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spm?_!:!tt{ﬂr mind, and the objects of sense arc nothing but sensations combined. blended
“together 1n a concrete nexus. None of these entities — time, space, sense quaﬁti’cs cte. —
can be supposed to exist unperceived, We cannot frame an idea of pure t,ime cxc'lu';fvé of
the Sﬁql:hﬁncehfif;ldeas, nor of pure space exclusive of all external sensations. Pure space
;:;::l:t:n m: ability of the limbs of my body to move in all directions without the least
Thc_ skeptics triumph in natural philosophy. They say we do not know the real esse-
nce, tht? internal qualities and constitution of things. There is something in every drop of
water, in every grain of sand, which it is beyond the power of human understanding to
fathom or comprehend. This complaint is groundless. There is no inward essence of things
whence their discernible qualities flow and whereon they depend. It is also a vain labor to
endeavor to explain appearances or qualities, the production of color and sound, for
example, by the figure, motion, weight, and like qualities of insensible particles. There is
no other agent or efficient cause than spirit; motion, like all other ideas, is perfectly inert.
The great principle in vogue in Berkeley's time was that of attraction. The word,
says Berkeley, docs not mean anything but the effect itself: it does not tell us anything as
to the manner of the actions whereby it'is produced, or the cause, which produces it.
Man}_,r prenounce gravitation universal : to attract and to be attracted by every other body
Is said to be an essential quality inhcrent in all bodies, There is nothing necessary or

essential in gravitational attraction — it depends entirely upon the will of the Governing
Spinif, who causes cerain bodies to cleave together or tend fowards each ofher, according
to various laws. Hence, if is vain o seck for a natural efficient cause distinct from mind

or spirif. The whole creation is the workmanship of a wise and good Agent, and philoso-
phers should concern themselves solely with the final causes of things : they should try to
discover the various ends to which things are adapted, and for which they were originally
contrived. There is no reason why observations and experiments should not be made.
"That they are of use to mankind and enable us to draw general conclusions, is not the
result of any immutable habitudes or relations between things themselves, but only of
God's goodness. and kindness to men in the administration of the world. By a diligent -
observation of phenomena within our view, we may discover the general laws of nature,
and from them deduce the other phenomena; I do not say demonstrate, for all deductions
of that kind depend on the supposition that the Author of Nature always operates ynifor-

mly and in a constant observance of those rules we take for principles : which we cannot
evidently know."? The rules of morality, however, which have a necessary tendency to
premote the well-being of mankind, Berkeley thinks can be demonstrated, and possess
the same immutable, eternal truth as the propositions of geometry.

Arthur A. Collier (1680-1732), a contemporary of Berkeley, in his Clavis Universalis (1713),
making Malcbranche's system his starting point, attempts from the standpoint of rationalism to
prove the non-existence of an external world. Clavis Universalis, ed. by E. Bowman, 1909; G.

Boas, The Major Traditions of European Philasophy, contains a good account of Collier,

52. David Hume
David Home, bom in Edinburgh in 1711, studied law, served as secretary to General St. Clair and

later to Lord Hertford (1763-1766), became librarian to the Faculty of Law in Edinburgh (1752-
1757), and Under-Secretary of State (1767-1769). He wrote his chief work, treatise on Human
Nature, in three books, during his first residence in France (1734-1737), but the work made no
impression upon the publie; it "fell-deadbom from the press,” as Hume says. He afterwards worked
it over, in more popular form, and published three essays corresponding to the three parts of the
original Treatise; but his fame during his lifetime rested upon his achievements as a historian rather
than on his philosophical works, During his second sojourn at Paris, as a member of the English
Embassy, he met Roussean, Diderot, Holbach, Turgot, and d'Alembert, and induced Rousseau to

visit England. He died in 1776.

