Principal operations of “the understanding”
· perception

(The occurrence of impressions)

· intuition

(Noting relations between ideas)
Only some relations can be intuited.

(Resemblance, degrees of quality & quantity, contrariety)

This is because only these relations “depend entirely on the ideas, which we compare together”

Other relations can change even when the ideas remain the same.

(contiguity, identity, cause & effect)

So they can only be perceived or inferred.
· reasoning

(Inferring one idea from another idea or impression)
· demonstration

· reasoning concerning “matters of fact” and “real existence”
Demonstration
Drawing inferences by means of a chain of intuitions.

e.g.: 1+4=5


4=22​​

1+22=5


5≤6


1+22≤6

Because demonstration depends on intuition, 

only relations of resemblance, degrees of quality & quantity, & contrariety

are in principle demonstrable.

In fact, however,
all relations of resemblance, degrees of quality, & contrariety are intuitable.

So no demonstration is called for in these cases.
Demonstration, cont.’d
It is therefore only degrees of quality that are matters for demonstration.

(Hence, only the sciences of mathematics and geometry are demonstrable).

A further restriction on demonstration
Intuition and demonstration yield certainty

and so produce knowledge.

(Reasoning concerning matters of fact, in contrast, is not certain, and so only produces belief.)

But geometry is not entirely certain.

(This is because, as shown in 1.2.4, it does not depend entirely on intuition, but requires perception of the quantities it considers in order to ascertain equality of lengths, straightness of lines, and flatness of planes.)

(And we have discovered that those perceptions are corrigible and hence not perfectly certain.)
So only arithmetic yields demonstrative knowledge.

Nonetheless, insofar as geometrical conclusions depend on perceptions of inequality that are very obvious, they can put us in a position to demonstrate and rely upon conclusions that are not obvious to perception

e.g., that the internal angles of a chiliagon are equal to 1996 right angles.

Probability

To repeat:

Intuition and demonstration yield certainty, and so produce knowledge.

Reasoning concerning matters of fact, in contrast, is not certain, and so only produces belief.

A passage from Hume’s “Abstract”

(your text, p. 408)

     “The celebrated Monsieur Leibniz has observed it to be a defet in the common systems of logic, that they are very copious when they explain the operations of the understanding in the forming of demonstrations, but are too concise when they treat of probabilities, and those other measures of evidence on which life and action entirely depend, and which are our guides even in most of our philosophical speculations.  In this censure, he comprehends The Essay concerning Human Understanding, Le Recherche de la verité, and L’Art de penser.  The author of the Treatise of Human Nature seems to have been sensible of this defect in these philosophers, and has endeavoured, as much as he can, to supply it.”

Reasoning concerning matters of fact

Only impressions (perception) gives us any assurance of real existence.

So the only way we can reason about real existence

is by starting off with impressions

and then proceeding to ideas connected with them by some relation.

(If we start off with ideas and proceed to other ideas, our reasoning is fanciful and not grounded in real existence.)

(If we start off with either impressions or ideas we can’t reason to further impressions, since impressions cannot be produced by the imagination as a consequence of reasoning, but must be given in perception.)

Treatise 1.3.2
There remain three relations that appear to concern matters of fact and real existence.

· contiguity in space & time

· identity

· cause & effect

However, Hume immediately dismissed two of them as bases for probabilistic reasoning.

He thought that relations of contiguity and identity can only be perceived, …

… not used as a basis for inferring an idea from something that has been perceived.
(Or that if they are used as bases for inference it is as a consequence of reliance on some tacit causal supposition.)
This may have been a mistake
It turns out that, for Hume, causality is nothing other than constant conjunction in time.

So causal reasoning involves reasoning from the perception of one thing to the existence of others that have regularly preceded or followed it in the past.

By parity of example, constant conjunction in space ought to serve as a basis for a kind of geographical reasoning from the perception of one thing to the existence of others that have been regularly placed next to it in the past.
For better or worse, Hume took all reasoning about what exists to be causal reasoning.

