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INTRODUCTICN

David Hume is one of the outstanding figures
among the empiricists,. and as far as the modern phillosophy
ls concerned,. his doctrines are among the most influencial
elements on:the western civilization., One of his doctirines
1s his identification the doctrine of freedom with the doc-
trine of necessity.. So0,. in the present thesis an attempt
will be made to expose his-doctrine of freedom and its re-
lation to morality and religion, andm see how this doctrine
is & logical outcome of his empiriciém. But, in order to
deal with Hume's doctrine of necessity and its relation to
morality and religion, we must have a clear notion of his
theory of causation, because 1t affects directly his views
on freedom,.Moreover, Causatlion in the Humean sense has its
roots In his theory of knowledge,. and hils empirical outlook,.
Therefore, in this study I confined myself to Hume's philo--
sophical work, because I found that his othe works were not.
directly relevant to this research. I studied almost all
the literature written about Hume concerning freedom and
causality, and 21l the books which are available in the
libraries, and which directly or indirectly touch upon this
present subject.

The thesis 1ls divided into four chapters: The .
first: one deals with Hume's epistimological outlook and his

empiricism along with his doctrine of impressions and ideas.
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INTRCDUCTION 3

In this chapter I tried to trace the roots of causality,
and how Hume came to the idea that the relation of cause afid
effect 1s a mental or psychological relation, and it is no--
thing but the effect:  of hablit or custom on the imagination.
Habit produces: a propensity in the mind to infer the one up-
on the appearance of the other due to the constant conjuncit-
ion of objects,.and their habitual successicn. That is to
say,. that the mind by necessity make the 1inference.. The
second chapte;"deals with the doctrine of necessity which
was the outcéﬁe of his causal theory, and I tried to show
how such a doctrine leads to determinism.. Yet, Hume tried
to 1dentify.the doctrine of freedom with his docirine of
necessity.. The third chapter deals with Hume's zeal to
introduce his doctrine of necessity(which is at the same
time the doctrine of freedom in the Humean sense) to be
applied in the order of religion and morality, and I ex-
plained how Hume attacks the doctrine of freedom according
to the christian notion, and destroys 1lts foundations ac-
cusing it as inadequate to fulfil the religlous and moral
purpose. The fourth chepter is a kind of a general evaluat-
lon of Hume's doctrine of freedom and causality, and to a
certain extent a very ovreif criticism of these doctrines
under. the light of our christiasn notion of man, and his

purpose on earth and his final cause.
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CHAPTER I
HUME'S THECRY OF XKNOWLEDGE-EMPIRICISH
A, HUME'S EPISTINOLCGICAL AFPFROACH

One of the major problems which Hume discusses at.
the opening of the Enguirey is- the problem of metaphysics.
Because,, it is an aépect of the many aspects of philosophy;:
but it differs from the other by being profound and deep,
and,, he says%that not everyoody 1is interestéd in an easy
philosophy, there are some who want to speculate and enjoy

the profound thinking. There is nothing wrong with that,

but metaphysics is a very delicate matter, and it should be

handled with-care im order. to obtaln the best possible re-
sult,, he says::

"Wlere the generality of mankind contented to
prefer the easy philosophy to the abstract and
profound,. without throwing any blame or contempt
on-the latter, it might not be lmproper, perhaps,
to comply: with this general opinion, and allow
everyman.to enjoy,.without opposition,, his own.
taste and sentiment, but as the matter is often:
carried farther, even to the absolute rejecting
of all profound reasonings, or:-what is commonly.
called metaphysics, we shall now proceed to con=--
sider what can reasonably be pleaded in.their

behalf., (1),

Tﬁerefore, it can be noticed that: Hume admits
that'metaphysics~is something profound, and before it 1s

rejected it must be studied carefully, and he tells us that

(1) Enouiry;, G..& G.,. Vol.. IV, P. 6.
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HUFE'S EPISTIMCLOGICAL AFFROACH 6

he 1is going to do that. At the first moment you think that
Hume 1is all for metaphysics, and he does not want to see it
rejected. But, unfortunately, he does not go far, before
he rejects it himself., His reason was that metaphysics is
not only profound, but it is too deep to the extent that it
is unattainable., At this point, I think that Hume reaches
the climax of his epistimological difficulty, because, he
refuses to adm¢t the full capacity of the intellect, and he
does not trust it as being able to attain any metaphysical
truth. And he thought that, the main problem is not only
ok oot Monng
that metaphysics 1s something incomprehensible, butxou% in-
capability in conmgrehending what 1s beyond our reach. So,
his purpose was, to analyze human understending, and, show
thet it is not it for metaphysical notlons:
"The only method of freeing learning, at once,
from these avstruse cuestions, 1is to enguire
seriously into the nature of human understanding,
and show from an exact analysis of 1ts powers and
cepeacity, that 1t is by no means fitted for such
remote and abstruse subjects. %e must submit to
this fetigue, in order to live at ease ever cfter."(2)
Therefore, to live happily is not to carry things
beyond your capacity, and metaphysics is something too heevy
for us and the only solution is to get rid of it by some

means, and the means is to destroy or overthrow 1t resson-

gbly. According to Hume:

(2) Enguiry, ¢. & G., Vol. IV, P. 9.

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA .. SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
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HUME'S EPISTIHCLCGICLL APPROACH T

"icecurate and Jjust reasoning 1t the only catholic
remedy, fitted for all persons and &ll dispositions;
and 1s-alone able to subvert that abstruse philo=-
gopny -and metaphysical Jargoen, which belng mixed

up with popular superstition, renders it in a man-
ner impenetrable to cafeless reasoners,.and glives

it the air of sciénce and wisdom."(3)

Hume wanted to explore the Humén naeture by & new
method of science.. So, he needed a principle to be the
foundation of that sclence.. The principle which he thought
of was experience::

"And, as .the science of mag is the only 'solid

foundation for the other sciences, so, the only

solid foundation we can gilve to thls sclence

itself must be laid on experience and observation.!(4)

So,.we can see that .experience to Hume is some-

thing like a key to the science of man,, because, he thinks
that if he can have a2 clear insight into man, then, he wlll
be z2ble to solve all the questidns that are of any slgn-
ificance::

"There is no question of importance, whose

decision is not comprised in-the science of man;

and thereis none, which can be decided with any.

certaintg,:before we become acquainted with that

(

science."(5)

The question which comes to mind now is,. why ex--

rerience?. And what kind of experience Hume means? The

{3) Enqguiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, P. O..
(4) Treatise, G. & G., Vol..I, F. 307-308.

(5) 1Ibid.

Bt
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HUME'S EPISTIMOLOGICAL AFYPROACH 8

"why" is concerned,

answer is very obvious, as far as the
because Hume believed that all the reasonings that we nave,

or we can have about the matter of fact are derived irom

the relation of cczuse and eflTect, and this relation is
Tfounded on cxperience. He says that if we were asked

concerning this relation, "ihat is the foundation of all our
&

reasonings and conclugions concerning that relation?it may

be replied in one word, experience.” (6) But, the whatness
of that experience, he says, is very difficult to determine,
and many phllosophcers attempted to explain 1t, &nd they did
not succeed in thelr attempt. As far as hils explanation of
it is concerned, he says:

"For to me it secems evident, that the essence of the
mind being equally unknown to us with that of externzl
bodies, it must be equally impossible to form any
notion of its powers and gualitles otherwise than
from careful and exact experiments, and the obser-
vation of those particular effects, which result
“pom its dirferent circumstances and situations.”(7)

Therefore, as it appears from the guotation that
the experience which he means is sense experience, based on
the observatlion of things. And he asserts, that the actions
of "infants" or "brute beasts" confirm, the iaea of
experience and not reasonings. Beceuse, their actions are

not based on reasoning or any intellectual operation, but

(6) Enquiry, @.& @., Vol. IV, F. 28.

