’ thought.  Remember that this creates a problem with the interaction between two substances (mind and body or mind and matter).

Why does my jaw move when I want to eat?  How can I have sensations of a table by touching it which lead me think about other tables?  How can a mental substance cause things to happen in my material body and vice versa?

Malebranche wanted all causal connections – not just those between mind and body – to involve necessity:

‘A true cause, as I understand it, is one such that the mind perceives a necessary connection between it and its effect’.  (The Search After Truth, 1674-5)

Malebranche argues that the will of God is the only thing that can explain necessary connections between cause and effect.   He argued that only God’s will could involve true necessity because the will of an omnipotent (all powerful) being must be realised by definition.  Causal connections therefore express the necessity found in the will of an all powerful being.

This theory is called Occasionalism because causation is really the occasion upon which God exercises his will.  On these occasions God intervenes in the course of the world.  This means that we shouldn’t look at objects to explain their effects but at the necessary laws established and maintained by God’s will.

Let’s contrast the views on causality found in Hume and Malebranche:

HUME:
CAUSE 
? 
EFFECT
MALEBRANCHE:
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GOD’S WILL
CAUSE 




EFFECT
The Complexities of Causality
We read Bertrand Russell’s thoughts about the complexity of causation.  Is it ever a case of one thing causing another?  Is the world this simple?
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In the usual examples of cause and effect the cause happens before the effect.  We rely on the temporal order of events – how they are ordered in time.  

What if cause and effect happen at the same time?  We call this simultaneous causation.  For example …

A heavy ball resting on a cushion is the cause of a depression in the cushion.

A glass being filled with water is the cause of the water rising above its horizontal surface, although both appearances are simultaneous.

Working Out Causality

How do we know the kettle wasn’t caused to switch itself off by the whistling sound that started before it switched off?
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Why did I choose to become a teacher rather than a plumber?  Was it my particular skills, my school, the expectations of my family, a conversation with a teacher, a book I read, a bad experience I had with a burst water pipe, a series of chance events or a single event which changed my life forever?

Sceptical Solution of these Doubts – Section 5 of the Enquiry

Part I
As part of his account of cause and effect Hume begins to talk about custom or habit.  Let’s explore his reasons for doing this and consider whether talking about habit seems to be a valid way of doing philosophy.

Part V – Sceptical Solution of these Doubts

Para 3, p. 31: 
· Imagine someone able to think and reason was suddenly placed in the world.

· They would immediately see ‘a continual succession of objects, and one event following another’ but nothing more.

· At first they would have no idea of cause and effect as a necessary connection.

· Limited to what is ‘immediately present to [their] memory and senses’.
How does Cause and Effect Arise?

A CONCRETE EXPLANATION

· Gaining more and more experience. 

· Living long enough in the world to observe similar objects and conjoined events.

· Inferring the existence of one object from the appearance of others without using observations of experience or any process of reasoning.
What Force is at Work?

· We cannot ignore the idea of a necessary connection between cause and effect – we are forced to draw the conclusion.

· Hume argues that if it is not observation of experience or reason it must be ‘custom or habit’.

· He wants to use the force of habit to explain why we expect cause and effect to necessarily hold.  However, he is modest ...
‘... We pretend not to have given the ultimate reason of such a propensity.  We only point out a principle of human nature, which is universally acknowledged, and which is well known by its effects.  Perhaps, we can push our enquiries no farther, or pretend to give the cause of this cause; but must rest contented with it as the ultimate principle, which we can assign, of all our conclusions from experience.  It is sufficient satisfaction, that we can go so far; without repining at the narrowness of our faculties, because they will carry us no farther’ (para 5, p. 32).

Idea of cause and effect            →
Custom or          →
 ?

as necessary connection
    

Habit
Sceptical or Positive?
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‘Custom, then, is the great guide of human life.  It is that principle alone, which renders our experience useful to us, and makes us expect, for the future, a similar train of events with those which have appeared in the past.  Without the influence of custom, we should be entirely ignorant of every matter of fact, beyond what is immediately present to the memory and senses.  We should never know how to adjust means to ends, or to employ our natural powers in the production of any effect.  There would be an end at once of all action, as well as of the chief part of speculation’ (para 6, p. 32-33).
Problem: there is no justification for our expectation that effect will follow cause.  It seems to be a necessary connection between ideas but we can’t find an argument to justify this.

Hume’s Solution: habit or custom.

New problem: Does habit actually justify our expectation?   Does it explain it?  Does it just describe what we do as human beings living in a concrete world and dealing with everyday problems?
Russell: Hume’s Dead End
Let’s return to Bertrand Russell’s interpretation of Hume.  It is based on passages such as the following:

‘If I ask, why you believe any particular matter of fact, which you relate, you must tell me some reason; and this reason will be some other fact, connected with it.  But as you cannot proceed after this manner, in infinitum, you must at last terminate in some fact, which is present to your memory or senses; or must allow that your belief is entirely without foundation’.  
— para 7, p. 33.
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There is no justification which would provide a foundation for our knowledge.  

· Without a foundation knowledge is like a badly built building, one likely to crumble, whose floors we cannot trust and which will not last very long.
· Hume doesn’t us a positive account of knowledge.
Being Positive About Habit
‘All belief of matter of fact or real existence is derived merely from some object, present to the memory or senses, and a customary conjunction between that and some other object.  Or in other words; having found in many instances, that any two kinds of objects, flame and heat, snow and cold, have always been conjoined together; if flame or snow be presented anew to the senses, the mind is carried by custom to expect heat or cold, and to believe, that such a quality does exist, and will discover itself upon a nearer approach’.  — para 8, p. 33.

