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ABSTRACT

In the first chapter of this thesis it is shown that Hume has
not denied a "'real connection" between physical causes and effects. It
is argued that Hume is not mainly concerned with the ontological status
of causal necessity. His main contention is epistemological; he aims
to explain the grounds we have for asserting causal connections. When—
we look-for the grounds-ef-.causal inference we_find nothing but constant
conjunction, which accounts for the mental determination to pass from
an impression to the idea of its usual attendant. But it does not follow
from this psychological theory that Hume denies "real connections"
between physical objects and events. On the contrary, he is committed,
as the texts reveal, to admitting that there is a "real connection',
although he denies that we have any insight into the nature of that
connection.

Chapter two is intended to settle the dispute over the status
of Hume's two definitions of "'cause'’. It is shown that thev are not
incompatible, and it is only when both the definitions are taken together
that Hume's analysis of causation is complete.

In chapter three a detailed defence is undertaken of Hume's

claim that we do not know causal connections a priori and that the inference
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from past experience to future prediction is not rationally justifiable.
Although predictions of future events can not be rationally defended,
Hume does not reject them, but gives them a naturalistic, psycholo-
gical explanation. By considering all relevant factors it is shown that
Hume's analyses of causation are quite consistent and not subjectivist

in the sense often attributed to them.
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KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS

References to Hume's works are given in brackets

immediately after passages cited. These references are abbrevi-

ated as follows:

A Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L.A, Selby-Bigge
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1888), 2nd edn. (revised),
by P.H. Nidditch, 1978. We call this text Treatise.

An Abstract of A Treatise of Human Nature (1740, ed.
J.M. Keynes & P. Sraffa (Archon Books, 1965). We call
it Abstract.

An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, ed. L.A.
Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1902), 3rd edn.
by P.H. Nidditch, 1975. We call it Enquiry.

Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, ed. N.K. Smith
(Nelson, 1974, reprinted by Bobbs-Merrill, New York,
no date). We call it Dialogue.

The Letters of David Hume, 2 vols. ed. ]J.Y.T. Greig
(Cxford: Clarendon Press, 1932). We call it Letters.
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INTRODUCTION

The following work is intended to advance an understanding
of the most vital aspect of Hume's epistemology, i.e., his controversial
view of causation. For more than two hundred years, Hume's readers
have been troubled by his theory of causation, which has been variouslv
interpreted. We intend to revise some commonly held interpretations,
arguing that the troubles with Hume's analysis are to be in the commenta -
tors rather than in Hume's text.

In the Introduction to the Enauiry L. A, Selby-Bigge states
that "Hume's philosophic writings are to be read with great caution. tis
pages. especially those of the Treatise, are so full of matter, he savs
so manyv different things in so many different ways and different
connexions, and with so much indifference to what he has said before.
that it is verv hard to say positively that he taught, or did not teach, this
or that particular doctrine’ (VIl). We agree with Selbv-Bigge's comment.
There is no denving the fact that Hume's arguments on causation are
often verv puzzling. However, a proper understanding of Hume's
general philosophical position will help to solve the pu ~les and to
remove seeming inconsistencies. [n our present work we shall argue

that Hume's analysis of causation can be shown not to be contradictory
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(which is a common conviction among most of Hume's commentators),
if we consider all relevant factors not at face value. but with special

care and attention.

Necessary Connection Between Cause and Effect

Hume begins his analysis of causation with the statement "'we
must consider the idea of causation" (T. 74) and proceeds to trace the
origin of the idea. Hume reflects upon two objects "which we call
cause and effect”, in order to find the impression from which the idea
of causation is derived (T. 74). But what he discovers at first sight is
not causation but certain qualities which constitute the objects. Hume
realizes that as there is no one single qualitv "which universallyv
belongs to all beings' to designate them as cause or eifect, he con-
cludes that the idea of causation must be derived from some relation
among objects (T.75). These relations are contiguity, priorirv in
rime and necessary connection.

Bur Hume is less concerned with contiguity and prioritv
in time than with necessary connection, which, he savs. is of much greater
importance. Ilume then invokes his copy principle to find the "impres -
sion from which this idea [_idea of necessarv connectioﬁ] is deriv'd”
(1.77). Initiallv Hume finds nothing helpful, but finally he realizes that

the idea of necessary connection arises not from any single instance



but from a repetition of like instances. He shows that there is no
external impression which can serve as the origin of the idea of
necessary connection. ‘Therefore, he turns inward and examines the
workings of human psychologyv to discover the origin of the idea of
necessary connection. In his whole analysis of causation a major

part of Hurme's efforts is devoted to the problem of how we come to
associate the idea of necessityv with observed censtant conjunction. He
gives his answer in psychological terms. The observétion of the
constant conjunction of two objects or events engenders an association
of ideas in the mind and produces a new impression. This new impres-
sion is a propensity or determination of thought to pass from a present
G bject to the idea of another object frequently found in the past to be
conjoined with it (T. 165 & L. 75). And finally Hume concludes that
"necessity is something, that exists in the mind, not in objects;... "

(T. 165)-

[t has become a common conviction that Hume rejects the
notion of "real” or necessarv connection between cause and effect other
than the constant conjunction and thereby the habit of mental propensitv
to pass from the impression of an actually occurring state of affairs to

i . , : . 1
the idea of its usual attendant. Commentators such C, ], Ducasse and
A.N, Whitehead” think that since llume finds no impression (external)
of perceived qualities between the so called cause and effect. he has

altogether denied that there is such a connection. But we strongly



oppose this reading of Hume's text and we shall try to show that Hume
has not drawn the negative conclusion which his commentators suppose.
Rather he admits that we have the idea of necessary connection and we
must have a corresponding impression of the idea, and finallv he locates
it in an unexpected place, viz. in the mind.

Now Hume's commentators argue that Hume has reduced
causation to wholly psychological terms and therebv turned the objective
world into a subjective or mental phenomenon. The gfound of their
interpretations is Hume's "'logical distinctness thesis', that all matters
of fact are distinct existences. Taking Hume's "'logical distinctness
thesis" seriously, they argue that Hume wants nothing i ore than to say
that there is no ''real intelligible' connection between external objects

But this is not the whole storv of Hume's view of the causal
relation. To say that necessity has no realitv in and among objects seems
to denv all causation whatsoever It may be shown that Hume has not
even pretended to make cause illusory. I“rom Hume's assertion that
we have no impression of a necessarv connection between obijecrs it
does not follow that he claims that there is no such connection. When
we go through Hume's writings we meet a number of passages wvhere
Hume clearly talks of "the power. by which one object produces another”
('[.69), of "that energy. of which it [the cause} was secretly possest”
('T. 76) of "the ultimate force and energy of nature’ (T. 159), of "ultimate

and operating principle' (T. 267), of "secret powers"” (IX. Sec. 1V). ot



"pre-established harmony between the course of nature’ (E. 54), of
"the secret springs and principles" (I). 206), or of every thing as
determined by an "absolute fate' (T. 400). The problem is to
reconcile such assertions with the commonly held view that Hume
dismisses the idea of "real connection'.

In this chapter we shall argue that Hume has not denied
a necessary connection between cause and effect, although he is not
mainly concerned with the ontological status of necess-ary connection,.
His claim is epistemological. Some commentators fail to understand
the distinction between his ontological and epistemological claims. His

main thrust is to explain what it means to say that there is necessarv

connection. In his analysis e provides & key distinction between the
necessity of causal connection and our abilityv to know that there is
such a necessity: What Hume actually denies is a logical tie between
cause and effect and in doing so he is attacking a formerly entrenched
conviction that there are necessarv connections among distince:
oJjects or events in the world. These connections were conceived to

be of a logical character such that if the cause occurred, the correspond -

ing effect would follow, not as a matter of accident or even sequence,

but as a matter of necessity.



The Two-Definition Dispute

After tracing the origin of the idea of necessary connection

in the Treatise Hume proceeds to give "a precise definition of the

relation between cause and effect” (T. 169). But actually he gives two

definitions of "cause'. The most peculiar fact is that he has offered

all these definitions as definitions of the same thing. These definitions

are as follows:
T-definirions:

(1)

(2)

= ~definitions:

(1)

We may define a CAUSE to be 'An object precedent
and contiguous to another, and where all the objects
resembling the former are plac'd in like relations
of precedency and contiguity to those objects. that
resemble the latter' (T. 170).

A CAUSE is an object precedent and contiguous to
another, and so united with it, that the idea of the
one determines the mind to form the idea of the
other, and the impression of the one toform a more
livelv idea of the other (T. 170).