(7) Treatise, G. & G., Vol., I, P. 308
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HUME'S EPISTIMOLOGICAL APFPROACH S

merely on experience:
"It is certain that the most ignorant and stupid

reasanits - nay infants, nay even orute beasts -
improve by experience, and learn the gqualities

of natural objects, by observing the effects
which result from them. ¥hen a child has felt
"the sensation of pain from touching the flame of
a cendle, he will be careful not to put his hand
near any candle, but will expect a similer effect
from a cause which is similar in its sensible
qualitiss and appearance.'" (8)

Zut, he dlscovered that the lack is this:
though men knows that only experience can be the true
vrinciple, yei, "we seldom regulaté ourselves by it." (9)
Thet is why Hume does not forget from time to time to

reminé us of thst, and In 2 kind of advertisement to his

system, he uses his didactic method by personifying nature

snd letting her decry abstruse thoughts and deep thinking.
He imagined nature sayling:

"Indulge your passion For scisnce, says she, but let
your sclence be human, and such as may have & dirsct
rexverence to action &nd soclety. Abstruse thoughts
and profouné researches I pronibit, and will Severely
punish, by the pensive nmelancholy which they introduce,
by the endless uncerizinty in which they involve you,
and by the cold reception which your pretended
ddgcoveries chall meet with, vhen communicated. Be

a philosopher; but, amidst &1l your philosophy, be
still a man.'" (10)

(8) Enouiry, *. & G., vVol. IV, P. 34,
(9) Treatise, . & G.3 Vol. I, P. 412.

(10) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, P. 6,

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA .. SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
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PLRCEFTION 10

The phllosopher stays & man as long as he does
not engage himself in desp speculatlons and metaphysical
notions,. |

I am not here going to Jjudge the itruth or falsity
of that assumption, and how Hume conceives the philosophsr,
cut ﬁhere 1s one thing which khew my attention, and that is
that in the Treatise he considers those people who personify

nature as something wrong with them, and such a person-

-

ification 1s week, chlildish, emotional, and anti-phil-

osophicel. But, that is not the main point in his
epistimological approach. The main one is his strong
confidence that the human mind is incapeble of attaining

any metathysical truth.

B. PERCEPTION

4L sclence based on experience hag to stari some-
where, and in order to be consistent Hume starts with per-
ception - experience can lead that far -~ , and reality to
him can be resolved in perceptions; beyondé perceptions ue
cannot experience anything and conseqguently it 1s not worth
talking of it. Then, he tells us what he means by percept-
ions, and thet is the full capacity of the human mind to
knoﬁ the real, and scnse duté is the proto-type of it. At
this time, he starts with the conclusion of hils speculations

which was a sentence to be guocted hundreds and hundreds of

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA .. SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
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PE=C EPTION IT

times by different people and eminent scholars. "all the
perceptions of the human mind resolve themsslves 1into two
distinct kinds, which I shall call impressions and ldeas,"
(11). That much the human mind can know, and that much
reality cen be verified by it. Hume proceeds to explain
the difference between impressions and ideas, and what he
wants to show us is that the specific difference between
them is whvacity and its concomitants, "The difference
betwlixt these consists in the degrees of force and livel-
iness, which they strike uron the mind." (12) Resemblance
pleys an important role in the alstinction between impres-
sions &nd ideas, and Hume wanted to make a clear-cut
distinction between the two, as a matter of fact his idea
of resemblance was not so promising , he was not optimistic
about it, and he tried to avoid the egulvocation, which
results from thet resemblence. So, he defined the terms
and confined them each to its ovn attire. In delining them
Hume tekes the mind to be the common denomination, and the
difrerence between impressions and ideas can be specified
by how hard or softly they strike uyon the mind, those
which strike it hard are called impressions, in his own

S

2

OI‘

(11} Treatise, &. & G., Vol. I, P. 31l.

(12) TIbid.

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA .. SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
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FERCEPTION 12

"Those perceptions which enter with most force and
violence, we mray name impressions; anda, under
this name, I comprehend all our sensations,
passions and emotions, a8 they make thelr Tirst
appearance in the soul." (13)

Then, he defines ideas by relating them to im-
cressions, so that the definition would be exclusive, e.z.,
they exclude each other so that clarity will be attained
and ambiguity will be avoided, he says, "By ideas, I mean
the Tsint imases of these in thinking and reasoning.' (14)
By the word these he means impressions.

This resemblance between impressions and 1ldeas,
"except their degree of force and vivacity." (15) led Hume
to think that there must be 2 kind of connection between

these two. In other woxrds, he was seeking the origin of

that. He noticed that there is & kind of constant conj-

unttion between them, and that, "every simple impression

is attended with a correspondent idea." (16) and vice versa
So, his conclusion was that there must be a kind of in-
fluence, of one upon the other, and if there is such an

influence, which one is the origin of the other? Upon

reflecting on the case ne found out theat the impressions

g., vol. I, B. 311

~~
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(18) Treatise, !

, . 314
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(18) Treatise,
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PERCEPTION i3

are the orizin or rather the causes of the ildeas - since
he thinks of course in terms of the efficient causality -
end his proof was the priority which the impressions have

over the ildeas.

Hume was not satisfied with that distinctilon, he
wanted the distinction to be exclusive and exhaustive, and
this must be established step by step. 50, he further
divides perceptions into simple and complex, e.g., simple
and complex impressions, and simple and complex idees, and
here he wéﬁted to show whether in both cases the impress-
louns are the cauges of the ideas., He defines them in
order to show what he means, He says:

"Simple perceptions, or impressions anc laeas,
are such as admit of no distinction nor aexr
separation. The complex are the contrary to
thefe, ond may be dlstinguished into parts.” (17)

Now measuring what he has at hand, he finds out
that he is in a vosition to meke a "general proposition”,
znd that was, "all our simple idegs in thelr first aprear-
ance, arc derived from simple impressions. "(1l8) From this
zeneral principle he proceeds to show that the complex
impressions and ideas are nothing but a composition of

simple irpressions and ldess consecutively, and conseguentl

(17) Treatise, G & G Vol. I, F. 312.

(18) Trestise, G. & &. Vol. I, P. 314,

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA .. SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
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FPERCAPTION 14

his affirmetion was that the impressions are the causes of

the ideas in their simplicity and complexity successively.
Hume furtner divides perceptions into two dicho-

tomies: First, he diviues impressions into, impressions of

sensations, cnd impressions of reflectlon. Second, he ci-

vides ideas into memorative ideas, and imaginative ideas.
In the first dichotomy we have:

1. Impressions which arise from senses - thefe are
beyond our human reason, and Hume says that the cause of
their first appearance in the soul. is unknown, and we can-
not judse with certzintly what is "their ultimate csouse.”
Because, there are three possibilities; the object, the mind}
and Goa.

"As to those impressions which arise from senses,
their ultimate cause is, in my opinion, perfectly
inexrlicable by human reason, and it will always
be impossible to decide with certaint¥y,whether
they arise immediately from the object, or are
produced by the creative power of the mind, or
are derived from the Author of our being."(19)
Therefore, as far as the impressions cf gensatiocns
is concerned that much we know about them, and thet fer the
humen reason can verify their truth, and beyond that we are
in the domain of probability, and we do not want to involve

ourselves with any speculation and"metephysical jergon"

which 1s contrary to this system which is supposed to be

(19) Treztise, G. & &., Vol., I, F. 385.

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA .. SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
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FPERCEPTION 15

built on a new, differentzand solid foundation of sclence.
2. Imprescsions of reflection - this second type of
impressions according to Hume 1s to a grest extent.the
product of ideas, he says, "the second", and he means the
second kind of impressions, "is derived, in a great measure,
from our jGeas."(20) when Hume says, "in a great measure",
he means that the ideas are not the sole souree 1in producing
the impressions of rellectlion, but they contribute largely
to the production of them. BEecause the whole thing is der-

jved from the impressions of sensatlons, and the narration

is, as he relates 1t:

"This idea of pleasure or pain, when it returns
woon the soul, produces the new impressions of
desire and aversion, hope and fear which may
properly be called impressions of reflection,
because aerived from it. These again are copled
by the memory and imagination, and become ideas;
which, perhaps, in their turn, glve rise to other
impressions and ideas; so that the impressions of
reflection &zre not only antecedent to their
correspondent ideas, but posterior to those of
sensation, and derived from them."(21)

The second dichotomy is of ideas. He divides
ideas into:
a) Iemorative ideas, ana by that he means those
sdezs which are kept by the memory, and he defines the

memory as, "the faculty by which we repeat our lmpressions

~

(20) Treatise, G. & &G. Vol. I, ¥. 317.

(21) Tbid.