9. A Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge, sec. 107.
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Among his works are : Treafise UH?H;‘:":'M;); 2. fnguiry Cmr'c'r:;'_rﬂ 33{}1?“!.’}' Cmc;jﬂt_mdm !
Essays, Moral, Political and LfIE’J‘d'T‘.l f Book | f the ﬂgdnse:'}.u’j' 4. Political Dj = Vi

1748 (an cssay dealing with the topie X to Book 111 of the Trea T Gt sa FCoursey
Principles of Morals, 1751 (corresponding Dissertation o1 the Passions SAMeE topi 5,
u?sz-g Four Dissertations, 1757, ineluding o Religion. Posthumous works : My O .

o reoatise) and  Natural Histor) of o Natural Religion, 1779, Suicide
Book Il of the Treatise) 4 : o Concernifig 2 1d
(published by Adam Smith), E'{T""'-meffuzngfand appeared 1754-1762. _

Fumortality of the Soud, 1783 His Hisiory & s 1874, new ed. 190?;_15‘55‘1}’-" and Principle;

Works, ed. by Green and Grose, 4 YOS P00 gl Religion, ed. by N. Kemp Smiy,

- Bigge, 1894; Dialogues Concerty P. Wheelwright, 1935, -
Morals, ed. by Selby-Bigge, : s Pringiples, ed. by :
1935; Treatise, Book I, together with Berkeley nutroduction” 10 Hume's Works (contains criy.

T. Huxley, David Hume, 1879; 1, Ho Gl Jation of the Treatise and the Inquiry, 1904,
cisms of Hume), 1882; W.B. Elkin, Hume : the lgfﬂ rs. Studies in the Eighteenth Century Bag!
C.W. Hendel, ed., Hume ; Selections, 19:2?; Ngs.'th Y?Efe jikifosupﬁy of David Hume, 1941; Cy
ground of Hume's Empiricism, 1930; N. K SORtT, 5. ] Laird, Hume's Philosophy of Humg
Hendel. Studies in the Philosophy of David Humé, 1925; & e Theory of the External W, t
ua!ure.‘ 1931; B.M. Laing, David Hume, 1932; H.H. Price, rﬂumes B’Jndersmna'in 193;r'rd=

T G D ol Bimed Theoy OfLREL AT 08, 95 C.
1940; 1. Gricg, David Hume, : RW. o o Conduct in Hume's Treasise
Maund, Hume's Theory of Knowledge, 1937; R.]r»;;‘é{ydd, oo E
1946; C.R. Mormis, Locke, Berkeley and Hume, . ; :
Hume's Problem — Locke had taught that we have certain knowledge of {:lu]r &i‘{a&
demonstrative knowledge of God and of n.mrtaiity, qlld = s world“a:d 1_“ of
the external world of bodies. Berkeley denied the existence 0 .;zlma cil = LR
ted our knowledge to ideas, relations; and spiritual g]ngs.wfc‘?@ . .F—?H-IPI'
rical theory of the onigin of knowledge and the Berkefzfr_l view that e:..seprerc__;‘z_?;:, and
draws what seeni to him (he logical conclusions. If all we can know are. W impre-
ssions, we have no right to assert the reality either of material or of spiritual substapces.
We find no impressions that justify the assumption of any kind of substance. And we dis-
cover nothing in our experience that justifies our notion of necessary c-?nnectmn or
causation; cause and effect can mean nothing more than a regular succession of ideas.
Metaphysics theology, and natural science cannot yield universal and necessary know-
ledge; the sciences of God, the universe, and the soul are impossible, as rational sciences.
We can know only what we experience, and we can reach only probability in this field.
Hume agrees with Descartes, Hobbes, and Locke in requiring that genuine knowledge
must bg_seiﬂ—_e_gdgnt;__lq!]t he finds no su@_ﬁﬂgjﬁ’lﬂdge Aanywhere ﬂ@gt_'n_lmathematics,
which merely analyzes its own concepts. L7
g° _Humé’s view 15 empirical : our knowledge has its source in experience; it is posi-
tivistic : our knowledge is limited to the world M?xa; it is agnostic : we know
nothing of ultimates, substances, causes, soul, ego, external world, universe; it is huma-
nistic : the human mental world is the only legitimate sphere of science and enquiry.