A cause is "an object, followed bv another, and
where all the objects similar to the first are followed
bv objects similar to the second. Or in other words
where, if the first object had not been, the second
never had existed” (E. 76).

A cause is ""an object followed by another, and whose
appearance alwavs conveys the thought to that other”
(E.77)
\ . .

The important differences between df. T1 and df. L1 on

the one hand. and df. T2 and df. E? on the other are:
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(a) The former set is ontological (of course the latter
part of df. [E1 says some thing more, i.e., it admits
necessity, than df. T1 and the latter set is epistemolo-
gical.

(b) The former is mind independent but the latter is mind
dependent.

Hume's definitions of ''cause'’ have been a source of great
debate. This debate is mainly concerned with the problem of a correct
reading of the definitions. The contemporary debate over the status of
these definitions starts with J, L, Robinson, who argues that thev can
not both be definitions of the same thing, because they are equivalent
neither in their meaning nor in extension. His conclusion is that df.

1 is Hume's real definition of "cause', and df. 2 is not a definition but
an empirical psychological statement about what is already defined

in df. 1. [I'he current debate over '""The Two-definition Dispute” is
mostly centered around Robinson's conclusion that these definitions
are incompatible

We oppose the above interpretation and in this second

chapter we shall argue that df. 1 and 2 are both definitions and defi nitions

of the same thing. In df. I Hume reduces causation to some uniform con-
nection: to say that x is the cause of y is simply to say that (a) x is
contiguous to v: (b) x precedes v in time; and (c) that whenever an event
like x occurs. an event like v also occurs (constant conjunction). But

this definition leaves out the element of necessity in causal connections

on the basis of which we make causal inference to future existence. Hume



then attempts to provide an account of this necessity in df. 2 by stating
that it is derived from the felt determination to pass from an impression
or idea of x to an idea of y which is the result of event like x and event
like v always having been found together in the past and never otherwise.

Hume's analysis of causation requires both constant conjunction

and necessary connection as defining features of causation. Now as both

these elements are necessary, they must be included in his definitions
of "cause'. Df 1 provides constant conjunction and df. 2 provides the
element of necessary connection which together help us to make a
transition to unexperienced objects or events. [t is only when both these

elements are token together that Hume's analysis of causation is compiete.

Causal Inference

in this chapter we shall undertake a detailed defence of
Hume's claim that we do not know causal connections a priori and that
the inference from the past experience to future expectation is not in
any way rationally justifiable.

Hume's imain concern with causation involves the question
of whether ot 1ot cause and effect are necessarily connected. e re-
jects metaphvsicel claims associated with the traditional view of
causatior “that whatever begins to exist must have a cause of existence”
on the ground that this maxim is neither intuitively nor demonstratively

certain. So the question arises: from where does the idea of necessity



come? Here [lume's answer is plain. "since it is not from knowledge

or any scientific reasoning'', that the idea of derived, it must "arise
from observation and experience" (T. 82). Now Hume puts two questions:
(1) how experience gives rise to such a principle; and (2) why we con-
clude that such particular causes must necessarily have such

particular effects, and why we form an inference tfrom one to the

other. These questions are concerned with the role of inference

and belief in causal situations.

Hume observes that in addition to contiguity and priority
in time, constant conjunction of many instances plavs an important
role 1 causal inference. It is "when we observe several instances,
in which the same objects are always conjoin'd together, we immediately
conceive a connexion betwixt them and begin to draw an inference from
one to another"” (T. 163). ~ Constant conjunction helps us to expect fire
when we perceive smoke.  This is because we have frequently perceived
the constant conjunction of these two objects and we remember that
these two objects have always appeared in a regular order of contiguiry
and succession.  So the next tinie that one of them is presented to the

senscs. we infer the existence of the other. Hume does not deny or

even doubt that constant conjunction ov repetition of similar instances

is the basis on which assertions (causal inferences) are made. Rather

he admits that it is invariablv supposcd that there is a connection

between the present fact and that which is inferred from it (5. 26-27).
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The cardinal importance of his theory is to have discovered what

exactly is the relation and how to have explained the manner in

which such a relation operates.
Hume is not concerned with logically justifving causal

inferences (which he thinks impossible), but with explaining how

they come to be made. In this inquiry, the problem of induction
receives its classical formulation in Hume. He approaches the
problem of induction by asking if assertions about the Vfuture are
made by reasons or by certain associative principles. And if it

is made by reason, then our reason would proceed upon the principle.
"that instances. of which we have had no experience, must resemble
those, of which we have had experience, and that the course of

e

nature continues alwavs uniformly the same" (T. 89). But Hume has
clearly shown that this principle of the uniformity of nature itself
can neither be demonstrated nor even lav claim to any probabilitv.

This problent may be formulated: on the basis of experience we can

not go beyond experience. and even if we go bevond experience on the

basis of some principle which is not derived from experience. then
this going beyond i.e. . making inductive generalization, is not
justified.
Hume shows that our belief in causal necessity can not be
rationally defended. yet he does not intend to reject it from our knowledge

system and he gives a psychological account of why we accept this
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belief. His contention is that although causal inference (generalization)
can not be rationally justified yet the psychological process of habit
formation and projection can be shown to account for our making such

inferences. And he gives a psychological explanation of how we come

to entertain a belief in causality. The number of instances of constant

conjunction between fire and smoke that we have observed figures as

an initial condition, which makes possible the invocation of a psycholo-
gical necessity to explain our utterance of a particulaf causal judgment.
This whole process involves an operation of imagination.

Many critics hold that Hume has confused psychological and

and logical use of necessity with one another. We strongly oppose this

view and shall argue that Hume has not confused the two senses of

necessity and his distinction between these two senses of necessity is
4
perfectly alright. We are quite at one with Noxon's comment on
this issue, that the confusion actually lies in the critics part between
the two senses of the term "'psychology” i.e. . psychology which
expliins certain facts of behavior and psvchology which defines the
meaning of a concept. Hume has clearly shown that the logical use
of necessity is confined to the realm of demonstrative propositions,
i.e., those propositions that are arranged in such a wayv that thev can
not be changed with out changing their ideas, for any attempt to do so

would result in a contradiction and would be inconceivable to the imagin-

ation. is psychological use of necessity is evident in reasoning



concerning "'matters of fact'". And "all reasoning concerning matters
of fact seem to be founded on the relation of cause and effect” (E. 41).

In other words, causal inferences do not lead us to necessary truth

but only to matters of fact. So the use of necessity is grounded in
causal inferences which is a feeling of certainty. This feeling of
certainty is not to be found in any sense impression. Rather it is
an impression of reflection. This is clearly Hume's psychological
use of necessity.

Hume sees his original task at the outset of the Treatise
to be one of supplying ""a compleat system of the sciences™ (XV])
grounded upon principles which requires no reasoning (in the a priori
sense) for justification. In arguing against attempts to logically

justify causal inferences, Hume is not attacking our commonsense

beliefs about such inferences. He has not suspended or abandoned our

beliefs about inductive inferences: rather he gives a detailed account
of how we come to hold it and why we can not abandon it. LEven tlume
believes in the so called "uniformitv of nature' (which he merely
denied to be probable). i.e. . that unobserved instances will resemblc
observed instances. He never does denv that there is an external
world; or that events do cause other events--rather hc admits that
these and their like. are incontrovertible facts around which our lives
revolve. Just as we believe in the existence of external objects byv
instinct, so nature has set up within one's thought process a habit or

custom which impels us to believe in future existence.



NOTES

C.]. Ducasse, "Critique of Hume's Conception of ( ausalitv' in
The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. LXIII (1966).

A.N, Whitehead, Process and Reality, Humanities Press, New
York, 1929.

His two articles on this issue appear in V,(C, Chappell ed. Hume.
Doubleday, New York. 1967. _

In Hume's Philosophical Development, Clarendon Press, Oxford
1973, p. 133.
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CHAPTER ONE

Necessary Connection Between Cause and Effect

Idea of Causation

Humei' s ?_}2{3_»??“}9_1‘98195!14 inquiries concerning "'matters
of fact and existence" lead him to the problem of causation. He observes
thé;énﬂ infgrérnces of matters of fé‘l(;t 01; elxistence which are not observed
or remé;g;;éa depend upon the relation of cause and effect (T.74 & E. 76).
Tﬁomjustify’ this claim Hume gives the following argument: "All kinds of
reasoning consist in nothing but a comparison, and a discovery of those
relations, either constant or inconstant, which two or more objects bear
to each other" (T.73). This comparison involves the following possible
cases:

(1)  When both the objects are presented to the senses.

(2) When none of the objects are presented to the senses.