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA .. SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES




UNIVERSITE DOTTAWA .. ECOLE DES GRADUES

b
o
i
ke
i
I
k|
H ‘,
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in the first manner.'(22). In other words, he is here harp-
ing again on the "vivacity" of it. He wants to tell us that
the 1idsas of the memory are vivid and forceful, and he goes
on to explein.the function of the memory in handling the
ideas. He says that the primery function of the memory isx
not to keep them only, but to keep them according to thelr
order, and their situation as they originally invade the
memnory.

b) Imaginative ideas - In my estimatlon, and that is
due to my fécent experience in reading Humé's philosophy,
Hume always thought highly of the lmagination, and he used
it in many different aspects and in many different meanings.
Sonetimes he opposes it to reason, and then we have to take

A

it in a very limited sense; at other tlmes he opposes 1t to

most of

(ol

memory, and then it takes on another meanling; an
the time he uses i1t independent and we can take 1t in the
broad anda unrestricted sense. So, here, in order to know
clearly what he means by it I am going to juxtapose it to
the memory and show what Hume means by the imaginative ldeasj
The first difference between the memorative 1ldeas
and the imaginative ideas 1s that while the memory vreserves
its ideas according to their original order and position,

the imegination operates differently with the ideas, 11,

(22) Treatise, G. & G. vol. I, ¥, 317.
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RIS

"transposes and changes them as it pleases.”"(23). But, he
does not consider this as the main difference. There 1s
more to it than thet, in one place he says, "that the diff-
erence between 1t and the imagination lies in its superior
force and vivacity."(24). In another place he says, "When I
oppoée the imegination to the memory, I mean the faculty by
which we form our fainter ideas."(25). Therefore, the
sgcond difference lies in the 11Veliness on the sides of the
memorative laeas, and faintness on the sides of the imegin-

ative ideas,

C. ASSOCIATION Or IDEAS

Examining the lmsglnative ideas, Hume sees now
the imaglination operates regarding the simple 1ldeas and how
it can separate them and then conjoin them in vhatever
menoner it pleases., He concludes that there must be a pro-
blem there, &nd the problem is that (as he sees 1t) whether
there is an associzsting principle which Jjoins the simple
1deas together in order to form the complex lueas? He no-

ticed that there 1s such & thing as complex ideas, and it is

(23) Treatise, G.

e
(a
O‘
'..J
-t
h
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o
G
*

(24) Inid.

(25) Treatise, &. & &., Vol. I, E. 416
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ASSCCIATION COF IDEAS 18

ordinarily composed of simple ideas, But, what is it that

malies the ideas come together? He did not bellieve that they

are loese.

"Were ideas entirely loose and unconnected, chance
alone would join them, and it is impossible the

same simple: 1deas should fall regularly into

complex ones (as they commonly do), without some
bond of union.among them, some assoclating quality,
by which one idea naturally introduces another."(20).

Here then, we see Hume searching for the associat-
ing principle or principles of ideas. ©So, at the beginning
of the Treatise, he just enumerates them, and they are three
in number:

"The qualities, from which this asscciatlon arises,
~and by which the mind is, after this manner,
conveyed from one ldea to another, are three, viz.

resemplance, contisuity in time or place, and cause
and effect."(27)

But as his doctrine developed, and his theory of
knovledge grew, we find him speaking in a different vein.
ifter detecting the weakness of these principles and amend-

ing it as much as possible by his own dexterity, he comes

®

back to the same subject, in the same book obut much later ,
to vrove that he is certain of them, and he 1s positively
sure thet the assoclative principles are three, and the only

three which must e taken into consideration:

(26) Treatise, G. & &., Vol. I, F. 519.

(27) Ibid.

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA .. SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES




UNIVERSITE DDOTTAWA .. ECOLE DES GRADUES

ASS0CIATION OF IDEAS 19

"But though I @llow this weakness in these three
relations, and thils irregularity in the imagination,
yet, I asselgt, that the only general principles
wnich &ssociate ideas, cre resemblance, contiguity,
and causation."(28)

I we look for the socme thing in the Enouiry

soncerning Human Understanding, we find hinm repeating the

same principles, but this time they are coming from the
mouth#of Adifferent man. Here, he does not limit himself
to snow that these are principles of association, but rather

he wents to show his originality in that field. Moreover,

he speaks wiﬁn such a tune as 1f he 1s an authority in phil-
osophy, &nd as a philosopher whoge reputation has been al-
ready established:

"Though it be too obvious to escape observation,

-that different lueas are connected together; I

do not find thaet any philosopher has atiempied to
enumerate or class all the principles of association;

& subject, however, that seems worthy of curiosity.

To me, there appear to be only three principles

of connection among l1ldeas, namely, resemblance,
contiguity in time or place, and cause or efrect."(29).

There are two points in this section to be téken
into consideration. First, he mentions that no philosopher
ur t1ill then had discussed such a thing, conseguently, he is
the rhilosopher who is going to do it. Secqnd, he says, as

far 2s he 1s concerned, here it is the ebjeetive. 4nd as =

vhilosopher here, he does not forget the scientific approach

(28) Treatise, G. & G. Vol. I, F. 393,

(29) nquiry, G. & G.% Vol. IV, P. 18.
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or method, and that is to give concreie proofs to what he
says in order to solidify his statement. He gives three
proof's each one represents one of the three principles;
The Tirst proof for resemblance, the second for contiguity,
end the third for causation, and they are erumerated res-
rectively in this stztement:

"That these principles serve to conanect ideas

willl not, I believe, be much doubted. 4

plcture naturally leads our thoughts to the

orizinal: the mention of one apartument in a

building naturally introduces an inquiry or

discoutrse concernling the others: and if we

think of a wound, we can scarcely forbpbear

reflecting on the pain which follows it."(30C).

-~ Hume insists that among these three relations,
the relastiong of cause and eifect 1s the most extensive
one, "contizuity and resemblance have an effect mucn in-
ferior to czusation."(31)

Because he believed that the idea of metter of
Fact, and our knowledse of it 1s derived solely from the
cause-eflfect relation:
"hen it 1s asked, what is the nature of all our
reasonings concerning matter of Tact? the proper

ansvier seems to be, that they are founded on the
relation of cause ang effect."(32)

And he goes further to say that he is zoing to

(30) Enguiry, ¢. & G.. vVol. IV, P. 18.
(31) Treatise, G. & G. Vol. I, P. 410.

(32) Enquiry, &. & G. ¥ol. IV, P. 28

[

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA .. SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES




UNIVERSITE DOTTAWA .- ECOLE DES GRADUES

SRIC RPN STy P T S U

aeirxae

I e e I R R R L A N A

ASSCCIATION OF IDEAS 21

concentrate on examining causation to the bottom, and that
1s due to 1lts importance in affecting the imagination,
because to him there is no stronger relation that can
rroduce & very strong connection in the fancy than the
relation which ls existed between the cause and the effecty
Contiguity and resemblance keep us in contact with our
senges. Whereas, causation to him is:
"of those *three relations, which derend not upon
the mere ideas, the only one that can be traced
beyond. our sources, and informs us of. exlistences

and objects, which we do not see or feel, is
czusation."(33) '

In addition to that Hume suggests or rather asserts
that everything which exists either "internally" or
"externally" can be considered either a cause or an effect.
in other wofds, beings can be ranked, classified, or
divided into causes &nd effects. 2ul, camses and effects

in the empirical sense.
i- THE ORIGIN OF THx IBEA CF CAUSATION

One of the main problems in the whole system of
the Humean philosophy was the origin of the idea of causat-
ion. Hume wanted to know what was the source of that idea?
Tirst of 2ll he questioned the qualities, and he found out

-

that he had no hope in that, because every quality he did

(33) Treatise, G. & G. Vol. I, B. 377.

TR
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THy ORIGIN OF THE IDEA OF CAUSATION 22

gearch, according to him, was not satisfactory, for there
always were certain oujects which did not have that quality,
yvet, theyfaél under the notion of causation. From this he
concluded that the origin of the idea of causation must be
found among the relations, because to him, as he thought,
cause and effect is a Xind of relation between objects. He
notieed that severy cause and effect 1s contiguous, thersefore
contigulty is a very essential quality of causation. Also
he notieed that the cause is always prior to the effect,
and as a rééult guccegsion must be essential too. 3But,
after turning the problem on all sides, he discovered that
an object.can be prior and contiguous to & certain object,
yet not be considered as its cause. Then the previous two.
were not enough, though they were essentlal, so he started
to look again for another one, and his conclusion was that

"there is 2 nrecessary connection® to be taken into consider-

ation, and this relation is of much greater importance than

-

any of tne other two above mentionedi(34). Here again he

found himself in the same trouble, he wanted to know what
the source of this idea of "necessary connection" 1s? And
from what impressions 1s derived? He was disappcinted,

because, he could not verify that, and so his procedure to

verify it was

(34) Treatise, 4. & G., Vol. I, P. 379.