· Hume doesn’t seem to think he has hit a dead end.  He thinks he is in touch with human nature – with the way that we live, think and act.

· Why is he satisfied with his explanation of our expectations concerning cause and effect in section V of the Enquiry?
The Necessary Force of Habit
‘This belief is the necessary result of placing the mind in such circumstances.  It is an operation 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’. — para 8, p. 34.

Constant conjunction or repetition → Belief

· We feel the force of habit and this is a necessary force – reason cannot prevent this happening or replace it.

· We have belief rather than knowledge because we lack the justification for knowledge.
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At the end of part 1 of section 5 Hume argues that all practical people need go no further.  The necessary force of habit may not provide justification for knowledge but it gives us the belief we need to live productive and fulfilling lives.  Why worry?
However, philosophers like us (those who ‘love the abstract sciences’) can examine belief and constant conjunction more closely.  However, we cannot escape the possibility of ‘a degree of doubt and uncertainty’.

In other words, we can continue to ‘map the mind’ by working out the principles and forces at work in the mind.  However, we cannot go any deeper – we cannot know the mind a priori just like we cannot know the world a priori.  
Kant on Justifying Cause and Effect
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We looked at Nicolas Malebranche whose rationalism lead him to argue that God’s will must be involved in order to make cause and effect necessary.  He is not satisfied by the use of custom and habit to explain our expectations.  Rather than an unjustified belief based on habit he wants to establish cause and effect as something a priori and therefore necessary.
For Immanuel Kant cause and effect is a necessary concept that makes experience possible as part of his Table of Categories (a priori concepts).  
Cause and effect is a part of an a priori logic without which our experience would just be a chaotic flow of sensations we couldn’t make sense of:
· For Kant this logic is necessary and universal (a priori) because without it we wouldn’t have experience in the first place.

· In other words, cause and effect is a necessary condition of the possibility of experience.

· Unlike Malebranche, he wants to justify our claims about cause and effect without using God – instead he tried to use an argument about how experience is possible (he calls such an argument a Transcendental Deduction).

· With deduction we introduce reason as the source of justification for our knowledge claims.
Kant’s critique of scepticism targets thinkers like Hume.  He argues that when sceptics deny that we can be certain of concepts like cause and effect they are making use of the very things they deny.  Our understanding of experience is only possible because we have certain a priori concepts.  We necessarily use these to make statements such as ‘We can only know the constant conjunction of objects or events but nothing more’.  

For Kant this sceptical argument uses the very concepts it denies.  It relies upon an intelligible experience that makes sense to us only because it is organised and structured by concepts like cause and effect.  The Table of Categories must have organised things for us to know them.  Otherwise, it wouldn’t be something we could talk about – it would be a chaotic mess of sensations we couldn’t understand and put into words.
Christmas holiday reading: Bailey and O’Brien, p. 57-64, p. 137-143.

Noonan, p. 131-140 (The Nature and Causes of Belief).
Of Probability – Section 6 of the Enquiry
Para 1
There is no such thing as chance! 
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Hume is a determinist – if we knew enough we could work out what will happen from ‘uniform laws’ (we’ll return to this).

· However, we are ignorant of underlying causes – this leads us to rely on probability as if events were genuinely random.
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As if 

Working Out Probabilities   [image: image5.png]



A greater chance on either side → greater probability → we have a higher degree of belief.
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A dice with 1 number on 4 sides and another number on 2 sides → more probable that the former will turn up than the latter.

A dice with 1,000 sides marked with the same number and only one with a different number → much higher probability → even greater belief or expectation (more steady and secure).


Forming Beliefs

Normal dice gives equal chance of each number coming up.

If a sides keeps coming up ‘the mind is carried more frequently to that event’.

Probability gives rise to belief just as uniformity or repetition does (e.g. the sun rising everyday).

‘an inexplicable contrivance of nature’ → Belief
Footnote 10 – Hume distinguishes demonstrative arguments from probable ones.  What distinction does this refer to?  Can you come up with examples of each type of argument?

............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

Is Belief Enough?

Who has a problem with Hume’s characterisation of knowledge?  
...................................................

Hume is happy using words like belief, habit and custom.  These are part of human nature.

They are part of a naturalistic view of human beings and not a justification of knowledge.

How would we provide a justification of knowledge?  What type of argument would we use?  Which terms would we use?

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

Naturalism

The view that everything is natural.  

We should not look to anything unnatural or supernatural to explain the world.  

This includes both supernatural beings (such as God who Malebranche uses to explain cause and effect) and abstract things like the a priori concepts Kant uses to justify knowledge.  

We need to integrate everything into the natural world – we saw that for Hume even the most abstract concepts are traced back to original impressions of which they are faint copies and constructions.  

Instead of abstract a priori logic we have concrete beliefs and practices such as those which involve probability.

Hume’s naturalism leads him to explain everything in terms of human nature.
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Why Trust  Beliefs?

· Beliefs offer firmer and stronger conceptions of an object than the fictions the imagination comes up with.

· We can rely on belief even though it lacks the certainty offered by a priori concepts.

· Repetition and agreement → idea imprinted more strongly on the imagination with ‘superior force and vigour’.

· ‘... begets that reliance or security, which constitutes the nature of belief and opinion’.
For Hume it’s all about force, liveliness and vigour – these are the marks of truth.  How does this contrast with Kant’s test of truth for knowledge claims?  How does this relate to Hume’s concern with human nature? 
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Para 4 – The Probability of Causes

Cause and effect is like chance when it comes to probability.  You sometime have to take a chance.