(3) When some of the objects are presented to the senses

and some are not.

[t is in this third case that we can infer from the observed to the
unobserved. As for example, seeing smoke (observed event) we can
infer that there is fire (unobserved event). Hume's contention is that

when we observe smoke we make a transition to a belief that there is

fire.
14
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Now Hume's main problem is to find the impression from
which the idea of causation is derived. He invokes his copy principle.
"Let us therefore cast our eye on any two objects, which we call cause
and effect, and turn them on all sides;, in order to find that impression,
which produces an idea of such prodigious consequence” (T. 75). But Hume
fails to find such an impression. What he perceives at first sight is not

the causation but some qualities which constitute the object. So he con-

cludes that the idea of causation must be derived from some relation

among objects. These relati -eontiguity, . priority.in-time,-and
g obj These relat ions-a¥e euity,.. pri ¥ ale
necessary connection.

(a) Contiguity: Hume discovers that contiguity and priority in time are
essential to causation. Because "whatever objects are consider'd as causes
or effects, are contiguous' (T. 75). Even in distant objects we can dis-
cover a chain of causes which are contiguous among themselves. So

Hume thinks that the relation of contiguitv is essential to that of causation.

(b) Priority in Time: Further Hume observes that an effect must

follow in time. But he also adm1ts that we do not always get an impres -

. e et e g T

sion of priority in time. His argument with billiard balls shows that we do not

actually perceive the contact of two balls to be slightly earlier than the

e AL e i e S

beginning of the motion of the second ball So he concludes that even

if priority in time is necessary for causal explanation that fact will not
help us in the search for the impression from whence the idea of

causation is derived. ''An object may be iguous and prio¥-te-anether,
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without being consider'd as its cause’. In explaining causation "there

is a NECESSARY CONNEXION to be taken into consideration” (T. 77).

(c) Necessary Connection: Hume states that necessary connection "is

of much greater importance, than any of the other two above-mention'd"
(T.77). He again tries to find the impression of necessary connection
by applying his methodological apparatus (copy principle). But he finds
no impression which is an impression of necessary connection between
cause and effect. What he finds is their contiguity and succession
which he already has "regarded as imperfect and unsatisfactory” (T. ™.
At this point Hume thinks that he will not get the required idea of neces -
sary connection by a direct survey. So he applies a new technique "which
will perhaps afford a hint, that may serve to clear up the present
difficulty" (T. 78), and inquires into two questions with the hope of
getting the origin of the idea of necessary connection indirectly.

(1) For what reason we pronounce it necessary, that
every thing whose existence has a beginning, shou'd
also have a cause?

(2) Why do we conclude, that such particular causes
must necessarily have such particular effects; and
what is the nature of that inference we draw from
one to the other, and of the belief we repose in it

(T. "8).



17

Hume's Attack on Causal Maxim:

Hume's first question is directly concerned with the long
established causal maxim: "that whatever begins to exist, must have
a cause of existence' (T. 78). Hume has employed various arguments and
attacks on the rationalists' position of an a priori account of causal
necessity. The maxim demands intuitive and demonstrative certainty
on which it is supposed to be based. But Hume proves that the proposition
is neither intuitively nor demonstratively certain. He gives the following
arguments:
(1) Intuitive and demonstrative certainty is possible only through the
comparison of ideas. But the maxim can not be identified with the
relations that depend on comparison of ideas. The maxim "therefore
is not intuitively certain" (T. 79).
(2) The maxim can demand intuitive and demonstrative certainty if and
only if the proposition that "it is impossible that any thing can ever begin
to exist without some productive principle", is capable of demonstrative
proof. But the proposition that "it is impossible that any thing can begin
to exist without some productive principle" is utterly incapable of
demonstrative proof. So the maxim is based neither on intuition nor on
demonstration.

Even Hume shows that any attempt to demonstrate the causal
maxim must be fallacious and examines the arguments of Hobbes, Clarke

and Locke. The first argument, Hume ascribes to Hobbes relies on the
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principle that "All the points of time and place, are equal’. The second
argument is ascribed to Clarke and others that if anything began to
exist without a cause it would be produced by itself, but to be so, it would
have to exist "before it existed; which is impossible (T. 80). The
third argument is ascribed to Locke which says that if a thing came
into existence without a cause it would be produced by nothing, but
"nothing can never be a cause' (T. 81). Hume rejects all these arguments
on the ground that they involve a petitio: by presuppoéing the validity
of the principle which they are supposed to demonstrate, i.e., any-
thing which begins to exist must have a cause.
(3) Hume further argues that we can conceive an object as non-existent
at one moment and as existent at another moment without having any
idea of cause. The maxim claims a necessary connection between cause
and effect. But cause and effect are two distinct events, and as they
are distinct and separable the denial of their necessary connection involves
"no contradiction nor absurdity” (T. 80). The same view is expressed
in the Enquiry, "The mind can never possibly find the effect in the
supposed cause,. .. For the effect is totally different from the cause
and consequently can never be discovered in it" (E. 29).

But Hume has not denied that every effect has a cause, "effect
being a relative term, of which cause is correlative" (T. 82). A thing
could not possibly be an effect unless it has a cause. Hume's argument

is that even that does not help us prove the maxim. So we can not



19

demonstrate it by reason. Thus, Hume concludes that this principle is

neither intuitively nor demonstratively certain.

Origin of the Idea of Necessary Connection:

Now Hume's question is that as the maxim is neither
intuitively nor demonstratively certain, from where does the idea of
necessity come? Here his answer is plain, "since it is not from
knowledge or any scientific reasoning’, that the idea is derived, it must
"arise from observation and experience" (T. 82). Hume puts two further
questions, ''how experience gives rise to such = principle"? and "why
we conclude, that such particulaj causes must necessarily have such
particular effects, and why we form an inference from one to another? "
(T.82). At this point he makes another turn to reach his goal and proposes
to deal with the second question in the hope 'that the same answer will
serve for both questions” (T. 82).

Hume observes that in addition to contiguity and priority
in time, constant conjunction of many instances plays an important role

in causal situations. It is "when we observe several instances, in

e e

which the same objects are always conjoin'd together, we immediately

—— s SRR S

conceive a connexion betwixt them, and begin to draw an inference from
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one to another! (T.163). Constant conjunction helps us to expect fire
e S

when we perceive smoke. This is because we have perceived the
constant conjunction of these two objects frequently and we remember

that these two objects always appeared in a regular order of contiguity

and succession. So the next time that one of them is presented to the
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senses, we infer the existence of the other. Here Hume discovers
3 new relation between cause and effect, i.e., a constant conjunction.
But Hume thinks that neither spatio-temporal contiguity nor
priority in time or even their constant conjunction is sufficient to explain
the causal relation. From mere repetition of past experience, we do
not get the original idea of necessary connection. Constant repetition
of impressions and ideas is not the discovery of any distinguishable
character of perceptions and therefore, it ''seems (O advance us but
very little in our way" (T. 88) in the search for the origin of the idea of
necessary connection. "'For it implies no more than this, that like
objects have always been plac'd in like relation of contiguity and suc-
cession. .. we can never discover any new idea, and can only multiply,
but not enlarge the objects of our mind" (T. 88). And, "what we learn
not from one object, we can never learn from ~ hundred, which are all
of the same kind, and are perfectly resembling”. So "from 'nere
repetition of any past impression, even to infinity, there never will
arise any new original idea, such as that of a necessary connexion. .. "
(T. 88). But Hume believes that though constant conjunction does not
te]l us what necessary connection is, yet it does indicate the origin
of inference from impression to idea. So he farecasts that it may be
seen that "the necessary connexion depends on the inference, instead of

the inferences depending on the necessary connexion' (T. 88).

As Hume has defined causation in terms of necessary connection
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he is confident that without assigning necessary connection it is not pos -
sible to define causation. He finds that after having observed the frequent
repetition of like objects existing in like relations of contiguity and suc-
cession, "upon the appearance of one of the objects, the mind is deter-
min'd by custom to consider its usual attendant, and to consider itin a
stronger light upon account of its relation to the first object. 'Tis this
impression, then, or determination, which affords me the idea of
necessity" (T. 156).