DT

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA .. SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES




I

UNIVERSITE DOTTAWA .. ECOLE DES GRADUES

THE ORIGIN OF THE IDEA OF CAUSATION 23

"We must therefore proceed like those who, being of
.search of anything that lies concealed from them,

and not finding it in the place they expected, beat
about all the neighbouring fields, without any
certaln view or design, in hopes thelr good fortune
will at 1lmast guide them to what they search for."(35)

There were three neighbouring fields to beat about

in order to reach the source of such notion as Bnecessary

connection."

1. He wanted to xnow whether can such an idea be
attained by intuitive knowledge? So, he discusses the
guestion of:knowledge and how we know things, and the
certainty which we get about them, and from what sources
this certainty arises. According to him:

"A1ll certainty arises from the conparison of ideas,
and from the discovery of such relations as are un-
alterable, so long as the ideas continue the same.
These relations ars regemblances, proportions in
guantity and number, degreeg of anv guality, and
contrariety; none of which are implied in this
proposition, Whatever has a bezinning has also a
cause of distence. That proposition therefore is
not intuitively certain.”(36)

¥oreover, he says tha£ gsome philosophers will say
that the removal of e "cause" is something absurd, because,
the word "effect" is 2 kind of a relative term which implies
a "ezuse", Wnereas, to Hume, as far as the intuitive know-

ledse 1s concerned it 1s as easy tc have the same intuition

from the removal of "cause" as retzining it:

(35) Treatise, & & G, Vol. I, F. 379.

& &, vol. I, F. 380-381.

e

(33) Treatise,
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"If the removal of a cause be intuitively absurd in
.the one case, it must be so in the other; and if
that absurdity be not clear without a proof in

the one case, it will equally require one in the
other. The absurdity then of the one supposition
can never be & proof of theat of the other; since
they are both upon the same footing, and must
stand or fall by the same reasoning."(37)

2. If the idea of "necessary connection" is not an

intuitive one, then he tries to see whether it can be reacheg
through reasoning. 3But, he says that reasoning has nothing

to do with it. Because to him, "2ll our reasoninszs concern-

ing couses and effects are derived from nothing but custom."

(38). Moréo#er, reason concerns itself with the relation
between ideas, but it cannot be the originator of ideas.
And becauée he was searching for the origin of "necessary
connection" and not the relation of it, he concludes that
reason cannot be the source of the idea oi necessary con-
nections

19

First, that reason alone can never give rise to
-any original idea; and, secondly, that reason,

as distinguished from sxperience, can never

make us conclude that a cause or productive
guality is absolutely requisitg to every beginning
of existence."(39)

Therefore, Hume believed that the necessity of a
cause cannot be the function of our cognitive power, and
that we cannot attain it through our reasoning, and the

only source whicn we can rely on in clarifying the problem

(37) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. I, E. 382,
(38) Treatise, G. & &., Vol. I, P. 475,
(39) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. I, F. 452,
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is our "observation and experience," since:

"211 our reasonings concerning existence are .
.dewi¥ed from causation, and as all our
reasonings concerning causation are derived
from the experienced conjunction of* objects,
not from any ressoning or reflection, the
seme experience must give us a notion of
these objects, and must remove all mystery
from our conclusions." (40)

And this leads us éirectly to the third point
which is experience.

5. Experience - And by that Hume means empirical
experience; the "ceuse" wazs defined by him as, "an object

followed by anoiher, aﬁd where all the objiects éimilar to

the first are followed by objects similar to the second."

(41). So, in order to explain what he means by that I aﬁ_
going to show what he means by experience, and here I will
divide experience into two parts, objective experience, and
subjective experience:

a. Objective experience - when Hums says in his def=-
inition of cause, "an object followed by another" he is in
fact denying the objectivity of cause and effect. He uses
the word "follow" instead of produce or inflluence, and this
indicates'explicitly that there is no real connection among
objects, but the connection is made among the ideas in the

minds

{40) Treatise, G & G., Vol. I, . 466.
(41) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, P. 63.
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"When we look about us towards external objects, ana

~consider the operation of causes, we are never able,
in & single instance, to discover any powver or
necessary connection; any guality, which binds the
effect to the cause, and renders the one an in-
Tallible consequence of the other. e only Ting,
that the-one does actually, in fact, follow the
other. The impulse of one billiard ball is
attended with motion in the second. This is the
whole that appears to the outward senses. The

mind feels nec sentiment or inward impression

Trom this succession of objects."(42)

b. Bubjective experience - That is wnat Hume means
by experience when he says that the necessity of aceuse and
its relation can be detected by experience. As a matter of
Tact, in this experience he found what he has been Jooking
Tor. He found out that the idea of "necessary connection"
is something subjective and in the mind, and he denies the
existence of real connection among objscts as cause and
effects

"Our judsment concerning causes and effects are
-derived from habit and experience; and when we
have been accustomed to see one object united
to another, our imagination passes from the
Tirst to the second by & natural transition,
which precedes reflection, and which cennot be
prevented by it." (43)

That's all we know about Ceuses and effects, we
always saw objects conjoined in the past, and their constant

appearance produced suchzxa habit in our mind to #Bfer the

second every time we see the first, and sc, wnen we consider

(42) Enquiry, G. & &., Vol. IV, F. 52.

(43) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. I, F. 443,
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any connectlion among objects, we Jjust transfer our own state
of ming through resemblance to the outside things, and we
aprly the same internal hebituation to them. Conseguently,
only through this experience and observation we can infer
any cause or effect, and the existence of the one from the
appearance of the other, Basing his views on the zbove
mentlioned argumenss, hume inforus us that the understanding
is impossible to perceive any real connection among objects,
and that,"fhe union of cause and effect, when strictly
examined, resolves itself into & customery association of

ideas."(44)

Ii- VALUE OFr CAUSAL IKFERENCE

I have just finished discussing experience and the
role it plays regarding the relation between cause and
effect. If we recell the zrgument we will notice that it is
impossible to infer any cause or effect without "observation
and experience"; and by experience only such inference
occurs, €.s., from'the "flame' we infer "heat", we recall in
our mind their previous"constant conjunction", and so, we
czll the first cause and the second effect. The whole argu-

ment comes to this, "the inference is nothing but the effect

(44) Treatise, G. & G., VOL.I, F. 540,
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of custom on the imagination."(45)., Such rezsonings

bring the Humean causal theory into the domain of prob-

ability:

"Cur resson must be considered as a kind of cause,
of which truth is the natural effect; but such a
one as, by the irruptlon of other causes, and by
the inconstancy of our mental powers, may
Trequently be prevented. By this means all
rnowledge degenerates into probability; and this
rrobabllity is greater or less, according to our
experience of the veracity or deceitfulness of
our understanding, and according to the gsimplicity
or intricacy of the question.'(46)

-%In other words, Hume ﬁants to ﬁell us that
2ll our knowledse comes from experience; experience
cannot make us aware of the functions of objects. All
experience can co 1s to determine the mind the way that
we regard objects. But, &s far as the objects are con-
cerned, we cannct have any resl knowledge about their
operations, all we know about them is probable and con-
sequently, we believe that they behave this way or that
way. This bellef is not in any way a kind of knowledge
according to Hume, but it is rather the effect of our
vivid perceptioné on the mind, they constitute in the
mind such a thing as belilef. I think N.X. Smith dspicts

Hume's views on this very accurately, he says according

to Hume:

(45) Trestise, G. & G., VCL. II, P. 186-187.

(46) Treatise, &. & G., VCL. I, F. 472.
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"Belief takes charge at the point where knowledge
ceases; 1t is not in any degree an extension of
knowledge; it 1s a substitute for it, with virtues
and limitations appropriate to the functions which,
in the economy of our human nature, it is required

o l.f:n-‘ H(4 )
to fulfil, T

1lil- CONSEQUENCES

As we have seen above that the "causal inference
has its objective reality in the mind only; but regarding
cbjects we do.not know. Frobably it has, and that is why
we pbelieve that the "camsal inference" exists among objects.
Eut, from the point of view of knowledge we can admit its
exlstence only in the mind, and we cannot move from the mind
to the object without leaving the domain of knbwledge and
migrating to the realm of probability .end belief.