Some causes are uniform and constant in producing a particular effect with no cases of failure (e.g. rain → getting wet).

But some cases are more irregular and uncertain – it’s like judging the throw of a dice.  

E.g. rhubarb isn’t always a cure and opium doesn’t always make you sleepy.  Medicine does involve risk as doctors try to interpret symptoms and use medicines whose effects can vary or be unpredictable.  

What other examples are there?  Do we experience genuine uncertainty?

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

How do we deal with irregularity?

Philosophers try to explain away irregularity – they say a hidden cause inside something prevents the usual cause operating.
But in fact we are just obeying our human nature:  ‘Being determined by custom to transfer the past to the future, in all our inferences; where the past has been entirely regular and uniform, we expect the event with the greatest assurance, and leave no room for any contrary supposition’ (p. 42).

Diagram: Transferring Past to Future

Key terms to use in the diagram:

Future • Belief • Repetition • Past • Imagination

Weighing Up Probabilities

‘Though we give preference to that which has been found most usual, and believe that this will exist, we must not overlook the other effects, but must assign to each of them a particular weight and authority, in proportion as we have found it to be more or less frequent’ (p. 42).
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Future Possibilities

How many times has it happened in the past → how likely it is to happen in the future.
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‘As a greater number of views do here concur in one event, they fortify and confirm it to the imagination, beget that sentiment which we call belief, and give its object the preference above the contrary event, which is not supported by an equal number of experiments, and recurs not so frequently to the thought in transferring past to future’ (p. 43).

Philosophical systems try to ‘account’ for this ‘operation of the mind’ but we can’t do this – we can only explore human nature.

We saw that Hume is interested in ‘mapping the mind’ – we are now adding belief and the imagination to this map.

Belief and Imagination

Imagination can come up with fictions – these aren’t real or concrete.

Belief ‘imprints’ real and concrete ideas onto the imagination – e.g. the sun will rise tomorrow, rain will make you wet.  We imagine the future based on beliefs that are supported by probability.

These are parts of human nature – Hume’s naturalism leads him to use parts of human nature to explain things:  habit or custom, belief and imagination which use lively and vivid impressions that are repeated to form ideas like cause and effect.

Beyond Scepticism:  Hume’s Naturalism
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Hume often tells us what we can’t know – he is often known as a sceptic.  

Knocking everything down ... and then building everything up again ... but only so far as the limits of experience (impressions we’ve actually had).

We’ve seen that he tells us what we do believe, the customs and habits we build up and how we fortify and secure what we believe.

Quine on Naturalised Epistemology (see photocopy of Bailey and O’Brien, p. 141)
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Willard Van Orman Quine (1908–2000) argued that we should follow Hume in using nature to explain how we come to have strong and lasting beliefs.   Remember his web of belief?  Instead of a distinction between a priori and a posteriori (like Kant uses) we have a web of beliefs where those nearer the centre are more fixed and those nearer the edge are less fixed (more open to revision).  

He agrees with Hume that we should be sceptical about justification – we should give up our search for the justification of beliefs.

Quine argues we should look the work of scientists who study nature (including the mind and evolution).  

‘The Humean predicament is the human predicament’  (Quine, ‘The Nature of Natural Knowledge’, 1975)

A practical approach:

‘If we are interested in improving our sailing, we do not question the nature of buoyancy.  Instead we look to refine our sailing techniques by finding more and more sophisticated ways of using the equipment on board the boat.  Analogously, when empirically investigating the world, we should not question whether the practice of science is justified; instead, we should simply continue to construct more and more sophisticated scientific theories of how the world and our cognition proceed’.
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A practical approach is reliable and useful in everyday life – it involves things like science rather than telepathy.  Quine draws on Hume’s ‘down to earth’ approach – we cannot justify our beliefs but must judge them against the standard of everyday life.  There is no room for abstract speculation or superstition in Hume’s naturalistic world view.

Quine sees Hume as redefining epistemology – it’s not about justification and logic but everyday life and human nature.
Quine’s Web of Belief 
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Of the Idea of Necessary Connection – Section 7 of the Enquiry
Para 1 

· Maths gives us clarity and distinctness.
‘But the finer sentiments of the mind, the operations of the understanding, the various agitations of the passions, though, really in themselves distinct, easily escape us, when surveyed by reflection; nor is it in our power to recall the original object, as often as we have occasion to contemplate it’.
· Mapping the mind is not like doing maths – yet for Hume it can tell us more.  It reveals human nature rather than logical or mathematical certainty.
Para 2 – Acknowledging Ignorance

· We cannot go far in tracing the principles of the human mind – it’s like trying to work out what caused the universe to exist.  Once we hit the limits of experience we are ignorant.

· ‘The chief obstacle ... is the obscurity of the ideas, and ambiguity of the terms’.
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Who is Hume criticising here? 
Obscure and Uncertain Ideas

POWER 











FORCE




ENERGY 

NECESSARY CONNECTION

Rationalism and its Terms

· Hume criticises rationalists like Descartes who claim that causes have their own agency, power, force, energy and productive quality.

· This explains why they necessarily bring about effects.

· ‘This power is also intelligible, that is, we can come to know its nature and, in so doing, we are able to reason – a priori – that a particular cause will bring about a particular effect.  Causal relations are intelligible in the same way as mathematical propositions’.  

(Alan Bailey and Dan O’Brien, p. 69)
· The language of rationalism puts necessity into objects which makes them causes.
Para 4 – Hume’s Attack on Rationalism

· Hume uses the copy principle to deny that we can think in rationalist terms.