Now Hume gets his required impression of necessary con-
nection. It is just this determination of the mind involved in causal
inference. For Hume, the impression of necessity is not an impression
of sensation. This presumably, would be an external impression, but he
holds that "there is no impression convey'd by our senses, which can give
rise to that idea" (T.165). Instead as he sees it, "there is no internal
impression, which has any relation to the present business, but that
propensity, which custom produces, to pass from an object to the idea
of its usual attendent. This therefore is the essence of necessitv'. It
is this propensity of the mind which Hume identifies with an "internal
impression, or impression of reflexion" (T. 165). Hume derives the
same conclusion in the Enquiry:

This connexion, therefore, which we feel in the

mind, this customary transition of the imagination

from the one object to its usual attenddnt, is the

sentiment or impression from which we form the
idea of power or necessary connexion (E. 75).
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Thus after a long search for the origin of the idea of neces-
sity Hume finally resorts to his psychological thesis and borrows from
natural relations an element i.e., a habitual "propensity’ which forces us

: to move from one event to another in order to explain the credibility of
‘ a philosophical relation. Hume's contention is that the logical analysis
of causation would never lead us to the idea of necessity unless there

were some psychological mechanism, which operates on the observable

instances. He confirms it when he says:

...tho' causation be a philosophical relation, as
implying contiguity, succession, and constant con-
junction, yet 'tis only so far as it is a natural
relation, and produces an union among our ideas,
that we are able to reason upon it, or draw any
inference from it (T. 94).

11

The Meaningfulness of the Idea of Necessary Connection

The problem of the idea of necessary connection is important
to Hume because it forms the most essential part of the question con-
cerning the derivation of the idea of cause. He observes that the
notion of necessity is not a perceived relation between impressions,
nor is there any observed quality in objects or events1 which could
provide a basis for it. It becomes clear that since there is no observed
quality or relation to be found as a basis for the idea of necessary

connection, the problem is bound to be difficult of solution.

According to the empiricists' principle the idea of necessity



23

must be reducible to some experience, that "ldeas always represent
their objects or impressions, and vice versa..." (T. 157), or "Where

we can not find any impression, we may be certain that there is no idea™
(E. 78). Hume's argument by which he sought to establish his conclusion
is based upon his empirical doctrine that all ideas are derived from
impressions and that there can be no idea without its antecedent impres -
sion. But Hume finds no particular impression which is supposed to be
the origin of the idea of necessary connection. Because this connection
lies "beyond the immediate impressions of our memory and senses”

(T. 89). He seems to be saying that there is no more to our idea of
causation than constant conjunction, that "One event follows another:

but we never can observe any tie between them. They seem conjoined, but
never connected' (E. 74).

§

On the empiricists' view of meaning, the meaning of a word
is given by a corresponding idea, that unless the meaning of a word can
be pointed out in experience it is infact devoid of meaning. So it becomes
clear that any reference to necessary connection other than "our outward
sense or inward sentiment, the necessary conclusion seems to be that
we have no idea of connexion or power at all, and that these words are
absolutely without any meaning. .. " (E. 74). If this is so then it seems

to be that Hume's principle as a criterion of meaningfulness is really a

semantic problem. As J.L. Austin comments Hume's theory about the

nderivation of our ideas' really amounts to the theory that a word, X,
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can only have meaning provided that I can know, on at least one occas-
sijon, that "this is an x" where "this" denotes something sensible.

This interpretation seems to be compatible with Hume's assertion that
all ideas in our mind have been preceded by and are derived from
impressions. And an impression is the direct representation of some-
thing to the mind. Now the question is that what semantic representation
of the term 'necessary connexion' should be given?

But it is quite impossible to indicate the sémantic representa-
tion of "necessary connexion" because it is not possible to have the
sensation from which the supposed idea of necessity has been derived.
And the conclusion may seem to follow that there is no such idea and the
phrase "necessary connexion" is entirely meaningless. ‘At this point
many c:ommentators3 have misconstrued Hume's meaning-empiricism
and suppose that Hume uses the copy principle to eliminate spurious
ideas, rather than, as he sometimes uses it, to locate their true
source in experience, and finally draw a negative conclusion for Hume.

_As he finds no impressions or perceived qualities between cause and
effect, "as his [Hume’s] empiricism entails there is none". : This
argument can be formulated in the following way:

(1) All simple ideas are copies of simple impressions.

(2) We do not have any impression of necessity.

(3) Therefore, we have no idea of necessity.

But in applying his theory of meaning to the analysis of
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causation, Hume does not draw a negative conclusion. He has not
developed a rigid semantic view of the criterion of meaningfulness.
Because he is quite aware that there are some concepts like "causation',
the meaning of which is not consistent with the principle of the priority
of perception, that this concept is not reducible to some observable
qualities whose origin can be accounted in the same way. What he
actually argues is that:

(1) All our simple ideas are copies of s{mple impressions.

(2) We have an idea of necessity.

(3) Therefore, we must have corresponding impression

of necessity.

Ducasse's misinterpretation of Hume's view is grounded
on a mistaken identification of "necessary connexion' with something
capable of being objectively observable. If this is so then the connection
would be an entity of the same sort as the things themselves between
which it holds. "ﬁut necessary connection is not something that can be
perceived to belong to objects. Hume is perfectly justified in saying
that no relation of force, power or necessary connection can be detected

> He clearly understands the implication of the

in the actual phenomena.
reductionist view which is not applicable to causation. F~iling to find the
origin of the idea of necessary connection from some observable things

or their properties, he has not said that the idea is meaningless or that

we have no such ideas. He only argues that when we say that fire and
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smoke are necessarily connected, what we mean is that this connection
can be found neither in smoke nor infire or even in between fire and
smoke.

Whitehead argues like Ducasse but with a major variation,

that he brings a charge of circularity. In the Process and Reality

Whitehead advances the following argument against Hume:

Hume's argument has become circular. In the
beginning of the Treatise, he lays down the 'general
proposition' "that all our simple ideas in their first
appearance are deriv'd from simple impressions. .. "
He provides this by an empirical survey. But... later
he finds necessary connection: he discards this
because he can find no corresponding impression.

But the original proposition was only founded on an
empirical survey:; 0 the argument for dismissal

is purely circular.

Whitehead's argument may be put in the following order:
(1) According to Hume all ideas must have corresponding
impressions.

(2) The issue of ""necessary connexion' can be refuted

by producing an idea which has no corresponding
impression.

(3) If any critic of Hume produces an idea of necessary
connection which has no corresponding impression, to
refute Hume, Hume may reply that it is not =n idea,
but only a meaningless word, since no corresponding
impression can be found for it.

(4) Therefore, Hume is using his empirical meaning-principle
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to support itself against any attack, and hence,

arguing in a circle.

In reply to Whitehead's accusation of circularity it can be argued that
his interpretation that Hume has dismissed "necessary connexion' as
meaningless is false. ‘H‘ume has never said that 'mecessary connexion"
is a meaningless word,8 his only concern is that it is "wrongly applied”
if it is defined as something observable (T. 162)." So the question of
circularity in his argument does not arise.

Whitehead tries to refute Hume by bringing up "necessary
connexion' as an example of an idea which has no corresponding impres -
sion. Hume never does say that it is not an idea because it has no
corresponding impression, of which he is accused. He explicitly
admits that we have the idea of necessity and that it has its corresponding
impression, and he tries to give a clear meaning to this term. That
is evident when he says in section VIl of the Enquiry that his programme
in this section is to "endeavour,. .. to fix, if possible, the precise
meaning of the terms power, force, energy or necessary connexion"

(E. 62). And after fai ling to get any antecedent impression of sensation
he just shifts his inquiry and proposes that "'twill be proper to bestow
another consideration on this subject, to see if possibly we can discover
the nature and origin of those ideas [force, energy, power, necessary
connexion etc.] we annex to them" (T. 162).

At any rate Hume has not ruled out the idea of necessary
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connection as meaningless, rather he gives it a new analysis in terms

of an impression of reflexion. ‘,"It is not Hume's aim to eliminate the
idea of cause or necessary con;ection, or even to develop a negative
thesis, but rather he tries to remove conceptual confusion by tracing
the idea to its source in experience. ? So there should not be any

dispute about the idea of necessary connection. What he needs is the

"impression' or impressions, from which it "may be deriv'd" (T. 80).

- . -

[.et us see how Hume accounts for this impression.

11

Impression-ldea Dichotomy

[t is well known that Hume relabels the "ideas" of his

immediate predessors' '"perceptions of the mind" and subdivides
them into impressions and ideas. This verbal modification requires
him to conceive experience (in a Humean, technical sense) as involving
no necessary contact with the external objects. It is this conception
which is very different from the ordinary understanding of the external
objects. This modification seems to mislead Hume into representing
cause as the notion of a detached observer rather than a participating
agent. This is what Flew calls a "paralytic eye view". 10

g According to Hume there are two kinds of impressions i.e. ,
those of sensation and those of reflection. The first kind arises in

the soul "from unknown causes' (T.7), or which "without any introduction

/

make their appearance in the soul” (T. 275)./ These impressions are
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dependent upon '"natural and physical causes' the examination of which
would lead Hume "into the sciences of anatomy and natural philosophy"
(T. 276). The second kind of impressions arise from perceiving one's
own feelings, thoughts, or other operations of the mind. Hume observes
that some times it happens that an idea which in its turn ;1s derived from
some precedent impression will "return ipon the soul” to produce '"mew
impressions of desire and aversion, hope and fear" (T. 8), or any of the
countless "'passions and other emotions resembling them' (T. 275. It

is by way of this second kind of impression that Hume accounts for the
origin of the empirical belief in causal necessity.