According to this theory, then, the nscessary
connection between cause and effect is a kind of mental
or psychologicel reletion;

"upon the whole, necessity is something that
.exlists in the mind, not in objectds; nor is it
possible for us ever to form the most distant
idea of it, considered as a guality in bodies.
Elther vwe have no idea of necessity, or neces-
8ity is nothing but that determination of the
thought to pass from causes to effects, and

from effects to causes, zccording to their
experienced union."(485

(47) N.X. SMITH, THE PHILOSQOPHY OF DAVID HUME,
reprinted 1949, London, MacMillan and Co., Ltd., 1949, P.Z400

(48) Treatise, G. & G., VOL. I, P. 460.
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Therefore, causality is no more that double-entry]
-system, e.g., (it exists in the mind as well as in the
real order); and so, we have a2t hand one type of causation.

S0, 1T we analyze causplity according to Hunme,
the logical conclusion is that, the relation of cause and
effect 1s nothing but the effect of the "custom" or "hsbit!
on the mind. The "constant conjunction"iof objects
produces a habit in the mind to infer the second on the

appearance of the first; it produces a "propensity" in the

ct

mind to infer, and it necessitates the mind to do the

because, 1t cannot do otherwise. So, the mind by necessity

infers the cause or the effect, because it has nox alter-
native. Consequently, causation degenerates itself into

one particular type of necessity, eg., mental necessity.
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CHAFTER II
FREEDCM EXFLAINWED AS ONE PARTIUOULAR TYPE OF NeCEZSSITY

A, HECESSITY IS THE OUTCOME OF HUME'S THEORY OF

CAUSATION,

It seems that Hume's treatment of causation and
then trying to discuss the doctrine of humen freedom in the
light of that .causatlon, can be expressed in .the words of
Mortimer Taube. He says, "Hume's discussion of humen free-
dom is merely an unfortunate appendage to his more serious
concern with the guestion of causation."(l) This is a valid
statement. Because, Hume's treatment of freedom is a kind
of a screen reflecting Hume's projection of causatlon on it.
The screen - which is freedom here - shows clearly all the
defects which Hume has in his causal doctrine.

In dealing with causality, Hume shows that the
relation of cause and effect is a kind of subjectlive causal
inference, which is due to & habit, produced in the mind a
propensity to infer. In other words, the "necessary con-
nection’” of cause and effect is in the miﬁd, which was
determihed to make the inference, because of the habitual
succession of objects. And consequently, the traditional
view of causes 1s not valid, and there is only one kind of

(1) Mortimer,TAUBE, Causation, Free-

dom and Determinism, London, G. illen & Unwin Ltd., 1936,
F.137.
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causes, the efficient causes, he says:

"First, we may learn, from the foregoing doctrine,
that a11 causes are of the same kind, and that,
in particular, there 1s no foundation for that
distinction which we sometimes make betwéxt
efficient causes, and causes gine gue non;
or betwdkxt efficient causes, and formal, and
material, and exem_lary, and final cguses.

For as our idea of o;¢iciency ig derived from
the constant conjunction of two objects, where-
ever this 1s observed, the cause is efficient;
and where it is not, there can never be a couse
of any kind. (...)}: If constant conjunction be
implied in what we call occasion, it is a real
cause; if not, it is no reletion at all, and
cannot give rise to any argument or reasoning.'(2)

Ap lylng the same method to freedom, Hume came out
with the' nece851ty agalin; and freedom turned out to be cne

perticular type of that necessity. Because, according to

him necessity is the same thing a8 causality, is of one kindl

only:
"Secondly, the same course of reasoning will make us
.conclude, that there is but one kind of necessit
as there 1s but one kind of cause, and that the
common distinction betwixt morel and physical
necessity is without any foundation in nauure."(B)

In the previous chapter I discussed Hume'ss att-
1tude towards the "necessary connections" and tried to show
that in searching for the origin of the idea of it, and fron
what lmpression of sensation i% was derived, Hume ended his

search by saying that such a notion is not in the domain of

(2) Treatise, G. & G., Vol., I, P. 434-465,

(3) Treatise, G. &. G. Vol. I, P. 465,
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of knowledge, but, it is rather the property of probability
and belief. BSo, we see that belief plays an important role
in Hume's doctrine of necessity. And in order to clarify
that, I am going to discuss the notion of belief in the
Humean sense, and how he arrived at the doctrine of necessity
through it.

I think that by juxtaposing knowledge to belief
and showlng what Hume means by knowledge, then the 1deza of
belief becomes-clear and obvious. In defining knowledge,
Hume says, "By knowledge, I mean the éssurance arising from
the compariéon of ideas."(4) Therefore, knowledge does not

consist of the assurance arising from the comparisons of

as, belief as opposed to knowledge, in Hume's words:
"I say, then, that belilef is nothing but z more vivdad,
-lively, forcible, firm, steady conception of an
obJect, than what the imagination alone is ever able
to attain."(5)
These ére the qualities of belief. But Hume
further tells us what is the function of it, and the effect
it produces; and the influence it exeris on other faculties.

He says that the function of belief, "is to raise up a simple

idea to an equality with our impressions, and bestow on it a

(4) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. I, F. 423,

(5) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, P. 42.

imoressions, but from the comparison of their copies. here-|
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like influence on the passions."(6). So, we can see that
belief does not confine itself ierely to the comparison of
ideas, it rather elevates the position of the idea into the
poslitlion of an impression. And conseguently this elevated

ldea puts on & new attire and characteristics the same as
the lmpression, and starts to operate on the passion in the
same manner that an impression does. Because, the specific
difference between impression and idea is "vivacity", and
once the idea gets that "vivacity" through belief, 1t effects
us as 1f we are confronted with an impression. Consegquently,
by influencing the passions, belief also influences our

Judgment on things, and so, our activitles are influenced by

our judgment. Because, our attitude is determined according}
J ’ 3

to how we judge reality, and we behave in a2 menner suitable
to our perception of it. So, concerning belief he says:

"In philosophy, we can go no further than assert,
.that is something felt by the mind, which dis-
tinguishes the ideas of the judgment from the
Tictions of the imegination. It gives them more
force and influencs; makes them appear of greater
importance; infixes them in the mind; and renders
them the governing principles of all our actions."(7)

From the above guoted worils, it can be concluded
that there are two intentions in Hume's mind:

1. Concerning impressions and ideas, he wants, "to bring

(6) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. I, F. %417.
(7) Treatise, G. & G.§, Vol. I, E. 398.
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the whole argument in Iine with his doctrine of impressions
and ideas."(8). In the quotation, he stresses the word "felt!
and he intends to prove that what we call belief and infer-
ence are nothing but aspects of feeling, and the idea which
we have from the inference of the effect from the cause is
the idea of "necessary connection", which was derived from
that feelingg which 1in turn was réised to the rank of the
lmpressions by the influence of repgtition or custom. That
is to say, that belief raises the causal inference into the
rank of an imﬁ;ession, which is the origin of the idea of
"necessary connection."

At this 1evei Hume finds himself that he is able

Yo dilscuss the guestion of morality, because, to him morality.

has something to do with the relation of the actions of men
to thelr motives and situation:
"Now moral evidence is nothing but a conclusion
.concerning the actions oif men, derived from the
consiaeration ol their motives, temper, and
situation.”(9)

And he derlves the relation of actions to passions
from the relation of objects. So, if we can attribute
necessity to the netural operations, why cannot we attribute
1t to the relation of actions & passions? Because, to him

there is no difference between the two operations they both

affect the mind and determine it to meke the inference.