TS;ience'ofH'uman .h'I:lI].[TE - A]'l scicnce_s, says Hume, have a relation to human naturc.
e sole end of /ogic is to explaintthe principles and operations of our reasoning faculty

and the nature of our ideas; morals and criticism relate to our tastes and sentiments; and |

natural philosophy, and natural religion are products of the B R e of men.

f}fqu%;é);ffn%%u y human nature itself, in order fo find the principles, which regu-
object, action, or Eeﬁi;fsrc%ﬂnmfn.ts’ ;‘;n___‘mlie us praise or blame any particular
? ; Mk » We ask, 15 the source of our distinctions between truth
~falsehood, Vice and vi : ur distinctions between iri
gz_;i fﬁaa ;)-I u, ;;cs;;;;sd;];mt% beauty ar[d deformity? The science of man, or moral phil-
dpmu’st bebaiad b ik 15 the only solid foundation we can give to the other sciences,
an : perience and observation; the "experimental method of reason-

ing” must be introduced into philosophy. Hume attempts this task in his Treatise o1

politics studies men as united in society and dependent on each other. Even mathematics,

Human Nature, of which Book l-‘--r-c-‘?!““f“—ft.]}_‘ﬂii_‘f.fﬂi[l BRIl e i passions 0
e _Of 1he passions,
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: Book I of morals. The same subjects are discuss
Understanding, Dissertation on the Passions, and
Marals.

The most important task is to inquire into the nature of the human understanding, to !

ed in the fnguiry concerning Human
Inguiry concerning the Principles of

analyzc its powers and eapacities, to show that it {s not fitted for the abstruse and remote |
subjects which traditional philosophy has set before it; in other words, we must cultivate
frue metaphysics — the science of the understanding — in order to destroy the false and
~ adulterate kind which atfempts fo penctrate into realms inaccessible to the intellect Even
if we could do no more than offer a "mental geography,” a delineation of the distinct parts
and powers of the mind, there ought 1o be, 1o say the least, as much satisfaction in that as
in studying the system of the planets. But why may we not hope to discover the secret
springs and principles by which the mind is actuated in its operations? May not a Newian
of the mental sciences arise who will discover a umiversal and general principle of the
mind comparable to the law of gravitation in physics?
Origin of Knowledge - The chief problems that oceupy Hume are those of the origin
and nature of knowledge. What is the source of our knowledge; what degree of certainty
does it possess; what are its extent and limitations? What are the meaning and value of
the categories of knowledge, such as substance and causality? Of all these questions the
basic one for Hume is the question of the origin of knowledge. All the materials of our |
thinking are derived from outward and inward impressions. By impressions we mean our| '
more lively perceptions, when we hear or sce or feel or love or hate or desire or will : that

is, all our sensations, passions, and emotions as they make their first appearance in the

soul. All our thoughts or ideas are copizs of such impressions : they are the less lively

perceptions, the faint or feeble perceptions of which we are conscious when we recall or
reflect on any of the sensations or any other Hrpressions just mentioned. Outward impre-
S8I0NS, or sensations, arise in the soul from unknown causes, while the inward impre-{
ssions arc Trequently occasioned by our ideas. For example, we have an impression of '[!
heat or cold, pleasure or pain, of which a copy, or idea, remains. This idca of pleasure or
M pain produces new impressions : desire and aversion, hope and fear, which are impre-
ssions of reflection. These, again, are copied by the memory and imagination. From such
. impressions, all our knowledge is derived. edge results from i -
osing, augmenting, or diminishing the materials furnished us by the senses and expe-
. nence. The mixture and composition of the impressions alone belongs to the mind and
| “will. Analysis shows that every idea which we examine is copied from similar impre-
ssions. Moreover, where there are no impressi. re can be no ideas: a blind man can
ave no notion of color, nor @ déaf man of sound. Henée, we should a ways ask oursclves
in examining the meaning of philosophical terms : From what impression is the supposed
idea derived?
[ Our thoughts or ideas, however, are | qgg:ﬂtir_elg_lgnﬁp.i_md_L]_lu_gr_:nmc_c_tgg, or joined by
{4 chance; they introduce one andther with a certain degree of method and regularity: there
' ig a bond of union between them, one calls up another, A picture naturally leads our thou-
ghts to the original (resemblance), the mention of one room is an apartinent suggests an
adjoining one (contiguity), the thought of a wound calls up the idea of pain (cause and
effect){ This is the phenomenon called association of ideas. The principles or laws of
association are resemblance, contiguity in time and place, and ¢ cause and cffect. Tl;g_:.lg_ﬁts,
in other words, fond 1o call up thoughts of like things, of rtﬁ_f]igs'céqtiguoua in time and
place, and of things related as cause and effect. e e F
|' Relation of Cause and Effect — All our reasonings concerning matters of fact arc based
, _on the relation of cause and effect; that is, we always scek a connection between a present
| fact and another. A man finds a watch in 2 desert 1sland - he concludes Trom the product
to the cause, and infers that men have once been there. On our search for causes and effe-