· We have to feel or sense if we are to think about real things.  

· Rationalists use abstract thought alone and end up with ideas which are obscure and uncertain.

· Returning to concrete impressions will ensure the clarity and reality of our thought.  
The Solution to Obscurity

· ‘Produce the impressions or original sentiments, from which the ideas are copied.  These impressions are all strong and sensible.  They admit not of ambiguity’.  (p. 46)
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Impressions are lit up and can light up the ideas which correspond to them.

· Rather than a higher source of light (such as a metaphysical God or ideal form, or abstract thought looking down on the world) we have the light that comes from the concrete.

· Enlightenment is bottom up. 
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Paras 5-6

· What impression do we have of necessary connection?

· Outward appearance of one thing following another.

· No ‘sentiment or inward impression’.  
· What is inward sense? 
Paras 7-8
· If we could discover the ‘power and energy’ of a cause we could know what was going to happen → certainty through reason.

· But nothing we experience points beyond itself.  

· According to Kant, what allows us to go beyond what we experience? – The A Priori in a Conceptual Scheme. 
· For Hume we have ‘uninterrupted succession’ but it remains a mystery.

· There is nothing in objects to give us an idea of cause – no impression.
Para 9

· Is necessary connection in the mind?  
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We are conscious of our own power – the power of our minds expressed when we will our body to move or our mind to work. 

· → ‘idea of power or energy’ belonging to us and all intelligent beings.
Para 10

· The mind, and how it causes the body to move, is as much a mystery as objects in the world.

· We’ve only experienced past cases of mental causation and we don’t know how it happens.
will — ? → movement of body

Paras 11-13

· Mysterious ‘union of soul with body’.

· What solutions are there to this mystery?

· We don’t know why the influence of the mind on the body varies with different organs and is limited in certain ways.

· ‘And experience only teaches us, how one event constantly follows another; without instructing us in the secret connexion, which binds them together, and renders them inseparable’ (p. 48).
Para 14

· Anatomy shows us how complex and mysterious our voluntary actions are – they involve muscles, nerves and ‘animal spirits’ rather than simply a limb.  The way movements reach parts of the body could be even more mysterious.

· Unintended events can follow from what we will.  

· We don’t know the process involved – we just use it to do the things we want to do (all about human nature, habits and beliefs).  
Para 15

· There is nothing to copy in our minds when we will our bodies to move and do things which would give us the idea of necessary connection.

· mental causation = natural events – in both cases the power or energy which causes things is ‘unknown and inconceivable’.
Para 18-19
· The mind is not always in control of sentiments and passions.

· Self-command varies – depends on time of day, how hungry we are.  

· This is because we know ourselves through experience and not reason.

· Hume connects thought strongly to the body – it depends on bodily states.  Who else thinks like this?
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Nietzsche on the Body

“Body am I, and soul”—thus speaks the child. And why should one not speak like children?

But the awakened and knowing say: body am I entirely, and nothing else; and soul is only a word for something about the body.

The body is a great reason, a plurality with one sense, a war and a peace, a herd and a shepherd.

An instrument of your body is also your little reason, my brother, which you call “spirit”--a little instrument and toy of your great reason.

…

Behind your thoughts and feelings, my brother, there stands a mighty ruler, an unknown sage—whose name is self. In your body he dwells; he is your body.

There is more reason in your body than in your best wisdom. And who knows why your body needs precisely your best wisdom?

(From the chapter called "On the Despisers of the Body" in Thus Spoke Zarathustra)
Para 21

· It’s all about habit – only extraordinary events confuse people but repetition and uniformity breed ‘assurance’.

· We have frequent or constant conjunction of events but no connection can be discovered.

· Who does Hume criticise for introducing God?  ...............................
Para 22 - Filling in the Gaps
Rain    ?    Wetness

Will      ?    Action of the body or image in the mind

· ‘... everything is full of God’.

· →  diminishes God’s role because he constantly has to intervene in the world – it is not good enough to run on its own.
Paras 24-25

· Trying to involve God takes us beyond the limits of experience.  Here our arguments do not make sense – they do not apply to things beyond experience.

· These are connections we can’t comprehend whether it is cause and effect in nature, mental causation or how God’s mind causes things to happen.

· God is no more comprehensible than other sources of necessary connection. 
Part II – Paras 26-28

· ‘All events seem entirely loose and separate’.

· Conjoined but not connected.

· But constant conjunction or repetition → cause and effect viewed as certain and necessary.

· How does repetition differ from a single case?

· The mind is ‘carried by habit’ when one thing happens to expect the thing that usually goes with it – e.g. rain is followed by wetness.
Feeling the Connection

· We feel this connection in the mind – the imagination leaps from cause to effect.

· This feeling gives rise to the idea of necessary connection – this is the origin of that idea.
Imaginative Predictions

· We feel events to be connected in our imagination and predict that one will follow another.
Para 29

· Cause and effect is the basis of all our claims about ‘matter of fact or existence’.

· A cause is ‘an object, followed by another, and where all the objects, similar to the first, are followed by objects similar to the second’. 

· Or ‘where, if the first object had not been, the second never had existed’.

· Or ‘an object followed by another, and whose appearance always conveys the thought to that other’.

· What are the key words in these definitions?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

What does Cause and Effect gives us?

· Similarity or uniformity
· The anticipation of an effect by the mind (leap of the imagination according to habit).

· We cannot know there is a connection or make sense of the relation of these two things.
· Is this less than what the rationalists want?  Does Hume leave us with a gap in our explanation?  Does he bring us to a dead end at Bertrand Russell claims?  What’s your interpretation of his theory and judgement on its value in explaining things?