(8) HMACHABB4 D.# David Hume, His Theory of Knowledze
and Morality, London, Hutchinson's University Library, 1951,

(9) Treatise, G & G., Vol. II, F.186 P.66-6T7
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In his owm words:i

"#e must now show, that, as the union betwixt

motives and actlons has the same constancy as
that in any netural operations, so its 1in-
fluence on the understanding is also the same
in determining us to infer the existence of
one from that of another. If this shall appear,
there is no known circumstance that enters
into the connection and production of the
actions of matter that is not to be found in
21l the operations of the mind; and
consequently we cannot, without a manifest
absurdity, attribute necessity to the one,
and refuse it to the other."(10)

Therefore, we can see the similarity between the
necessity which is due to the ceausal inference, and the
necessity which exists in the relation between passions
or emotions =nd actions. And Hume tried to identlfy the
Goctrine of liberty with that oI necessity betwesn passions
and actions. Rut that is not to say that we have two kinds
of necessity, it is rather one type of necessity with two
derivative aspects.

2. Regerding matter of fact and existence. I7 the
inference is something felt &n the mind by necessity, due
to'constant conjunction" of objects, then, the inference
cohcerning matter of facts, and concerning existence are nof
the objects of knowledge, but they are rather the objects
of belief only; e.g., they are not evident more than caus-

2lly considered, and according to the Humean notion of

(10) Treatise, G. & G., Vol.II, F. 185-186.
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causatlion. The consequence is that we do not know thet the
objects exist, we belleve so. But, the certitude which
Hume can get from belief, cannot go beyond the mind, and his
conclusion is:

"Upon the whole, necessity is something that
.exXists in the mind, not in objects; nor is it
rossivle for us ever to form the most distant
idea of 1t, comnsidered as a quality in bodies.
Either we have no idea of necessity, or nec-
essity is nothing but that determination of
the thought to pass from causes to effects,
and from erffects to causes, according to
their experienced union."(11)

Let us reflect for a“while on what Hume's con-
clusion would be logically to us. He denles causality as
Wwell as necessity if these two notions were not.gggigggéfto
a mere mental sphere. And here, I cannot be but in & perfect
agreement wlth professor J. Laird in commenting on Hume's
views regarding causation. He says according to Hume:

"The repetition could not effect things. what it
-chd effect was our own minds. It produced

in us & new feeling of determination cr

of necessitation, and this mental effect

(or novelimpression of reflection) was

the only difference that the multiplicity

made. (The reader will perceive Hume
contradicted himeelf when he said that

the impression of necessity was itself

caused; but he did say so)."(12)

Laird mzde his point clear concerning the impress-

lon of necessity, and I think thet he is right in his con-

(11) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. I, E. 4860.
H

(12) John LAIRD, Hume's Philosophy of Human Nature,
London, Methuen & Co. Ltd., 1932, P, 94,
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clusion, because, the feeling that we have of necessity was
produced by something, and that "something" can be consider-
ed as a cause. ‘

No matier how much we try to avold the conclusion
that causatlon is nothing but one particular type of neces-
sity, we find ourselves compelled by Hume's assertion that
it is discovered this way by experience. 4And if we look at
his definition of necessity in the second book of the Treat-
ise, as well 2% in the Enquiry, we find him define it using
the same terminology, basing it on his two essential defin-
itions of '"czuse", he says:

NI define necessity tWo ways, conformable to
the two definitions of cause, of which it
makes an essential part. I place it either
in the constant union and conjunction of
like objects, or in the inference of the
mind from the one to the other."(13).

And all our doubts cease when we read, "Necessity
makes an essential part of eausation, and consequently
liberty, by removing necessity, removes all causes.'(14)
Here, Hume's affirmation is depicted explicitly, and we have

no business to deny that, because we should admit that when

Hume says something, he means 1it,
y [

(13) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P, 190.
(14) Trestise, G. & G., Vol. II, F. 188.
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B. NECESSITY LEADS TO DETERMINISM

If we examine Hume's treatment of necessity very
closely we find him leading us to determinism. Because,
according to him our mental actlvities in their operations
a¥e passive and have to be determined according to the in-
fluence of habit. That is to say, that our mind is shaped
after the manner of custom, and custom is something imposed
on the mind from outside; so that our understending cannot
avold iﬁ*forcéﬁ Hume is not satisfied by polinting at deter-
mination for us, he goes further than that. From repetetive
and critical»reading in the Enquiry, one comes to the notion

that Hume is trying to esteblish new pillers in supporting

the edifice of determinism, as a matter of fact such a notioxn:

was pointed at by Mortimer TAUBE, (and I think that he is
right in judging Hume this vay):

"By the time Hume wrote his Treatise the concept
.of universal determinism had become an integral
pert of scilentific thought. Hume perceived that
most men accepted thls concept without inguiring
into its origin and validity. Thus, his self
imposed task was the discovery of the souree of
this belief in universal determinism and the
defence of the bellef ageinst those who supposed
it false."(15)

The mést important arguments in the Zngquiry regard-

ing the doctrine of necessity are those which contribute to

(15) Mortimer TAUBE, Czuscation, Freedom And Deter-
minism, London, George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1936, P. 130.
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the refutation of the opposition. A4s 1t éppears there,
Hume, after establishing the doctrine of necessity, tried

to reise some objections against his system and tried to
refute those objections. He states, that he does not forget
that some people will derive something different from vhat

he intends it to be in his system., One of the objections

he raises ig:

"It may be said, for instence, that, if voluntary
‘actions be subjected to the same laws of
necessity with the operations of matter,
there is & continued chain of necessary
causes, pre-ordained and predetermined,
reaching from the original cause of all
to every single volition of every human
creature. No contingency anywhere in the
und¥ersejno indifference; no liberty.
ihile we act, we are at the same time,
acted upon. The ultimate Author ot all
our volitions im the Creator of the
world, who first bestowed motlon on this
immense machine, and placed all beings

in that perticular wsitiom, whence every
subseguentevent, by an inevitavnle neces-
sity, must result.”(16)

Hume's support to fhe deterministic views appears
very clearly in his refutation to the above zuoted objectior
The proofs which he offers to defend his doctrine of neces-
sity are nothing but shining lamps in the twinkling sign of
determinism., He states the objection and he points at it.
He pretends that he 1is going to destroy that objection, and

then he finds out that he does not possess the instruments

(16) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. I¥; P. 81.
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in order tc¢ destroy it. He proceeds by dividing the object-
ion into two possibilities: The first one 1s that either
our human actions are traced by necessary causes to God -
the infinite gooaness and perfection - ana by this chain all
the human actions are good and never e¥ll, beceuse they are
the outcome of something perfect, and this implies the im-
possibility of attaining any evil actions from rerfect
agents. The second possibility is that the humen beings are
not responsible for thelr actionsxwhether they are good or
evil actions. Because, if God is thé cause oI all human
beings, them, God is responsible for thelr evil actions, on
the assumption: that He could have created them perfect
beings instead of creating them wrongdoers.

After exvosing the problem as what I have just
explained, Hume found himself secured in his defence, as a
maetter of fact he does not have to employ too many words in
doing so (as he did). Because, as it seems, in both cases
the problem has something to do with God. In other words,
the problem is a kind of metaphysical one. 4and, he had
already shown us that our intellect 1is not fit. for such an
ontological problem. A&nd because in philosorhy we do not go
beyond our ovn intellect. Therefore, when we ask philosophy
to solve Tfor us poblems like this, we are seeking the im-

possible. As & consequence, his conclusion was:
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"To reconcile the indifference and contingency
.of humen actions with prescience; or to defend .
absolute decrees, ana yet free the Deity from
being the author of sin, has been found hitherto
to exceed all the power of philosophy. Happy,
if she be thence sensible of her temerity, when
she pries into these sublime mysteries; and
leaving a scene so full of obscurltles and
perplexities, return, with suitable modesty, to
her true and proper province, the examinat.ion of
common- Llfe; where she will find difficulties
enough to employ her encuiries, without launch-
ing into so boundless an ocean of doubt, un-
certaintXy, and contradiction."(17)

Basing his determinism on the doctrine of necess-
ity and trying to identify necessity with freedom, Hume
offers us a certain and particular type of determinism, It
is a very dangerous type of determinism, because 1t employs
Trecdom to a cervalin extent in its operation, some philos-
ozhers refers to it as "soft determinism", and in order to
understand what is meant by that term, I think FPaul Edwsrds
summe.rizes that very beautifully, in his own words he points
out the most notorious characteristic of that theory, he
says:

"According to this theory there is in the first
.place no contradiction whatsoever between deter-
minism and the proposition that human beings are
sometinmes free agents. then we call an action
"rfree" we never in any ordinary situation mean
thet it was uncaused; and this emphatically
includes the kind of actlon about which we pass

morzl judgements. By calling an action 'free!
we mean that the agent was not compelled or