From the beginning of his treatment of causation, Hume
promises to make clear the idea of the "power" by which one object
produces another (T. 69). So "To begin regularly, we must consider
the idea of causation, and see from what origin it is deriv'd" (T. 74).
But Hume does not make it quite clear how the most direct way of
"understanding perfectly the idea concerning which we reason' might
be to consider what does and does not follow necessarily. Moreover,
what Hume insists upon is that if the concept of causation is to be vali-
dated, we must discover an appropriate variety of vivid experience,
"that primary impression, from which it arises” (T.75). And in
search of this discovery he proceeds to a characteristic experiment.
"Let us therefore cast our eye on any two objects, which we call cause

and effect, and turn them on all sides, in order to find that impression,
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which produces an idea of such prodigious consequence' (T. 75).
However, after a brief survey of various sorts of possibilities
and probabilities, Hume ultimately comes to the question: What is our

idea of necessity (the most important defining characteristic of causation),

when we say that two objects are necessarily connected together? (T. 155,
Here Hume's answer is that, observation having been sufficiently
repeated, upon the appearance of one of the objects or events, the mind
is determined by custom or habit to consider the usual_ attendant of the
other. 'This connexion, therefore, which we feel in the mind,... is the
sentiment or impression from which we form the idea of power or
necessary connexion'" (E. 75 & T. 165).

With regards to causal necessity, Hume is convinced that
"two objects or actions, however related, can never give us any idea
of power, or of a connexion betwixt them. .. " (T. 166), but his
reflection on particular causal inference gives him three conclusions
which help him to answer the question regarding the origin of the idea
of necessary connection. These conclusions are: (1) "This idea arises
from the repetition of their union;... (2) the repetition neither dis-
Covers nor causes any thing in the objects,... " and (3) "the repetition
has an influence only on the mind, by the customary transition it
produces,... " (T. 166).

Now applying Hume's impression-idea theory we can get the

following conclusion regarding the impression of "necessary connexion''.
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(1) Every idea is a copy of its corresponding impression.

(2) We have an idea of necessary connection.

(3) As the idea of necessary connection can not be
derived from any observed quality or relation of
objects, it can not be a copy of an impression of
sensation.

(4) But the idea of necessary connection must have its
origin from some impression.

(5) Now the only available impression is an impression
of reflection.

(6) The impression of reflection is nothing but a "feeling"
attached to the determination of the mind to pass from
one object or event to the idea of its associated attendant.

(7) Therefore, the origin of the idea of necessary connection

must be this mental determination.

v

Epistemological Consideration of the Ontological Issue

We see that Hume finally locates the origin of the idea of
necessary connection in the mind's determination which one may call
the "unexpected origin'. And one may argue that Hume does allow this

extra element of causation, but what this element turns out to be is a



32

. e e 11
feeling of necessity which is subjective in nature. = As Kant comments:

Therefore the notion of a cause is fictitious and

delusive, and, to speak in the mildest way, is an

illusion, only excusable inasmuch as the custom (a

subjective necessity) of perceiving certain things,

or their attributes as often associated in existence

alongwith in succession to one another, is inseisibly

taken for an objective necessity or supposing such a

connexion in the objects themselves, and thus the notion

of a cause has tﬁen acquired surreptitiously and not

legitimately. ..

Hume says that when we ascribe a power or necessary connection to external
objects "this is what we can never observe in them, but must draw the

idea of it from what we feel internally in contemplating them". (T.169).
From this assertion one might feel that we are no more justified in
ascribing necessity to external objects. And Hume's argument seems

to suggest that the term "necessity' is only applicable to a pair of

objects if and only if its corresponding impression accompanies the
occurrence of those objects.

Although the above interpretation, may seem to be consistent
with Hume's position it is not certainly what Hume really intends. The
correct alternative to positing necessity as an occurrence in the mind,
is not to banish it from existence, nor to suspend judgment on the
justifiability of this assumption, but to inquire after the meaning of the
question: What is involved in our claim to know that there is necessary
connection between cause and effect? And Hume in fact does this.; It
should be noted here that in his analysis of causation, Hume is not

mainly concerned with the ontological status of causation, and he has

neither denied nor doubted that some events cause other events, Or even
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that all events are caused. Rather, he analyses what is involved in

the causal relation and criticizes our claim to know, or our ability to

prove by reason that cause and effect are necessarily connected.
The idea of causal necessity which we associate with some

regularities arises from the observation of the agent who can infer with

the natural course of events. But does this mean that necessity exists only
in the mind of the observer and is as such a psychological fiction? Hume
says that the mind's habit of passing from one object t<; another is built

up by experience; it takes time to pronounce the connection necessary.
"The first instance has little or no force: The second makes some
addition to it: The third becomes still more sensible; and 'tis by these
slow steps, that our judgment arrives at a full assurance" (T. 130).: Again
in the Enquiry he writes:

The first time a man saw the communication of
motion by impulse, as by the shock of two billiard
balls, he could not pronounce that the one event
was connected: but only that it was conjoined with
the other. After he has observed several instances
of this nature, he then pronounces them to be
connected. What alteration has happened to give
rise to this new idea of connexion? Nothing but
that he now feels these events to be connected in
his imagination, and can readily foretell the
existence of one from the appearance of the other
(E.75-76 emphasis added).

In the above passage it does not appear that Hume has
construed necessity as an psychological fiction; rather he surprisingly

retains it both in an epistemological and (implicitly) in an ontological

sense. These passages do not indicate that before the mental determination
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is built up the same objects (billiard balls in their collision) were not
necessarily connected. They only qualify our epistemological ground
for making causal inference or future prediction. So this subjectivist

. . L 14 .
or psychological conclusion has an objective ground. But an objective
necessity of causes and a psychological belief in the necessity of causes
are two distinct issues. And it is the latter issue (epistemological) that
Hume reduces to custom or habit. So it is not causation which Hume

: : .15

reduces to custom or habit, but the reasoning based upon it. Thus
Hume writes:

... the operations of nature are independent of

our thought and reasoning, 1 allow it; and according-

ly have observ'd, that objects bear to each other

the relations of contiguity and succession; that like

objects may be observ'd in several instances to

have like relations; and that all this is independent

of, and antecedent to the operations of the under-
standing (T. 168, emphasis added).

His only objection is to our ascribing "a power or necessary connexion
to these objects; this is what we can never observe in them; but must
draw the idea of it from what we feel internally in comprehending them"
(T. 169).

So it is not Hume's intention to make cause illusory or a
psychological fiction. If he would allocate necessity to the category of
psychological fiction, it would therefore be a pseudo-problem which
Hume never intended it to be. Even after ascribing the idea of necessary
connection to the mind, Hume is quite aware of the seeming paradoxical

result of his analysis. This paradox which he calls "the most violent"

lies in the reversal of the generally accepted notion between thought
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and necessary connection. 16 Hume covers this controversial claim
by answering the comiaon-sensical objection:

What! the efficacy of causes lie in the deter-
mination of the mind! As if causes did not

operate entirely independent of the mind, and

wou'd not continue their operation, even tho' there
was no mind existent to contemplate them, or

reason concerning them. Thought may well depend
on causes for its operation, but not causes on thought.
This is to reverse the order of nature, and make that
secondary, which is really primary (T. 167).

The last part of this passage gets its support from Hume's claim that
the idea of necessary connection "depends on the inference, instead of

the inferences depending on the necessary connexion' (T. 88).

\%

Causal Power

In our previous sections we have seen that Hume has neither
denied nor ignored the idea of necessary connection between cause and
effect. And finally to avoid any negative conclusion, he has traced the
origin of this idea to the determination of the mind. But his readers
may not be satisfied with this finding and most of them feel that he has
ignored the aspect of necessity which escapes his constant conjunction
point of view. As Flew comments that "So long as he [Hume] failed
to get entirely clear that the real enemy was a misplacement of a
logical necessity, he was inclined to confuse the actual power and efficacy
which causes do have with the sort of necessitation which he knew that

they could not possess''. 17
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But the significant insight of Hume's treatment of neces-
sary connection which his critics ignore is that "the idea of power or

necessary connexion'' and its equivalent, as he seeks, are not the

paradigm experience but the archetypal impression-idea. He had
always in the mind the logical necessity which he had been overwhelming-
ly concerned to banish.