Of Liberty and Necessity  – Section 8 of the Enquiry
Can you think of another way of describing liberty and necessity?
............................................................................................................................

How do the two things relate?
Para 1 – what’s the problem?
What distinction does Hume make between two different types of question?
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
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Why can we not decide about questions of ‘common life and experience’?  What gets in the way of solving these disputes?
.............................................................................................
.............................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
Para 2
The debate over Liberty and Necessity is a case of a dispute over a question of ‘common life and experience’.  What do we need to do if we are to clear up this dispute?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
The Terms of the Dispute
What is the Doctrine of Necessity?
............................................................................................................................

What is the Doctrine of Liberty?

............................................................................................................................
Para 4
What does matter tell us about necessity?  
.........................................................................................
.........................................................................................

.........................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
Para 5
· Hume reminds us of his view of necessary connection (section VII).  We need resemblance and uniformity to have an idea of necessity.  This allows for the Association of Ideas which becomes a habitual expectation.

· Necessity relies upon uniformity and habit or custom.
Para 7 – Observing Human Beings
· Hume has considered how we observe uniformity in nature – the sun rising and setting, the billiard balls colliding, the effects of water upon our clothes ...

· What about the uniformity we observe in the actions of human beings in all ages and in all places?  What does he conclude?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

Let’s create a spider diagram of the passions or motives that Hume sees across history:



What does this tell us about history?
· Hume was a celebrated historian who wrote a history of England that was widely read for over a century after his death. 

· He is now arguing that human action is as regular as the behaviour of the material or physical world.

· What can history tell us?  How does the role of a historian compare to that of a scientist or a medical doctor?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
Para 8
Why does Hume think that we can treat the issue of liberty and necessity in the same way as we treat the role of necessity in the material world?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
Para 9
How can experience guide us in our understanding of human nature?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
In paragraphs 10-12 Hume discusses the irregularities we observe in human actions – do these undermine his theory of a universal human nature?  
Para 13
Hume offers a solution to the problem of unexpected and variable human behaviour.  It’s like when things suddenly alter in nature and undermine our expectations.  According to Hume, how might we understand these irregularities without undermining the universal role of necessity?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

Para 14
· Uncertainty is only an appearance – causal necessity continues to hold.

· The certainty is hidden from us.  

· For Hume irregularity tells us nothing about laws of nature and how they are at work inside things.
Para 16
For Hume two things must be made equivalent – how does he bring together the mental and material realms?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
Para 17
· As we’ve seen, Hume is concerned with the real, concrete world where human beings live, think and act.  

· Human societies are built through the mutual dependence of their members.
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Why is this picture of mutual dependence between members of a society significant for our understanding of necessity?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
Para 18
· Hume claims that necessity is at the basis of any subject we study or activity we engage in.  

· We use necessity to make inferences from motives to voluntary actions (from someone’s character to their conduct).  

· Do you think this is true for your other A-level subjects?
Para 19
NATURAL = MORAL

· Hume argues that the same principles are at the basis of morality and nature – this means we can do moral philosophy in a similar way to natural science.  

· We can observe ‘a connected chain of natural causes and voluntary actions’.

· What is Hume’s first example in paragraph 19?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
Para 20
What example does Hume give here about the irregularities of human behaviour?  What does he compare it to in the natural world?  How do we deal with such uncertainty?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
Para 21
· Hume argues that while we acknowledge the role of necessity in practice and in the way we normally think about the world, we often argue against it.

· How does he explain this tendency to distinguish material causation and mental causation?
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

Para 22
Where does Hume think we go wrong when we investigation liberty and necessity?  Where is it better to start in this investigation?  
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
Para 23
· Hume repeats his claim that the disagreement is only verbal – a matter of words and a failure to make thing clear.

· He claims that it is obvious that actions are connected to motives, inclinations and circumstances.

· There is uniformity in how actions follows from these factors.
Criticisms of Hume on Liberty and Necessity 

Do we feel free?
· Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980) wanted to defend the fundamental freedom of human beings against determinists.

· He wrote a book called Being and Nothingness where he tried to show how nothingness was involved in consciousness.

· Nothingness gives us space (an empty space) which stops everything being determined by material or physical causes.
The Challenge of Freedom
· Nothingness intervenes between the causes that act on us and our freedom.  It gives us the space to be free.  

· Sartre is worried that we often live the roles that society gives us as members of a class, a gender or a particular nationality.

· Genuine freedom involves facing our real lack of determination – we are not essentially determined by anything outside us.  Can we cope with this?  (This is key to Sartre’s Existentialism.)

· We could also call this the space of decision – the crossroads where we are called on to make a choice between alternatives.
Para 23
· Finally, Hume can define liberty now that necessity has been extended to the mind.

· What is liberty?  
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
Para 25

· Remember that Hume wants to clearly define all the words we use to talk about liberty and necessity.  He now tries to define each term so that verbal confusion is removed and real agreement between the two sides is revealed.

· How does he define chance?  How does he define cause?  What is the term that liberty really opposes?
Chance ..............................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
Cause ................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
Liberty ...............................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
DOES HUME REALLY MAKE US FREE?
· Is causal determination incompatible with freedom?

· Incompatibalists include libertarians – they argue that voluntary actions are those that we will to occur.  

· We violate natural laws when we act freely.

· The operation of the will is uncaused.  

· We break or interrupt the causal chains of nature.
· For Hume, like many other 18th century thinkers, everything must have a cause.  If this wasn’t the case we would face arbitrariness and chaos.  