Hume’s question
What leads us to consider one thing to be a cause from which the existence of something else can be deduced as its effect?

It cannot be any known quality of any object.

e.g., colour, motion, solidity

(Because any quality we pick is a quality that need not be had by some objects that we consider causes.)

What about the quality, “power?”
Ans.:  But what are we talking about when we ascribe a power to an object?  Aren’t we just saying that it is able to cause something to happen?  And isn’t the question at hand precisely what it means to say that something is a cause?

If “cause” is not a quality of an object, might it be a relation between objects?
In most cases, causes are contiguous to their effects in space.

(there are a few cases involving passions and other aspatial impressions that are exceptions; otherwise the rule holds)

They also immediately precede their effects in time.

But not everything that immediately precedes an event at a contiguous location is the cause of that event.

(e.g., the whistle blows and the racer starts moving)

We also think that there must be something in the cause that makes the effect come about

(some sort of necessitating connection)

But what would such a thing be?
Not any known quality of the objects.

Not any obvious relation between the objects.
In the absence of an obvious answer, consider some other cases where ascribe necessity to causes.
· necessity of a cause for any given event

· necessity that a particular cause have just this particular effect (and no other)

Treatise 1.3.3

A modest claim:

The belief that every event must have some cause is not intuitively or demonstratively true.
A more radical claim:

The belief that every event must have some cause is false.
Hume only argued for the modest claim.

(Allowing for the possibility that the belief may have some other basis.)
But he has been mistakenly read as wanting to make the more radical claim.

Hume’s principal argument for the modest claim

All distinct perceptions are separable.

The perception of a cause is distinct from the perception of its effect.

So the two are separable.

So it is possible for the one to exist without the other.

So there is no contradiction in the one existing without the other.

So we cannot intuit or demonstrate that the two must always go together.

(because that would require intuiting or demonstrating the impossibility of their separation)

A secondary argument for the modest claim
All intuitions and demonstrations are based on the relations of resemblance, degrees of quality & quantity and contrariety.

But a cause need not stand in any of these particular relations to its effect.

(It can resemble or not resemble the effect, be bigger or smaller, brighter or darker, etc.)
So there is no avenue for demonstrating the necessity of the existence of a cause for any given event.

A number of philosophers have nonetheless attempted to demonstrate the necessity of a cause for every event.

Treatise 1.3.3 concludes by examining some of the more famous demonstrations and showing that they are all question-begging (tacitly presupposing a cause must be necessary)
A consequence of Hume’s argument
Since we do accept that every event must have a cause …

… and since this principle is not known by intuition or demonstration

… it must be believed on the basis of experience (perception or inference from perception)

But what experience could produce that belief?

(we can already see a problem: all inference from perception is supposed to be based on the causal relation

— how could inference from perception produce a belief in the necessity of a cause for every event if you need to rely on the belief that events necessarily have causes in order to draw in ferences from perception?)
Given this problem, Hume decided to turn instead to the 2nd question.

Treatise 1.3.4-1.3.8

What makes us believe, of a particular cause, that it must necessarily have a particular effect, 

or of a particular effect, that it must necessarily have had a particular cause?

In all cases where we come to believe that a particular effect must exist,

we reason from a lively perception of a cause

(an impression or memory)
Likewise, in all cause where we come to believe that a particular cause exist,

we reason from a lively perception of an effect
So, causal reasoning is of a “mix’d or heterogeneous nature”

in the sense that goes from a lively perception (an impression or memory)

to a faint one (an idea of the effect or the cause of the lively perception)

3 things to consider

in explaining causal reasoning

· the nature of the original vivacious perceptions (1.3.5)
· the relation between them an the idea inferred from them (1.3.6)
· the nature of the idea (1.3.7)
Treatise 1.3.5
Belief or assent always attends lively perceptions

(cf. Treatise 1.3.9.3 — we consider our lively perceptions to form a “system of reality”)

(bare ideas are not considered to be part of that system)

The belief or assent that attends lively perceptions just is the vivacity of those perceptions
(to believe just is to have a lively perception)