(17) Enquiry, &¢. & G., Voi. IV, F. 84.
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constrained to perform it."(18)
Hume tries to strengthen the roots of determinism
by employing few notions of the doctrine of freedom to sup-

cort his views,'and he attiributes to liberty the desire for

determinisms

"The necessity of any action, whether of metter or
of mind, is not properly a2 qguality in the agent,
but in anythinking or intelligent being who may
consider the action, and consists in the deter-
mination of his thought to infer its existence
Trom somepreceding objects: as liberty or chance,
on the .other hand, 1s nothing but the want of
that determination, and & certeain looseness,
which we Teel in passing or not passing from
the idea of one to that of the other."(19)

This is the danger of Hume's soft determinism,

because the word soft does nbb meam that it's less forceful,l

but it is rather more acceptable and more appealing to man-
kind. Hume does not deny that human beings are free agents
sometimes, because to him, there is nothing wrong with

being determinist, and feeling free at the same time. And

this terminology depicts Hume's atiitude towards determinism
Because, Hume himself, in one sentence negates and aifirms

this feeling free:d

"Now, we may observe, that though in reflecting
_on human actions, we seldom feel such & loose-
ness or indifference, yet it very commonly
hayppens, that in rerforming the actlions them-

(18) Paul EDWARDS, "Hard & Soft Ueterminism', an
esgsay in-Determinism & Freedom, edited by, Sidney HOCK,
New York, Wew York University Press, 1958, P. 106.

(19) Treatise, G. & G., Vol., II, ¥. 188-159.
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selves, we are sensible of something like it."(20)
The question here arises, what explanatibns Hume
Zives to this equivocation, and to this contradictory
ettitude in our feeling? He says that we attribute our
feeling to the will, and we think that the will is free
in whatever actions it does, Because, ifthe will is not
free we can prove it. Every time we have a doubt in the
freedom of the will, we subject it to the test, and through
the test we fihd out that it can easily choose this thing
instead of that thing without any restriction whatsocever:
from outside, and this convinces us that our will is free.
But, to Hume such a test is not a very satisfzctory one,
choosling the good instead of the evil and wiee verse does
not prove the freedom of the wills
"These efforts are all in vain; and whatever
.capricious and irregular actions we may per-
Torm, &s the desire of showing our llberty is
the sole moviive of our actions, we can never.
free ouselves from the bonds of necessity".(21)
To Hume then, choosing between good aﬁd evil does
not function because we are endowed with free choice, it is
rather something imposed upon us by necessity vwhatever We

choose, andthis feeling of freedom within ourselves is a

chimerical one. That is to say that, we imagine ourselves

(20) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 189.
(21) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, F. 189.
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to be free, but in fact we cannot Judge that ourselves,
because we are not worthy of that Judgment:
"We may imagine we feel a2 liberty within our-
.selves, but a spectator can commonly infer our
actions from our motives and character; and even
where he cannot, he concludes 1n general that
he might, were he perfectly acquainted. with every
circumstance of our situation and temper, and the
most secret springs of our complexion and dis-
position. Now, this 1s the very essence of neces-
sity according to the foregoing doctrine."(22)
Therefore, determinism is nect something to be
ashamed of. Hume sees 1t as the manifestatlion of reality,
that 1s to say, 1t 1s not the fabrication of our own mind,
it is reality revealins itseli to us in a deterministic way;
we perceive 1t otherwise, 1t is not the fault of necessity
or determinism; it is the fault of our perceptions, and how

differently we percelve reality. Moreover, everybody knows

that there are certain things which should act necessarily.
But necessity, intrinsically speaking, implies determinism,
A proof to this 1s the action of the external objects:

"It is universally acknowledged that the operations
.of external bodies are necessary; and that, in the
communlcation of theilr motion, in their attraction,
and mutual cohesion, there are not the least traces
of indifference or liberty. Every object is Geter-
mined by an absolute fate to a certaln dezres and
direction of its motion, and can no more depart from
that precise line in which i1t moves, thaih it can
convert itself into an angel, or spirit, or any
superior substance."(23)

(22) Treatise, G. & G. , Vol. II, ¥ 189.

(23) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 181.
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If everybody agrees that the actions of metter are
necegsary cmnes, then, Hume does not see why we cannot apply
the same method to those things which are equal to matter in
this respect. In other words, he wants to apprly the same
principle to the actions of the mind. He does ndt find any
thing wrong with the idea of attributing necessity and con-
sequently determinism to the activities of the understanding
Because, according to his own experience:

"Theré is no known circumstances thet enters

Into the connection and prdéduction of the

aetlons of matter that is not to be found in

all the operations of the mind; and conseguently
ve cannot, without a manirest absurdity attribute
necessity to the one, and refuse it bo the
other."(24).

Therefore, Hume's conclusion is that the actions
of the mind are subject to the deterministic theory by
necessity. And the notion of freedom which we talk about is
nothing but the notion of necessity. That is to say, that
while we gay something, we mean something else, the meaning
which we have in mind, does not correspond to the words we
employ, &and this leads directly to the next point which I

am $oing to discuss, where Hume identifies the doctrine of

necessity with the doctrine of freedom (liberty).

(24) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 185-186.
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C. FREEDOM AS IDENTIFIED WITH NECESSITY

Hume starts considering the equilvocation which the
people use between liberty and necessity and he mentions the
historical backgfound of the dispute on this subject and he
says that this topic was dealt with by most of the phil-
osophers and was so scrutinized to the extent that they
spoiled the topic by their "obscare sophistry". As a con-
sequence of that philosophical controversy, the%eader
became tired of'this, and he does notlwant to‘hear about it
any more, because itls neither didactic nor anmusing.

Because of this situation, Hume's intention was to draw the
attention of the reader by making his doctrine more appeal-
ing so that the reader would not "turn a deaf ear" to it.
So, Hume promises him that this doctrine 1s going‘to pe
completely different, and he is not goling to involve himself]
with any sophistical reasoning. An& in a kind of an intro-
duction he shows the regder what it'is his plen for solving
the problem and what he hopes to fulfil:
"I hope, therefofe, to make it appear that all
men have ever agreed in the doctrine both of
necessity and of liberty, according to any
reasonable sense, which can be put on these
terms; and that the whole controversy has

nitherto turned merely upon words."(25)

So, he tells us that he is going to make 2a kind

(25) Engquiry, &. & G., Vol. IV, P.67..
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of reconciliation between the two doctrines, and it follows
then, that he should discuss each doctrine and prove how do
they coincide. He starts with the doctrine of necessity and
attempts to prove that all mankind acknowledge it, end in
his own empirical way introduces hils own notion of causatiorn]
from which the idea of necessity is derived. He says that

the "constant conjunction" and the "causel inference" which
determine necessity are due to the resembling scenes of

nature:

"1 geems evident all the scenes of nature were
_continuelly shifted in shch a manner that no
two events bore any resemblance to each other,
but every object was entirely new without
any similitude to whatever had been seen
before, we should never, 1n that case, heve
attained the least idea of necessity, or éf
a connectlon among these objects. Ve might
say, upon such & supposition, that one objsct
or event has followed another; not that one
wes produced by the other."(206)

Therefore, wibhout the "Constant conjunction" of
such a resembling scenes, and the "snference" from the

first to the second the idea of necessity is without
foundation. So, the challenge to him is this, if he can
prove the realilty of these two notions, in humen actions
then, necessity follows automatically. Ag far as the
"ypnference” is concerned, he proves that through experience

he says thét all our inferences concerning the future de-

pend on our paBt experience. 411 the people in thelr con-

(26) Enguiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, p. 67.
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ing the inference which he bases it on experience, the ex-
perience he ch&bses is an everybody's one and it 1s admit-
ted by the vulgar as well as by the philosopher, so that
when he speaks of "all menkind" he wynts his statement to
be universal -er reétricted, e.g., not confined or limitedto
cne group of people.
by "all menkind", therefore, he does not see any need for

affirming it more than it 1is.