· There is another type of incompatibalist – the hard determinist wants to maintain causal determination for human actions but also deny freedom.  Hume seems to occupy a middle position between libertarians and hard determinists.
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COMPATIBALISM
· Hume argues that causal determinism and liberty (being free) are compatible.

· We saw him argue that we are free if we are unconstrained – if I am not constrained from doing what I choose to do.

· Free actions may be caused by our motives and desires, they may even be totally predictable according to nature laws, but they are free if they are not physically constrained.
EXAMPLES
Come up with an example where someone makes a choice that has lots of causes and could be predicted but still seems to be free in their decision.  
............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................
Is this enough?

· Do I need to have been able to do something different for my action to be genuinely free?

· Do I need a real crossroads or empty space to be really free?
· Remember that for Hume, our feeling that there are alternatives open to us is an illusion – the world is not really like this.

· Sartre argues that at any moment we could free ourselves of the role society gives us – we do feel this genuine freedom and it scares us.

Kant on Morality
· Immanuel Kant’s moral philosophy rejects Hume’s attempt to overcome the dispute between liberty and necessity.

· For Kant morality is a system whose foundations include the freedom of rational beings (including human beings).

· Morality doesn’t make sense if we are not free and responsible for our actions.  

· When we make a moral decision or judgement this necessarily involves freedom – otherwise it would be a non-moral judgement which had non-moral purposes (a means to an end judgement).  

· For example, the judgement ‘Thou shalt not kill’ presupposes the freedom to choose between what is right and wrong.    
Internal and External Causes
· Hume argues that free actions are caused by my will – an internal cause.

· External causes interfere with my freedom when they constrain my actions.

· This follows because liberty is opposed to constraint.

· Can you think of a case when someone is not free because they are constrained by internal causes rather than external ones?

Internal Conflicts

· One example would be a kleptomaniac – they want to steal but wish they didn’t have such desires.  Hume seems to imply that a kleptomaniac is free because their will is to steal and this is what they do.

· Hume links freedom to ‘the determinations of the will’ but it seems that you can be free to follow your will without being in control.
· It seems that the ‘constraints’ Hume opposes to freedom would have to include internal factors as well as external obstacles such as physical chains.
Section 8, part 2 – What are the implications of Liberty and Necessity for Morality and Religion?
Para 26
· Arguing from the dangerous moral and religious consequences of the position you oppose is a common approach but it is also a bad one.  

· If a position leads to absurdities it is certainly false – this is a sensible approach to knowledge.  However, an opinion is not false just because it has dangerous consequences.    
· Hume claims that his understanding of liberty and necessity are not in fact dangerous but are needed to support morality.

Para 27

Two ways of defining necessity:

1. Constant conjunction of similar objects.

2. Making an inference from one object to another.

This has many consequences for natural philosophy (science) and metaphysics but none for morality and religion.  Hume claims that he is only changing the way we perceive material objects and causes, not the way the will is involved in moral actions.  
Para 28 – Making Sense of Morality
· Laws are based on rewards and punishments.  
· This has a ‘regular and uniform’ influence on the mind.  
· The influence of these motives is a cause of actions because it tends to happen when they do (constant conjunction).  
· This makes the influence of rewards and punishments necessary to morality.

Para 29

Hatred or vengeance must be directed at a person who thinks and is conscious.  When we feel this as a result of criminal actions or injuries this must be because a person is connected to these acts.  However, if we deny the role of necessity, a person’s actions are not the result of his or her character.  They are ‘temporary and perishing’ and if they are not caused by the character of a person they cannot be the source of praise or blame.

When we take away necessity we are unable to say anything about a person on the basis of their actions – these actions don’t follow necessarily from the character of the person.  We are all innocent if there is no necessity!
Para 30 – Linking people to their actions
· We don’t blame people so much for hasty and unpremeditated actions.  
· A hasty temper is temporary and intermittent – it is not a sign of the whole character of a person.  
· The fact that people’s repentance is seen as reforming their character shows that their actions are necessarily a sign of their character.  
· If there is no necessary link between character and actions, we could never classify someone as a blameworthy criminal at one time and as a reformed character at another.  
Has Hume explained morality?

We’ve seen how human actions are caused by our passions and emotions.  This seems to undermine morality but Hume argues that without necessity we can’t make sense of praise and blame.  Actions must necessarily follow from our character or they are something we cannot be praised or blamed for.  
Does this explain how we feel about criminal actions which involve great cruelty?  Does it account for the way some things are simply the right thing to do?  There are duties which we should stick to despite the pressures of our desires or our fear of the consequences.  Could Sartre be right when he ways we need an empty space?
Para 31

· We also need liberty if we are to say that some human actions are morally praiseworthy.  
· We judge the morality of actions insofar as they indicate ‘the internal character, passions, and affections’.  
· If such actions arose from external pressures they would not be of worthy of praise or blame.
Para 32 – The Consequences of Necessity
If there are necessary relations of cause and effect, surely these determining chains include everything we do and reach back to the first cause of the universe?  

‘No contingency any where in the universe; no indifference; no liberty’.

God is the ultimate cause of everything and is the only one who can be praised or blamed for what happens.  God foresaw and intended all the actions of human beings we wrongly see as criminal.  They are either not criminal or God is accountable for them.  This is a position which leads to absurdity and impiety.  



absurdity

Original doctrine  →  absurd consequence 
Para 33

Either no actions are criminal because we can trace them all back to God’s action or God is the criminal who caused these actions to take place!

