Hume lecture

· ideas vs. impressions

· our ideas of power, force, necessary connection are all obscure.  What are they?  

· our ideas are all copies of impressions.

· it is therefore necessary to seek out which impressions are the source of our ideas of these concepts.

· nothing re: empirical objects or causal operations can give us the impression of necessary connection.  Billiard ball example.

· when we consider such examples, all we find are contiguity, succession and constant conjunction.

· we can’t see the necessary connection between two billiard balls.  

· but, if we could think it without (in this case, visual) experience, then we should be able to predict the effect without ever having witnessed it.

· but we can’t.  E.g., Adam on the first day.

· “The power or force which actuates the entire machine [of nature] is entirely concealed from us.”

· what about impressions of internal sense – will?

· three arguments for why we don’t know of any necessary connection between the will and our actions:

1. the connection of mind and body is completely mysterious.  We can’t begin to understand how one could affect the other.  In order to answer the question of the necessary connection between will and actions, we would first have to answer the (intractable?) question of the connection of mind and body.

2. We can’t equally control all parts of our bodies, and we don’t know why this is. 

3. In fact, when I will to move my arm, the message is actually conveyed via the spine and nerves to particular muscle fibres.  But, I didn’t will to affect any of these.  So, the thing that I will to affect I only indirectly affect.  The things that I affect (if I do), are things that I did not will to affect.

· if it’s this tough finding necessary connection in the case of our own will, then it must be even more difficult to find it in the case of external things.

· therefore, our idea of necessary connection does not come from any impression of power within ourselves or from any power observable in empirical objects.

· we can never perceive cause in single instances.

· events in causal chains seem conjoined but never connected.

· no causal “singularities.”  We are not entitled to use the word “cause” for a single related pair.

· constant conjunction.

· after observing such constant conjunction, the mind develops the habit, upon seeing C of anticipating E, or, upon seeing E, of assuming C.  

· not reason, but habit, experience.

· this is really important since most of the knowledge we have and use is causal.  (relations of ideas vs. matters of fact)

· some Humean definitions of cause:  (1) “an object, followed by another, and where all the objects similar to the first are followed by objects similar to the second,” (2) “where, if the first object had not been, the second never had existed”, (3) “an object followed by another, and whose appearance alsways conveys the thought to that other.”

· But, most importantly:  constant conjunction
Next class:  read Hume 140-50.