cts depend our speculations and practice. It is, thercfore, of cardinal importance that we
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- do we arrive at the knowledge of cause and effect, and what iz

study this relation. How : ;
i \?(E.I[d:ily oflsRgulecass M i nfll'rs cwaem:zri reasonings. Adam could

We do not reach a knowledge of this relation by 3_3 D e
not have inferred a priori to experience, from the light t?in o A e
consume him, ;!'1: mind cannot deduce the 4._':ff cet from the supp = gun];owder o
reasoning will enable us to discover @ priori thelexploswzrlit?fb e
magnetic attraction of the loadstone. For the effect 15 totally different om the cause and
can never be discovered in it. We cannot demonsirate that a cerfain ¢

ot ve by reason that
“Certain effect or that it must always have the same effect; we cannot_prove by

bread nourishes and fire warms, as we can a mathematical prop =
= s Sl A T 1on of the one
ssary connection between bread and nourishmient, su@ﬂgmﬁ?ﬁ%%‘h-aﬁr
necessarily implics that'of the nther; if there were, we could, without. nﬁ e
the cffects from the first appearance of these qualities, JE@L@.&‘;‘{E.E@? -':‘;’1 s
concept of a triangle that the sum of its angles is equal to two right anglcs.

thing logically contradictory in assuming that fire will Not Warm nor bread nourish nor
gunpowder explode.

I f Our knowledge of the relation of cause and effect is ba;ed '_orﬂl}is_t?_rvjiqu and
" experience. We observe that objects suceeed one another, that similar objects are cons-
tantly conjoined. that heat follows flame, cold snow, that the motion of one billiard ball is

attained by the movement of the other. Having found, in many instances, that any two
kinds of objects have always been conjoined, we infer that the objects are causally rela-
ted, that one is the cause of the other. That is, we are led to expect upon the appearance of
the onc, the appearance of the other; the mind is led by habit or custom to believe that the
jects in question are connected, that they will always go together, After the cons-
tant conjunction of two objects, such as heat and flame, weight and solidity, we are deter-
mined by custom to expect the one from the appearance of the other, Our experience of
{ the constant cenjunction of objects, in other words, produces a belief in their connection.
R | “This belief is an operation of the mind, a species of natural instinct, as unavoidable as
i feeling the passion Of love when we receive benefits. We cannot define belief except as a
_ fecling of which éveryone knows the meaning, because cvery man is conscious of it. In
| the Treatrse Hume is still uncertain as to psychology of belief : he connects it with the
” imagination; buf the malfér remains obseure and unsatisfactory-to him. Nature, apparen-
tly, has not entrusted fo the fallible deductions of rcasoning the operation of the mind by
which we infer like effects from like causes and vice versa, but has secured it by an
| A instinctive or mechanical tendency, _ _
b A cause may, accordingly, be defined as an object followed by another, and whose
o aWu_nlv?ys—the thought of that Iother. This definition, however, does not satisfy
_ ‘Some metaphysicians. For them a cause is something productive of another thing; there is
i something in the cause by which it is enabled to produce the effect, a secret power, force,
or energy. There 1s a tie that binds the cause to the effect, a necessary connection between
_ cause and_ effect, such lthat if we knew the power, we could foresee the effect even with-
out expericnce, and might, on the very first occasion, pronounce with certainty concern-
g it, merely by dint of thought and reasoning. If this were true, we could deduce the
effect from the cause; a knowledge of the canse would necessarily carry with it a know-

ledge of the cffect and we should know at once, without any experience, how an object
would act. : ’