Hume even disposes of the suggestions made by Locke in
the chapter "Of Power". 18 Hume writes that, "It may_r be said, that
we are every moment conscious of internal power; which we feel,
that, by the simple command of our will, we can move the organs of
our body, or direct the faculties of our mind" (E. 64). Yet he retorts
that a "force", "power', "energy" or 'mecessary connexion' is in
principle unobservable and he calls it a metaphysical notion.

Of course, he admits that according to our common notions, the
concept of "force', "power', "energy' or 'necessary connexion"
are fundamental to the concept of "cause'. We suppose that heat

has a power to boil the water, or if a moving billiard ball collides
with another ball which is at rest, and the second ball begins to
move, we not only say that when the first ball hits the second ball

at a certain angle and velocity, the second ball will always, as a
matrter of fact move off at a certain angle and velocity (constant con-

junction), but we say that the first ball exerts power upon the second ball.
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According to Hume's empirical method of clarifying obscure
ideas by referring to ''the impressions or original sentiments, from
which the ideas are copied" (E. 62), he urges his readers to examine
the impression from which the supposed idea of power is derived (E. 63).
And he declares that "when we look about us towards external objects,
and consider the operation of causes, we are never able, in a single
instance, to discover any power or necessary connexion. .. " (E. 63).
The main point of Hume's objection against power of the Lockean
variety that the conjunction of objects implies a power that connects
them, is put in the following passage:

This influence [influence of volition over the

organs of the body], we may observe, is a fact,

which, like all other natural events, can be known

only by experience, and can never be foreseen

(sic) from any apparent energy or power in the

cause, which connects it with the effect, and

renders the one an infallible consequence of the

other (E. 64-65).

In the Treatise even after granting that the conjunction of certain
particular objects implies the power in those particular objects, Hume
states that there is no manner of necessity that similar objects should
possess similar power. There is no evidence of our experience to show
that those particular objects should retain their power after we had
ceased to observe them (T.90-92). So it seems that Locke's suggested
power is of no use for the enlargement of our knowledge.

Hume's argument is that we have no more experience of

power in ourselves than in objects. He rejects the view that we have
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insight into causal connections through our direct acquaintance with our
own volitions and actions. In the Appendix to the Treatise Hume's argu-
ment runs as follows:

But to convince us how fallacious this reasoning is,

we need only consider, that the will being here

consider'd as a cause, has no more a distinguishable

connexion with its effects, than any material cause

has with its proper effect (T. 632).

The same argument Hume presents in the Enquiry with greater clarity.
[t is supposed that the connection that the resistance ﬁet within bodies
gives a direct experience of force or power. Against this view Hume
replies "This sentiment of an endeavour to overcome resistance has no
known connexion with any event: What follows it, we know by experience;
but could not know it a priori" (E. 67n). We see only sugar and water and
the dissolution of sugar, but nothing else which could be expressed bv
saying that "water made sugar to dissolve (the sense conveyed bv most
transitive verb). Or to take his popular example with the billiard balls:
that the collision is supposed to be the cause of motion of the second ball
or that the motion of the second ball is necessarily connected with the
collision of the first ball.

But Hume's contention is that if we examine the whole
incident we find in it nothing that could support this way of speaking
about power or necessary connection. What we perceive during the
whole course is the motion of the first ball, we also perceive the ensuing

motion of the second ball. "This is the whole that appears to the outward

senses" (E. 63). '"The mind can never possibly find the effect in the
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supposed cause, by the most accurate scrutiny and examination" (E. 29).
This is because the motion of the second ball is quite distinct event
from the motion of the first ball. A causal connection, a necessary
connection between the two (the so called cause, the collision of the
first ball with the second ball, and the effect, the movement of the
second ball), is not given to us however closely we look at the whole
situation.

It becomes clear that we can not discover necessary connection
in objects through direct experience. 19 J. L. Mackie comments that (a)
for Hume, causation in objects, so far as we know, is only regular
suc:cession.20 Mackie derives this conclusion from the following premises:
(b) Necessity is in the mind, not in objects.
(d) Causal knowledge and inference, and the idea of necessary connection,
arise purely from the experience of constant conjunction. 21

But this derivation of (a) from (b) and (d) is not consistent
with Hume's argument. Hume first proves that necessary connection
so far as we observe in objects is nothing but constant conjunction. The
relation between cause and effect is not perceptible. They can not be
logically deduced one from the other. We are no more justified in saying
that because there are effects, every thing must be preceded by a cause,
than we can prove that all men are married by pointing out that every

husband must have a wife. After pointing out that there is no more to

be said on the topic ("I find, I am stop short'), then, in order to avoid
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any negative conclusion that we have no proper idea of necessity, Hume
tries to prove that necessity exists in the mind.
. 22 .

So to derive (a)”” Hume need not take assistance from (b),
rather (b) takes assistance from (a). What Hume argues is that
experience of constant conjunction (what Mackie calls regular succession),
gives rise to the idea of necessary connection but does not reveal it to

o 23 L
be present in objects. Now the puzzle arises: how necessity is
derived from constant conjunction? Here (b) is intended to remove
this puzzle. The following passage follows this progression:

The idea of necessity arises from some i.apression.

There is no impression convey'd by our senses,

which can give rise to that idea. It must, there-

fore, be deriv'd from some internal impression, or

impression of reflexion. There is no internal

impression, which has any relation to the present business,

but that, which custom produces, to pass from an

object to the idea of its usual attendant (T. 165).

As there is no external experience of necessity, Hume proceeds to
explain how experience of constant conjunction develops in the mind a
tendency to pass from one idea or object to another. This searching
for an alternative explanation is entertained only after discarding the
possibility of directly finding necessity in objects.

Now the common misunderstanding that Hume has denied
necessary connection between objects, that such connection does not
exist because it is impossible, is mainly grounded in Hume's assertion

that "necessity is something, that exists in the mind, not in objects;. ..

(T.165). This is further grounded on another statement that ''we can
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never have reason to believe that any object exists, of which we can
not form an idea'" (T.172). The interpretation of these statements
has traditionally been given in the following suppositions:

(1 that Hume holds that perceptions exist; and

(2)  that he holds that only perceptions exist.

These interpretations are mainly grounded on a mistaken
identification of empiricism with sensationalism which is the theory that
the only kind of experiential data which exist are physical sensations.
Pringle Pattison comments that "Empiricism, when it is pure and con-
sistent, reduces itself, infact, necessarily to sensationalism, as we find
in Hume". 24 Now coming to the above suppositions, W. Robinson
rightly states that in the case of Hume (1) is true, and (2) is false,
because Hume does not commit himself to the non-existence of unper ceived
entities.

The main question is whether or not it follows from our not
having any direct experience of a necessary connection between objects
that there is no such connection. There is no denying the fact that
Hume has not explicitly affirmed that there is necessary connection
between objects i. e., between cause and effect. What he has explicitly
affirmed is that such a connection (if any) exists in the mind, not in
objects. This is misleading in the sense as if he is committed to denying
any extra mental causal connection.

There are different lines of interpretations with proper

evidences which are sufficient to show that Hume has not denied
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necessary connection between cause and effect to be impossible on the
ground that it exists only in the mind. What he has denied is a certain
philosophical theory that cause and effect are necessarily (logically)
connected. In the following sections we shall try to show that it is
never Hume's intention to restrict necessity only to the mind. In
deriving this conclusion it would be sufficient to point out what follows
from Hume's argument at face value and what Hume has really tried

to maintain.

Vi

Hume's Logical Distinctness Thesis

Hume's distinctness thesis for particular causal connections
first appears at the beginning of section VI, Part III, Book I of the
Treatise. Here he begins by stating what he wants to deny i.e.,
that "the inference we draw from cause to effect, is...deriv'd merely
from a survey of these particular objects, and from such a penetration
into their essences as may discover the dependence of the one upon the
other" (T. 86). The reason for his denial of this is that, "There is no
object, which implies the existence of any other if we consider these
objects in themselves, and never look beyond the ideas which we form
of them' (T. 86-87). The ideas we form are such that are one and all
logically distinct from one another, and therefore, there can be no self-
contradiction in conjoining any cause with any effect.