Para 34

· We could agree with the Stoics and others that everything makes sense when we view the universe as a whole:

‘... to an enlarged view, which could comprehend that whole system of nature, every event became an object of joy and  exultation’.

· However, this seems impractical and unrealistic.  
· It wouldn’t convince someone who was suffering.  
· Such ‘enlarged views’ of things are for speculative thinkers who enjoy the ‘ease and security’ of their arm chairs.  
· We’ve seen that Hume centres his philosophy on real life and the practicalities.  
· Speculative thinkers need a reality check.

Para 35

· Human nature leads us to praise or blame ‘certain characters, dispositions and actions’.  
· These emotions are essential to the way we are.  
· We tend to praise characters which promote the well-being of human society and blame those which endanger the public.  

· Speculative thinkers might try to make everything alright by placing it in a wider context but this is remote from the way we think and live.
· They are opposed by the feelings that naturally arise in us when we see things happening and actions being taken.  
· Hume argues that speculations are too abstract to make any difference to the feelings of someone who has just be robbed.  
· He bases this on ‘the natural sentiments of the human minds’ which arise in real and concrete situations.

Para 36

· Philosophy isn’t able to solve the problem of evil.  
· Hume argues that it is best if we realise our limitations and return to the ‘true and proper province’ of human thought (‘the examination of common life’).  
· There is much for us to think about in the concrete world of experience and no need at all to venture ‘into so boundless an ocean of doubt, uncertainty, and contradiction!’

Necessity is not allowed to lead us to absurd consequences because of the limits of our knowledge – Hume’s scepticism means that while necessity is all around us we can only know it in concrete ways.   

Hume’s Enquiry Section 10 – Of Miracles

Part 1

Para 1 – Starting Point:  Empiricism

The status of religious evidence is less than sensory evidence.

Testimony of witness to miracles centuries ago ≠ ‘the immediate object of [our] senses’

We need to view miracles in terms of Hume’s empiricism and resulting scepticism.

Para 2 – Philosophy as Therapy

We need arguments like this to stop people reasoning poorly and to protect against ‘superstitious delusion’. 

Para 3 – Experience as a Fallible Guide

We can be more or less certain based on experience – one thing is more or less likely to cause something else.  For example, we know we can’t be certain about the weather at particular times of the year.  As we saw in section 6 of the Enquiry, it’s about weighing up probabilities.

Para 4 – Proportioning Belief to the Evidence

Weighing up probabilities and considering the evidence is the wise thing to do.  Making sure we’ve performed enough experiments and made enough observations to make a judgement.

Para 5 – Common, Useful and Necessary Reasoning

This is based on testimony and eye-witness reports.  We see that testimony is trustworthy and is confirmed by the facts.  If we know someone to be trustworthy we believe them.  We know that human beings don’t tend to like being shown to have misled others.

Para 6 – The Ultimate Standard

Experience and observation are the ultimate standard by which we test eyewitness reports and sort out disputes between them.  

Para 7 - Contrariety of Evidence

This arises from...

· witnesses contradicting each other

· the character or number of witnesses - untrustworthy witnesses or too few witnesses

· the way the testimony is delivered – is it given with hesitation or with violence?

· all of these things together

Paras 8/9/10 – We are used to trusting witnesses

We are in the habit or custom of trusting witnesses – there is no a priori reason to do this just as there is no a priori reason to believe that cause will lead to effect.  If we’ve never observed anything like the thing claimed this challenges our trust in the testimony.  There are some things we wouldn’t believe no matter how trustworthy the eye witness was.  

Para 11

What if the testimony is not just marvellous (really unusual) but seems to be a miracle which could lead us to a proof based on God’s existence and role in the world.  We have a possible proof but it isn’t as strong as that based on a much greater amount of experience and observation.

Para 12 – Miracles:  ‘a violation of the laws of nature’

Something established by ‘firm and unalterable experience’ is violated by miracles.  Agreement with the laws of nature makes things more than probable.  

‘common course of nature’ (uniform experience)  ≠  miracles

sudden death of a healthy person  ≠  a person coming back to life

observed at many times and places  ≠  unobserved at any time or place

Uniform experience is a proof that has to be overcome by a superior proof.

Para 13 

‘That no testimony is sufficient to establish a miracle, unless the testimony be of such a kind, that its falsehood would be more miraculous, than the fact, which it endeavours to establish;  And even in that case there is a mutual destruction of arguments, and the superior only gives us an assurance suitable to that degree of force, which remains, after deducting the inferior’.    

We weigh up the probabilities and reject the greater miracle – the event that conforms less to the uniformity of experience or course of nature.  If it is more miraculous that the testimony is false this would make it more probable.

Part 2

Para 14 – Being More Sceptical

We’ve said how a proof of a miracle could be given but now we need to show that this has never happened.

Para 15 – Untrustworthy Testimony

Eye witness testimonies of miracles don’t have enough witnesses who are sufficiently trustworthy and educated.  There are lots of other motives (passions, desires) which could explain their claims.  Miracles have not been displayed publically enough to give us reliable testimony.

Para 16 – Human Nature again

Human nature involves the principle that things we haven’t experience resemble things we have experienced.  We normally use this to reject the unusual and incredible – we expect that rain will make us wet and not dry.  However, when we move further away from concrete experience we get caught up in ‘the passion of surprise and wonder’.

Para 17 – Getting Carried Away by Religion

Religion draws on our passions → ‘an end of common sense’.  