: But what do the terms power, force, energy, necessary connection mean, and what
right have we to employ them? To answer this question, we must analyze c;ur idea of
power or necessary connection. We cannot think of any thing which we have not
dently felr either by our external or internal senses. Now what is the impression on which
this idea of power depends, how do we get it? When we Jook at exterpal objects and
consider the operation of causes, we never discover any power or necessary connection,

antece-

osition. There is no nece-_——
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any quality which binds the effect to the cause and renders the one an infallible
conseguence of the other. We only find that the one does actually follow the other. The
impulse of one billiard ball is attended with motion in the sccond : this is all that appears
o the outward senses. From the first appearance of.an object we can never conjecture
what its effieet will be. The force in the universe which actuates the whole machine is
entirely concealed from us. We Kiiow that heal is @ cofstant-attendant upgr flante, but
what thc connection is between them we cannot imagine, Nor do we get the idea of po-
wer from reflection on the operation of our own minds; it is not copied from any internal
impression ot expericnce. But, it may be asked, arc we not every moment conscious of
* internal power, do we not feel that by a simple command of our will we can move the
organs of the body or dircct the faculties of the mind? An act of volition produces motion
in our limbs or gencrates a new ideéa in pur imaginatien, Arc we not acquainted with the
influence of the will in our inner consciousness? Thus we acquire the idea of power or
energy; and we are certain that we ourselves and all other mtelligent beings arc possessed

of power.
Let us examine this view, says Hume. It is true, we | do influence the organs of the

body by volition. Put we are not conscious of the means by which this is effected; we
fiever are, and nes ef can be, directly conscious of the cuergy by which the will does this.
The power is utterly concealed from us here, as in the case of natural events, The motion
of the body follows upon the command of the will. thaf is Il experience tells us; how it is
done is a mystery. Experience does not tell us the secret connection \'.r_hic]:g_bE::Es_.lp_g_egher
the will and its : mﬂ_dﬁmdﬁ—th?m"ﬁﬁé}ﬁ?ﬁblu. Indeed, the entire relation between mind
arﬂj%fmm@a'us; W do fot discern any ifiner connection between the mind as
cause and the body as effect which renders the one an infallible conseguence of the other.
It is equally impossible 1o know how our will controls our thinking, the power by which

thiemind produces ideas. We do i discover any such power; all we know is that the will
commanded an idea and the event followed.

To sum up : We can never discover any power at all, all we see is one cvent follow-
ing another. We cannot obsgrve or conceive the tie that Binds together volition and badily
moyements; we do niot experience the cnergy by which the mind produces its effect. The
same is true a_f_n__aLﬁilfgfpms_._Dhi event follows another; we @@g a fie
belween separate evenis. They are conjoined but never connected. We Teceive no impre-
ssipn of such a tie, or nower, or connection, hence we can have no idea of it. Employed in
this way, these words are devoid of meaning. But they have a meaning when used in their

proper sense : when we say - one object is connected with another, we mean that they have
acquired a connection in our thought. As has been said before, the mind is led by habit,
on the appearance Of one event, to expect its usual attendant and 1o believe that it will
exist. This connection, therefore, which we feel in the mind, this customary transition of

St

the imagination from one {}-EjEr:_t to its usual attendant, is the sentiment or impression

gt =

from which we form the idea of power or niccessary connection.

ik st —r—— e T S L :
‘According to Hume, then, objects are not necessarily conneeted, but the ideas are
connected m our minds By “association. The association is the resalt of repetition, of cus-
tom or habit. Two idcas have gone together so often that when one appears, it suggests
the other. We have here not logical but psychological necessity, and this_psychological
necessity depends On experience. The process is %e ame in animals, in children, and
among the majority of men and p psophers,

~ Another basic concept or category of human thought is that of subsfance. We cannot
forbear looking at colors, sounds, tastes, figures, and other propertics of bodies, a5 €X15-

tences which cannot subsist i

by themselves, hut which require a subject of inhesion to sus-
wn and invisible-which it

tain and support them. The imaginatjon feigns something unknown ¢ visib ich 1
SUPPOSCS 10 continue ihm all variation of g-_.@_l_ity. This unk_:_l__qwujmmr_:lh_igg 18
“the substance; its qualities are called accidents, Many phﬂusopﬁ?rs glso posit occult
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But all these are fictions, they are !,'ke SPF“E";“ in the
Jark. We have no idea of anything but a perception; a substance ls_ﬂlrt!fﬂ%.ﬂ,_lf{‘i'-%ﬁ ;ET_";l'r‘n
oo S o iden of @ subsianced Every qnalty, eIl a distine