This view agrees with an earlier passage where Hume states
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that "whatever objects are different are distinguishable, and that what-
ever objects are distinguishable are separable by the thought and
imagination'" (T. 18). And again, "whatever objects are separable are
also distinguishable, and that whatever objects are distinguishable are
also different'” (T. 18). Or "There is no single phenomenon, even the
most simple, which can be accounted for from the qualities of the
objects as they appear to us... ' (T.69-70). Now if we apply modus
ponens to the distinguishable /separable and separable'/different passages
we can get the following conclusions:
(1) If cause and effect are distinguishable, they are
separable.
Cause and effect are distinguishable
Therefore, they are separable.
(2) 1f cause and effect are separable, they are different.
Cause and effect are separable
Therefore, they are different.
In the Enquiry Hume's logical distinctness thesis comes up
in the following passage:
Let an object be presented to a man of ever so
strong natural reason and abilities; if that object
be entirely new to him, he will not be able, by
the most accurate exmination of its sensible
qualities, to discover any of its causes or effects. ..
No object ever discovers, by the qualities which
appear to the senses, either the causes which

produced it, or the effects which will arise from
it;... " (E. 27).
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Hume rejects any connection among distinct objects or existences on
a further ground in the Enquiry that matters of fact and existence "are
evidently incapable of demonstration. Whatever is may not be. No
negation of a fact can involve a contradiction. The non-existence of
any being. . . is as clear and distinct as an idea of its existence" (E. 164).
In his logical distinctness thesis what Hume is denying
is not the truth of the propositions but only that propositions concerning
observable qualities do not afford by themselves the ba;sis for inferences
concerning matters of fact. Nothing is said about what might be accomplished
with knowledge of possible non-sensible properties. 26 In different places
of the Treatise and Enquiry Hume emphasises the contrast between the
"external properties' of bodies and their real nature. "We can never
pretend to know body otherwise than by those external properties, which
discover themselves to the senses' (T. 64), or '"'we can never penetrate
so far into the essence and construction of bodies, as to perceive the
principle, on which their mutual influence depends' (T. 400). Again in the
Enquiry he states that "'the particular powers, by which all natural
operations are performed, never appear to the senses. .. " (E. 42).
Now if one takes Hume's logical distinctness thesis concern-
ing the relationship between cause and effect for granted, then he can
really claim that Hume actually denies any necessary connection

between cause and effect, that cause and effect must be distinct is

what we learn from Hume. And if this is so then it seems evident



45

that our idea of necessity can not really correspond to the necessity

in material objects or events. But is that the whole story about Hume's
view of causation? Of course, sometimes it seems that Hume wants
nothing more than to say that there is no "'real intelligible' connection
between external objects. But still Hume can not be committed to be a
denial of the possibility and actuality of necessary connection. To say
that necessity has no reality in and among objects seems to deny the
existence of all causation whatsoever. But we have ss;en that Hume has not
pretended to make cause illusory or even to deprive the operation of
nature of their independence.

Our main concern is to insist that from Hume's assertion that
we do not perceive necessary connections between objects, it does not
follow that no such connections exist. In the Treatise Hume says that
"Wherever ideas are adequate representations of objects, the relations,
contradictions and arguments of the ideas are all applicable to the
objects;... " (T. 29). 27 If the above case is so then why not likewise
in the case of cause and effect? Hume never does contend that the
ideas betweern which the necessary connection or causal relation holds
are not adequate representations of objects. What then should we decide
about the reality and intelligibility of the idea of necessary connection?
Now unless one should be inclined to discount a great deal of Hume's
characterization of a relation as "that quality, by which two ideas are
connected together in the imagination" (T. 13), the proposed interpreta-

tion of the relation of cause and effect would not be without viability.
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[f the necessary connection between cause and effect is a relation
(which Hume says it is) and if the ideas it relates are in no way in-
adequate representation of objects (there is no reason why they should
be so0), then we can, by Hume's criterion of reference, apply the idea
of necessary connection to external objects.

There are at least two passages in the Treatise where
Hume clearly states that a clear and distinct idea implies its possible
existence. He says that "whatever can be conceiv'd b—y a clear and

distinct idea necessarily implies the possibility of existence;. .. "

(T. 43), that anything we have an idea of is possible. And "To form

a clear idea of any thing, is an undeniable argument for its possibility,. ..

(T. 89). So logically it implies that either (a) it is possible that there
are necessary connections in objects, or (b) that no proof can exist
for their impossibility. Here the second alternative, in principle,
clearly admits that there are necessary connections in objects even
if we can not discover them through direct experience. 28 This view
is agreeable to Hume's assertion that it is possible for the mind to
carry out the "irregular kind" of reasoning necessary to "discover
a connexion or repugnance betwixt objects, which extends not to
impression;... " (T. 242).

It is evident that Hume supposes that there is an unknown
but necessary connection between cause and effect and that this

unknown cause unites them inseparably. It appears most clearly
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when he says that "We learn the influence of our will from experience
alone. And experience only teaches us how one event constantly fol-
lows another, without instructing us in the secret connexion, which
bind them together, and renders them inseparable" (E. 66). In this
passage Hume clearly states that events are said to be rendered
inseparable by their secret causal connection. This passage discloses
the inner meaning of causation, that the effect is essentially integral
to its cause and it at least suggests that the effect is i-ntrinsically
demonstrable from the cause. Thus full knowledge of the cause, Hume
implies, must include knowledge of the effect as well, even without
any experience of the effect. So our inability to infer effects from
causes without experience is due to no fault in objects themselves,

but is due to our inability to grasp the full nature of these objects.

If the above interpretation is correct then Hume may not have left open
the possibility of necessary connections between objects, but may
actually have entertained the supposition of their existence though
denying that we should know of them. When he denies the possibility
of knowing the connections between cause and effect, he is in fact
referring to logical necessity; that we can not demonstrate the truth

of the causal connections in question.
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VII

Hume's Belief in Nonempirical Causal Maxim

In Book I, Part III, Section III ('Why a cause is always necessary'),
Hume expresses his firm belief in the causal maxim: "whatever begins
to exist, must have a cause of existence' (T. 78), although he rejects
its validity on purely logical or rational ground. In this belief he seems
to mislead his readers, because it seems to be inconéistent with him, as a
consistent empiricist. He expresses the same belief in the Enquiry when
he states that "It is universally allowed that nothing exists without a
cause of its existence... " (E.95). And also in the Treatise that it
is "universally acknowledg'd that in the operations of external bodies. ..
there are not the least traces of indifference or liberty' (T. 399-400,
cf. 403-404). This belief is also manifested in his denial of any chance
(T.125-132). All these suggest that Hume can not be called the
empiricist he claims to be, for they do not follow the strict demand
of experience.

The above non-empirical analysis gets its clear support
from his indignant reply to Professor Stewart: 30

But allow me to tell you that | never asserted so

absurd a proposition as that anything might arise

without a cause, | only maintained, that our

certainty of the Falsehood of that proposition

proceeded neither from Intuition nor demon-

stration, but from another source. That Caesar
existed, that there is such an Island as Sicily;
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for these propositions, 1 affirm, gie have no
demonstrative or intuitive Proof.

Kemp Smith32 takes this reply as telling strongly in favour of a non-
sceptical reading of Hume. But the question is, why did Stewart ascribe
this propasition to Hume? It is evident that Hume explicitly maintains
that something which begins to exist "is so far possible, that it implies
no contradiction nor absurdity' (T. 80), because 'the foregoing propo-
sition is neither intuitively nor demonstrably certain' (T. 79). Hume's
argument is that "as all distinct ideas are separable from each other,
and as the ideas of cause and effect are evidently distinct, 'twill be
easy for us to conceive any object to be non-existent this moment, and
existent the next;... " (T.79).

D.C. StoveS

argues that Hume was committed to denying
the causal principle, that Stewart's reading of the Treatise was the
correct one. The main strength of Stove's argument is that Hume's
adherence to the principle is inconsistent with his inductive scepticism. 34
Stove's claim would be conclusive if we analyse Hume's view in terms
of strict empiricist (sensationalist) framework. But we have seen in
our section V that Hume's view should not be interpreted in that
framework. However, we should accept Hume's affirmations of the
principle as expressing his correct view on the issue. But the question
immediately arises: whether or how, one can hold both that the

causal principle is undeniably true (as Hume expresses in his letter

to Stewart) and that it can be supported neither by intuitive nor by



50

demonstrative argument?

It seems that Hume supports both these views. He wants
to prove that since the ideas of causes or effects are distinct and
separable, there is no logical contradiction nor absurdity in supposing
that any of the objects respectively associated with each of these ideas
are also separable in reality. And it is just to say, from logical
ground, that an uncaused beginning of existence is a logical possibility
for the real world. On the other hand, Hume also ma_intains that all
ontological and epistemological differentiations are reducible, in the
final analysis, to the modes of imagination. If this is so, then why
should we not take his interpretation of necessity as exclusively logical
necessity, thereby, excluding any notion of empirical necessity which
might be attributed to emp rical laws even though they be logically
contingent.