Para 18 – Getting Carried Away by Words

Eloquence and rhetoric can overcome thought – a speaker or writer can succeed ‘... by touching such gross and vulgar passions’. 
Para 19

Many false miracles have been uncovered and we can see how enthusiastically news spreads and is enjoyed by people.  We enjoy being the first to pass on some news.  

Para 20 – Human, All Too Human

Miracles arise in what Hume calls ‘ignorant and barbarous nations’ or in the ‘ignorant and barbarous’ ancestors of civilised populations.  As we become more enlightened, he claims, we will see that there is nothing supernatural and mysterious but human nature gives us a tendency towards the marvellous. 

Para 23 – Centres of Ignorance

Hume refers to historical observations to argue that there are motives for deceiving ‘ignorant people’.  In remote places it is easier to convince because they lack means of communication or centres of learning.  

Para 24 - Outnumbered

There are an infinite number of witnesses who oppose the testimony of miracles.  

‘... in matters of religion, whatever is different is contrary ...’.  Different religions can’t all be true – if the miracles of one religion are true it follows every other system of belief is false.

Hume neglects any idea that different points of view on the world can co-exist.  He sees humanity as moving towards enlightenment which will overcome all differences in world view.

Para 27

Hume has just rejected some seemingly ‘cast iron’ testimonies of miracles that meet the criteria of proof set out in part 1 of this section of the Enquiry.  He argues that we can still oppose these cases using ‘... the absolute impossibility or miraculous nature of the events, which they relate’.  This is enough to overcome the strongest testimony of miracles.

Para 29/30 – Temptations

Hume again finds faults in human nature despite having made it the positive source of our concrete thought and life.  

‘But what greater temptation than to appear a missionary, a prophet, an ambassador from heaven?’  

We can come to believe that a falsehood is pious and justified by our worthy ends – why not deceive if it works towards the greater good of the faith in which we have invested our life?

Hume makes claims about the psychology of religious belief.

‘The smallest spark may kindle into the greatest flame; because the materials are always prepared for it’.

Para 33 – Lost in the Mists of Time

Hume now makes a claim about the history of religions.  People don’t focus on establishing testimony and making sure of the facts when a religion is in its early days.  When they try to sort things out later the records and witnesses are lost.

Para 35 – Sticking to Experience

‘It is experience only, which gives authority to human testimony; and it is the same experience, which assures us of the laws of nature’.

Para 37

Let’s imagine that all historians agree that on 1st January 1600 Queen Elizabeth died and that this was testified to by doctors and members of her court.  A new monarch was then recognized but Queen Elizabeth then reappeared and resumed the throne for three more years.  We should conclude that the death and the events surrounding it were pretend rather than real.  We might acknowledge that this deception would be very difficult to achieve and could not conceivably benefit the Queen.  However, we must acknowledge that ‘knavery and folly’ are common in humanity.  It is much more likely that they are the cause than that the laws of nature have really been violated.     

Para 38

We need to compare falsehood in testimony to the violation of laws of nature by miracles to see which is most likely and probable.  Falsehoods are more common in testimony concerning miracles than in other types of testimony.   Claims of miracles do not really deserve our attention.

Para 40

‘Our  most holy religion is founded on Faith, not on reason; and it is a sure method of exposing it to put it to such a trial as it is, by no means, fitting to endure’.

The Bible is not reliable as human testimony.  Hume considers the first five books of the Old Testament (the Pentateuch).  He claims that it was written in ‘barbarous and ignorant’ times and most likely long after the events it recounts.  There is no corroborating testimony and its stories resemble those which every nation tells about its origins.  Is the falsehood of the testimony given here really more miraculous than the miracles it recounts?  

Para 41 – Religion Based on Faith

It is not appropriate to use reason in the service of religion.  Instead we must be ‘moved’ by faith.  The only miracle Hume admits is one involving faith and not reason:  ‘... a continued miracle in [the believer’s] own person, which subverts all the principles of his [or her] understanding, and gives him [or her] a determination to believe what is most contrary to custom and experience’.

Discussion Points

Hume seems to redefine miracles as events which have religious significance so that they do not violate the laws of nature.  Is this a sufficient account of the role of miracles in religious belief?  

Could it be that the continuing creation of the universe is a miracle?  This would make the laws of nature miraculous and would preserve the uniformity of these laws rather than violating them.  Another possibility is to say that miracles occur outside nature and as non-natural events they do not violate the laws of nature.  An example might be coming back from the dead.  How would Hume respond to this claim about God given his views on abstract speculation?  

Does the uniformity of experience make the occurrence of miracles less likely?  Hume argues that it is rational to believe what is most probable in section 6 (Of Probability) as well as in section 10 (Of Miracles).  Does this conflict with his scepticism about knowledge?  

How does Hume distinguish the unexpected from the miraculous?  What limits does he place on what we can say is unexpected but still possible?  

Hume believes that no amount of evidence – no amount of utterly trustworthy and numerous witnesses – can ever tip the balance of probabilities in favour of miracles.  Is this too big a claim given his scepticism about knowledge?  

Why are radio waves not a miracle and a violation of the laws of nature given that they would probably appear miraculous to someone living in Hume’s time?

According to Hume, what is the wise thing to do if you are convinced you have witnessed a miracle?  
‘The most lively thought is still interior to the dullest sensation’.





Do you agree with this?  


Can our memory or imagination give us very strong and lively experiences even when no sensation and experience is involved?  


Are there flights of the imagination?  


Can we be overwhelmed by experiences that happen in our minds only?  


Is there a life of the mind just as powerful as the world outside it?  


How do fiction writers create amazing new worlds just using their imaginations?





‘For these are plain and acknowledged matters of fact’.
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