e a_perception; thcrf:ft'?lrc w:a“ty e el exElapit mﬂ @cﬂ e
Ty o very other ualy, ut rom that annielligible chimera —substaie
Validity of Knowledge — All our ideas or thoughts, then, are _C_EE_’_’E?hF? %frllp(iri 1§?s,_ai}1l
knowledge is derived from experience. Now let us ask : What is the \Iecd '1) wtl}crd ‘suc

knowledge, what is the nature of its evidence? All the objects of hum}%m?

be divided into two kinds : relations of ideas an@_l_nlii'tﬂic?f__iaﬂs- .tf___jft "%h%ﬁahxf?nl L

At oT é—rﬁmmcw, algebra, and arithimetic, and, in short, every affirmation whi Ic:.

ther intuitively or demonstratively certain. That the square on therh)‘pﬁfﬂﬂl{SE IS Eﬂ.llla_ to

the sum of the squares on the other two sides is a proposition which expresses a relation

between these figures. That three times five is equal to half of thirty _gggg!'es.ges__a_rel-i_t;on
between these numbers. Propositions of this kind are discoverable by the mere opcration
of thought, without dependence on what is existent anywhere in the universe. Even if
there hiad never been a circle or a triangle in nature, tE&e_tru_ﬂ]ﬂ_MMmd
would forever retain their certainty and sclf-evidence.

All evidence of matters of fact which lies beﬂmm_ﬂ,ﬂigfﬁfl@-w_memm}'
is derived from the relation of cause and cffect. Our knowledge of cause and ‘Ff_f_ﬁ_fit_f_df“‘
ved as we saw, from experience; custom leads us to infer that objects Whiﬁhfﬂ[liif{_ﬂ,?,f'_ﬂﬂ'
ce tells us are frequently L{}ﬂjgjr_[;d, will always be so; but custom is an instinct and
instinct may mislead us. Our cvidence of the truth of matters of facts is not comparable to
the evidence we have in mathematics. The contrary of every matter of fact is still possible,
for its occurrence would involve no contradiction. That the sun will not rise tomorrow is
no less intelligible a proposition, and implies no more contradiction than that it will rise.
Here we are dealing not with certain, self-evident knowledge, but with probability.——

substances we have no idea whatever, and they bave no place in knowledge. But,
it may be asked, why trust imagination in the case of causes and not in the case of substa-

qualitics and substantial forms.

irresistible, and universal, such as is the customary transition from causes to effects. and
opomre e ; —— e v
_the principles which are changeable, weak, and irregular, such as substance, substantial

, ~nce? Hume's answer is that we must distinguish between principles which are permanent,

- forms, accidents, occult gualities. The former arc tie foundation of all our thought and

action, so that, in_their absence, human nature would inevitably perish and go to ruin. The
latter arc neither unavoidable for mankind nor necessary and useful in the conduct of life.

_— Thus we have no absolute, self-evident or certain kn_mil_?l:lg_gpf' matters of facts; our

1 e . poer e TR = e e
" knowledg¢ never reaches absolute cerfainty. We base our conclusions on experience, we

believe the future will'be like The past, but we have no absolute assurance that things will

not change. Life, however, would be impossible unless we acted on the belief that nature

is regular and uniform; no practical good can come of our skepticism; practice is the best

cure for all skeptical reflections. T

Knowledge of the External World — The testimony of the senses alone is not to be
_trusted implicitly, we must correct their ciidence by reason. We trust our senses by a
natural instinct and accept an external universe without 'réasbn{ng, almost before the use
of reason. We assume it to exist even if every sensible creature were annihilated. The
slightest philosophical reflection, however, suffices to destroy the instinctive opinion of
all men. Nothing can be present to the mind but an image or perception. We cannot prove
that perceptions are caused by external objects entirely different from them  though per-
haps resembling them in some way. Experience is silent here, for we have before the
mind only perceptions. We observe a relation of cause d effect between two percep-

tions, but we can never obscrve it between perceptions and objects; hence we cannot pro-

ceed by causal inference from perception to objects. If we deprive matter of primary as
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