Treatise 1.3.14
A defence of “the most violent” of “all the paradoxes, which I have had, or shall hereafter have occasion to advance in the course of this treatise”

that we have no idea of any power or efficacy in causes,

in virtue of which they bring about their effects

So that, as far as we are concerned, causes are simply sorts events that regularly happen first.

So what are we talking about when we talk about power or force?

Nothing.  We are using words that do not have any meaning.

But we think they have meaning, and have thought so forever.  How could we have been wrong about this for so long?

When we see causes being regularly followed by effects, we develop a habit to think of one in conjunction with the other.
A consequence of this habit is that the mind comes to experience a feeling of being compelled to form a certain thought.

We confuse this merely subjective sensation of compulsion with a quality of the cause.

We think that simply because we feel compelled to think of the cause and the effect in conjunction with one another …

… that therefore there must be something in the cause that compels the effect to occur.

In fact, we experience no such thing, but only a feeling of compulsion in ourselves.
Because Hume thought that this conclusion is so contrary to accepted views, he went on at some length to defend and reinforce it
A “popular” reason for inferring a power in causes
Stuff changes
If stuff changes there must be some power that produces this change.

So powers must exist.

Problems with this popular reasoning

It does not tell us what powers are or how they bring about change.

(this is not surprising because reasoning is incapable of producing new ideas —

— ideas have to be copied from impressions; that is, derived from experience)

The second premise is not demonstrably true.

We cannot demonstrate that every event must have a cause.
A review of the course of the argument so far
Hume originally supposed that the causal relation consists of 3 other relations:

· contiguity in space

· succession in time

· necessary connection

But he couldn’t find any quality in causes or effects that necessarily connects them with one another.

So he asked a different question:
What makes us infer the existence of a cause from the experience of an effect, or the existence of an effect from the experience of a cause?

Pursuing this question led him to discover a previously unnoticed relation between causes and effects

· constant conjunction
But that relation does not account for necessary connection either

· because of the induction problem

· because there is no good reason for drawing a conclusion from a repeated number of cases that can’t be drawn from just one case
The relation of constant conjunction does, however, account for our disposition to infer causes from effects.
Hence, Hume’s conclusion:

The (supposed) necessary connection depends on the inference

(we think causes and effects are necessarily connected because we feel compelled to infer the one from the other)
Rather than the inference’s depending on the discovery of something in the cause that necessitates the effect, …

… or something in the effect that necessitates the prior existence of the cause.

Further historical considerations

invoked to justify Hume’s position

Though people have always thought that causes necessitate their effects, there has been no agreement on why or how.

In many cases the explanations of the connection have been unintelligible, turning on meaningless words like “substantial form” and “accident”

This has lead many natural philosophers to “occasionalism”

(the view that there are no powers in material things and that all change occurs only through divine agency)
But there is no discoverable necessary connection between acts of will and either mental or physical events.
Treatise 1.3.16
A further argument for Hume’s position:

The “reason” of animals

While many animal activities are to be attributed to instinct, …

… it is undeniable that there are cases where they learn from past experience

(they modify their behaviour in light of what has happened to them in the past)

This is tantamount to causal reasoning.

But we can hardly suppose that animals discern necessary connections and reason on that basis …

… especially if the nature of those connections remains a matter of controversy among philosophers …

… and such justifications as they have offered for the necessity of connections are hard even for intelligent people to understand

This makes it more plausible to suppose that animals are governed by custom and habit.

But from similar effects we ought to infer similar causes.

We are not so different from animals in our bodies or our behaviour.

If animal behaviour is the effect of custom & habit, then by analogy we ought to accept the same of human behaviour.

Treatise 1.3.15

Rules by which to judge whether causal relations obtain
From the definition of the causal relation:

i. Causes and effects must be contiguous in space and time.
ii. Causes must be prior to their effects in time.

iii. Causes and effects must be regularly conjoined (same causes must be regularly followed by same effects and same effects regularly preceded by same causes)

From experience:

iv. This conjunction must be invariable.

(We have discovered that whenever a supposed cause fails to produce its expected effect this is because the suppose cause was complex and we have mistaken concomitant for truly efficacious circumstances.  Repeated experience of this discovery leads us to accept rule iv.)
Consequences of Rule iv:
v. If same effects have different causes, this must be because of some hidden circumstance common to all the apparent causes

vi. If same causes have different effects this must be because of some hidden circumstance present in some cases and absent in others

vii. Concomitant variation in the magnitude of causes and effects means that the effect must be a compound of several effects each following from a corresponding part of a compound cause.

viii. If a cause is not immediately followed by its effect, there must be some hidden circumstance responsible for the fact that the effect occurs when it does.

A further implication:

Hume’s logic of causal inference is deterministic.

Probability is a product of ignorance; we ought to strive to remove the ignorance rather than to rest content with statistical measures of the probability of causes.

(However, this is only brute factually so.  Repeated experience of cases where more exact scrutiny fails to discover the hidden, truly efficacious circumstance ought to lead us to revise our rules.)

A final implication:
The rules of causal reasoning are not intuitively or demonstrably true …

… neither are they justified by experience.

They are instead caused by experience.

(Indeed, caused only by the experience of some of us.)

As it turns out, the same causes of belief that are on one occasion condemned by “philosophers” are on other occasions accepted by them.

Example 1: resemblance

responsible for:

· the false supposition that causes must resemble their effects

· credulity

· indifference to future consequences

but also for:

· belief in historical testimony

· belief in the continued existence of bodies when not perceived

(the reason for this is explained in 1.4.2)
Example 2: general rules

responsible for:

· prejudice

but also for:

· rules by which to judge of causes & effects

Example 3: mental fatigue
responsible for:

· disbelief in conclusions based on long chains of reasoning

but also for:

· belief in the conclusion of any demonstration whatsoever

(the reason for this is explained in 1.4.1)
Upshot:

Such “logic” as Hume has to offer is ultimately inconsistent.

Nonetheless, it is the only logic we in fact have to go by, and the one we in fact rely upon.