Again, what could Hume mean by "another source”? It
seems evident from his citations "That Caesar existed, that there is
such an Island as Sicily", that he means by another source experience.
If this is so, then the arguments for the causal maxim are not free
from sceptical attack. On the other hand, it seems extremely mis-
leading to claim that experience becomes the source of a maxim. How-
ever, what Hume could mean and what Kemp Smith took him to mean,

is that our experience causes us to believe in the maxim as necessary.

This reading gets support from the same section (section 1) where
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after examining different possible sources of the idea of necessity,
Hume concludes that "the opinion must necessarily arise from obser-
vation and experience' (T. 82). So experience is a causal explanation
for a universal propensity to believe in the causal maxim.

Now coming to the title statement of section Ill, what does
Hume mean by "why a cause is always necessary'? Two explanations
(possible) can be given of this question. 36 He might mean either (a)
there must be a cause for every thing that happens (thé: causal maxim);
or (b) that in each particular case of causality there is some kind of
necessity between the so called cause and effect. These two claims are
logically distinct. Thus one may adhere to the causal maxim and yet
maintain that the causal tie in any particular case is not necessary. On
the other hand, one may believe that a particular causal connection is
necessary without maintaining that every thing that happens is neces-
sary. There is no logical reason why one should not believe in causal
necessity in one sense without believing in it in the other sense.
Bennett suggests that the link between these two beliefs is a "human
one". A person with a "rationalist cast of mind"would assume both
that "why did it happen''? must always have an answer and that these
answers must have more to them than mere brute-fact reality.

Hanfling38

is at one with Bennett in holding that Hume had
a rationalist cast of mind and that his analysis of causation is a curious

mixture of both rationalism and empiricism. But Hume need not have
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a rationalist cast of mind (there is no logical inconsistency in believing
something, being an empiricst, which a rationalist maintains). Rather
Hume would argue that it is a fact of human psychology that we can not but
believe in the causal necessity. And he never does deny such common
sense beliefs about the causal principle. His contention is that our
human nature forces on us and strongly inclines us to believe in the
causal principle. The negative and logical force of his argument is
directed only towards the conclusion that this belief ca.n be rationally
proved, which in the traditional rationalist sense meant that it can be

demonstrated.

VIII

Secret Causal Power

In the Enquiry Hume speaks of "secret powers' or "secret causes”
in his analysis of causation. Of course this notion is not quite absent
in the Treatise where he calls it "unknown cause' (T. 13) or "ultimate
and operating principle" (T. 267), but he maintains the reliance on secret
powers throughout his whole discussion of section 1V ("'Sceptical Doubts
concerning the Operations of the Understanding') in the Enquiry.
His view of secret powers is inconsistent with his argument that unless
or until we bring in the constant conjunction view "the necessary con-

clusion seems to be that we have no idea of connexion or power at all,
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and that these words are absolutely without any meaning,... " (E. 74).
But in talking about secret powers Hume stresses the inaccessibility
to human knowledge of the powers behind the constant conjunction. As
Hume writes:

But as to the causes of these general causes, we

should in vain attempt their discovery; nor shall

we ever be able to satisfy ourselves, by any particu-

lar explication of them. These ultimate springs and

principles are totally shut up from human curiosity

and enquiry. Elasticity, gravity, cohesion of parts,

communication of motion by impulse; these are

probably the ultimate causes and principles which

we shall ever discover in nature;. .. (E. 30).

Even in section VII, of the Enquiry (Of the Idea of Necessary
Connexion), Hume admits power behind constant conjunctions that "the
power or force, which actuates the whole machine, is entirely concealed
from us,... We know, that, in fact, heat is a constant attendant of
flame; but what is the connexion between them, we have no room so
much as to conjecture or imagine" (E. 63-64). In this section Hume
takes his enquiry one step further and considers how it would be if we
could penetrate to these secret powers, ''were the power or energy

of any cause discoverable by the mind, we could foresee the effect,

even without experience;. .. (E. 63, emphasis added).

Now the question is, what does Hume mean by "'secret
causes' or "unknown causes' which he pretends not to explain (T. 13).
(a) It may be that Hume does believe in some kind of hidden absolute

necessity, or (b) he may merely mean causes which have not yet been
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explored. 39 (b) seems to be consistent with Hume's "official™ (constant
conjunction) analysis of causation. But if we accept the second alter -
native, this would make it hard to see why Hume should go on to warn
philosophers against "the interpretative desire’ to look for such causes,

a desire which he says, can only lead him "into obscure and uncertain
speculations' (T. 13). Or again why should he say "when we. .. desire

to know the ultimate and operating principle [unknown causes) as some-
thing, which resides in the external objects, we either-contradict ourselves,
or talk without a meaning" (T. 267).

So it seems evident that by ''secret causes' or "unknown
causes' Hume means causal necessity which obviously does not come
under the scope of constant conjunction. Because "nature has kept us
at a great distance from all her secrets. .. " (E. 32). Hume's contention
is that the actual power or necessary connection is never apparent to
us, and so can not be the same with that constant conjunction which we
actually do apprehend. And the problem is not with these "secret
causal powers" or "ultimate principles' but only with us who claim
to know what is totally shut up from our enquiry. So "We must

certainly allow, that the cohesion of the parts of matter arises from

natural and necessary principles, whatever difficulty we may find in

explaining them. .. " (T. 401, emphasis added).
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IX

Necessity and Liberty

Hume's notion of non-empirical, objective causal necessity comes
out more clearly and satisfactorily in Book I, Part IIl, Sections I and
II of the Treatise and in Section VIII of the Enquiry. In both these
works Hume explicitly maintains that there are necessary connections
in external objects and that they are the same which he applies to human
behavior.

'Tis universally acknowledg'd, that the operations

of external bodies are necessary, and that in the
communication of their motion, in their attraction,
and mutual cohesion, there is not the least traces

of indifference or liberty. Every object is
determin'd by an absolute fate to a certain degree
and direction of its motion,... (T. 399-400, emphasis
added).

In the above passage Hume is clearly saying that causality lives in its
invariability; it is universal. Every cause is linked with its effect
not as a matter of accident but by the fact that we can not separate
them, they are determined by an "absolute fate'. This phrase (Hume
has not made it clear what he actually means by this phrase) obviously
suggests that there is something over and above constant conjunction
in any given case of cause and effect.

The above interpretation gets support from the second clause
of the first definition of "cause" in the Enquiry, where Hume states that

"if the first object | cause] has not been, the second never had
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existed" (E.76). This counter factual expression, such as, "if the
match had not been struck, it would not have ignited", expresses a
relationship of dependency between two objects or events i.e., the
ignition of the match and the match's being struck. Ina causal state-
ment this may be expressed as: 'the ignition was causally determined by
the striking of the match'. So what the second clause of E -definition-
(1) indicates is that there is an actual causal efficacy between two objects - -
an actual existential dependence of the second object u;—)on the first which

40
is not confined to our experience of objects.

Hume proceeds to bring the same notion of necessity to bear
upon the question of human liberty or freedom of the will. And he
holds that "the actions of the mind" are indeed "in this respect on the
same footing with matter” (T. 400). What Hume seems to conclude is
that every human action (no less than every external body) is determined
"by an absolute fate to a certain degree and direction of its motions".
Causation makes no difference whether the effects are physical or
mental (external, natural or mental). '"The same prisoner, when
conducted to the scaffold, foresees his death as certainly from the
constancy and fidelity of his guards as from the operation of the ax or
wheel" (T. 406).

If causation makes no difference with regards to physical
and moral considerations, then how can Hume talk about freedom or

liberty? And it gives rise to one of the most difficult and important
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problems in the whole field of moral philosophy. Many people think
that there is a contradiction between determinism or universal con-
nection between events and moral responsibility, so that if it is legiti-
mate to hold people responsible then we must reject the principle of
determinism. However, whether determinism should be rejected or
not needs clarification and reconsideration in light of Hume's view.

After ascribing "'necessity" in the strong sense to both
external bodies and human actions, Hume falls back upon his "official"
empiricist position and argues that all we can ever know about the
external bodies is their constant conjunction. We can not know more
because ''the ultimate connexions' are not discoverable by man, "that
we can never penetrate so far into the essence and construction of
bodies, as to perceive the principle, on which their mutual influence
depends" (T. 400). We