"oconstant conjunction".

that,he says:

FREEDOM AS IDENTIFIED WITH NECESSITY LG
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"take their measures from past experlence, in :
.the same menner as in thelr reasonings concern-
ing external objects; and firmly belleve that
man, as well as all the elements, are to con-
tinue, in their operations, the same that they
have everffund them. A manufacturer reckons
upon-:the labor of his servants for the executlon
of any work as much as upon the tools which he
employs, and would be equally surprised were
his expectations disappointed."(27)

It cen be noticed that Hume_in his exajple concern-

ot

The "“inference" then, 1is experilenced

The second thing to prove in his challenge is the

To Hume it is no problem to prove

"1t is universally acknowledged that there 1s
.a great uniformity among the actions of men,
in a1l nations and ages, and that human nature
remains still the same, in its principles and
operations. The same motives always produce
the seme actions; the same events follow the
same causes. (. « o.): Hould you know the
sentiment, inclinations, a&and course of 1life
of the Greeks and Romans? Study well the
temper and actions of the French and English:
You cannot be much mistaken in transferring
to the former most of the observationswhich

(27) _Enguiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, B. 73,
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you have mede with regard to the latter. Mankind
are so much the same, in all times and all places,
that history informs us of nothing new or strange:
in this particular." (28)

loreover, he looks around and sees that as far as

+he constant conjunction is concerned, he does not have to
prove its validity in the human.actions. Because up till
then, nobody argues agalinst it, and it seems that it is
universally acknowledged. So, he concludes:

“"Thus it appear, not only that the conjunction

between motives and voluntary actions 1s as

regular and @niform as that between the cause

and effect in any pert of nature, but also this

regular conjunction has been universally ack~-

nowledged among mankind, and has never been the

subject of dispute, either in philosophy or
common- 1ife."(29)

Kow, ne Finds himself secured in positing the
doctrine of necessity, since necesslty 1s the result of
"constant conjunction" and "inference'. The transition is
&ery easy, everybody écknowledges the first two notions, so,
it is impossible and contradictory to deny the déctrine of
necessity. Hume's conclusion was, "It gseems almost impos-
sible, therefore, to engage either in science or action of
any kind without acknowledging the doctrine of necessity."

(30)
After this argument by which he tried to convince

(28) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, P. 68.
(29) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, T. 72
(30) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, F. 73-T4.
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us that the doctrine of necesslty is practiced by everybody
and 1s admitted by everyone, now, he 1is amazed to see some
difficulty in letting people grasp its notlon, and he tells
us his attitude towards the problem:
"I havl: frequently considered, what could possibly
.be the reason why all menkind, though they have
ever, without hesitatlon, acknowledged the
doctrine of necessity in their whole practice
and reasoning, have yet discovered such a
reluctance to acknowledge it in words, and heave
rather shown a propensity, in all ages, to
profess the contrary opinion'(31)

The solution is easy to“him, he had accustomed
himself to the method that every time a cuestion is raised,
and he does not find a solution to it, he atiributes it o
metaphysics; and conseguently b@ the intellect is not fit
to discuss any metaphysical problems., He says that man
knows from causation, only the "constant conjunction" of
objects, yet, man does not admit his inadeqguacy, and still
maintains that he knows more than that, and the intellect
is capable of penetrating farther into the verification of
the truth about nature. From this beliefl in ths aptitude of
the intellect man is adding problems to himself of no aveil,
aAXd@ that is why the problem of necessity and liberty cannot
be settled, beczuse the approach to the solution is er-

roneous:

"It would seem, indeed, that men begin at the

(31) Encuiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, B. 75.
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conjunetion. " which we can conceive
the whole of that necessity, and at

admit that, "ithese circumstances he

FREEDOM AS IDENTIFIED WITH NLECESSITY

wrong end of this gquestlion concerning liberty and
necessity, when they enter upon it by examinihg
the faculties of the soul, the influence of the
understanding and the operations of the will.
Let them first discuss = more simple question,
namely, the operations of body and of brute un-
intelligent metter; and try whether they can
there form any idea of causation and necessity,
except that of constant conjunction: of objects,
and subsequent inference of the mind from one to
another."(32)

52

Thén, the only solution according to Hume 1is to

admit that the material connection, e.g., the "constant

the followers of esach doctrine:

"as long as we will rashly suppose, that we
.have some farther idea of necessity and

pausation. in the operations of external ob--

jects; at the same time, that we can find
nothing fapther in the voluntary actions
of the mind; there is no possibility of
bringing the guestion to any determlnate
issue, whille we proceed upon 80 erroneous
a supposition."(34)

(32) Enquiry, G. & G. , Vol., IV, P. 76.
(33) Ibid..
(34) Ibid.

in reality, consitiutes
the same time we should
also universally ack-
novledged to>take place in the operatiocns of the mind."(33)
then and only then the problem can be solved, and if féllows
as a conseguence that the digpute isnothing but verbal one,

and he reminds us that the fight continues to exist between
&
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The highlight of Hume's argument in making the
reconciliation between liberty and necessity is that the

guestion is merely linguistic one and can be solved easily,

though, he 2dmits that the question is the "most contentious

ag far as metaphysics 1s concerned, and metéphysics is the
"most contentious science", yet, he says that he does not
require too meny words inuproving that the dispute is
"merely verbal', and the solution is that, there is no such

a thing as freddom if it is defined in such & way as to

conflict with the doctrine of necessity. But, freedom exists

if it is defined in such a way that it includes necessiity.
In this respect he says:

"By liberty, then, (!) we can only mean a puower
of acting or not acting, according to the deter-
minations of the will; thaet is, 1f we choose to
remain at rest, we may; if we choose to move,
we also may. Now this hypothetical liberty 1s
untrersally allowed to belong to everyone who
is not a prisoner and in chains."(35)

Here, it shows that Frederick Coﬁleston was right
in saying that Hume identifies "freedom" with "spontaneity".
Because, according to Hume's prévious definitién of libert&
that is what it implies,.and such a freedom does not conflig

with his doctrine of necessity. And his concluding remerk
in this respect is a2 kind of a dogmatic type; he believes

that his doctrine of necessity is perfect, or rather with-

(35) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, F. 78.
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no defects, so that whensver it confllcts with the doctrine
of freedom one of them has to disappear, because, thefe is
no dualism in truth, and truth cannot be but one, therefore,
the doctrine of freedom must not exist. Because, either 1its
meaning is the same as what he means by necessity, but it is
said in a different word, e.g., '"freedom", or, it employs a
different word and a different méaning, and in thils second
case, it is impossible, for him at least, because the only
possible one is%that of necessity. And the "cause", which
constitutes Hume's necessity cannot be defined but in the

terms which he himself used in defining it:

"thus, if a cause be defined, that which produces
anything; it is easy to observe that producing is
synonymous to causing. In like menner, if & cause
be defined, that by which any thing exists; this is
liable to the same objection. For what 1s meant by
these words, by which? Haed it been said, that a
cause is that after which anything constantly exists
we should have understood the terms. For this is,
indeed 211 we know of the matier. And this constancy
forms the very essence of necessity, nor have we
any other idea of it."(36)

So, if there 1s such a thing as freedom, it can
be grasped under the nbtion of necessity. That is to say,
that the two words in this sense can be used alternatively,
and that's what he means when he says that the difference

between the two is "merely verbal."

(36) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, P. 78.
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D. THE LOGICAL CONMCLUSICON: FREEDOM IS ONE TYPE

OF N=CzSSITY.

After the identification of freedom with nsces-
sity, and Hume's efforts to validate that, the question
which naturally arises on the lips 1s, what happened to
freedom? ‘Whether it retained its full force or not?
Whether it lost something or it gained something? In order
to answer these questions, I think it 1s more convenient it
the problem is divided into two. Bedause, though, Hume
identifies Treedom with necessity, we would like to know
what kind of necessity he means. There 1s the subjective
necessity on one hand, and the objective necesslty on the
other hand. So, we want to know with which one of them
freedom was identified according to Hume. These are the

two divisions of necessity:

I. CBJECTIVE NECESSITY —

We know that necessity in the Humean sense is the
outcome of his theory concerning the relation or cause and
effect. So, he does not admit the four causes of Aristotle
nor the traditional division of causes according to the
schoclastics, According to him:

"There is but one kind of necessity, as there

“ig but one kind of cause, and that the common
distinction betwkkt moral and physical necessity
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1@ﬁrs$ee}—ﬁeeeesé%y is without any foundation in

nature." (37)
Thén, iT the necessity is one kind as well as

the cause, it is.logical to ask, what kind? 7o zvoid re-

2]

dundancy, this distinction was made clear in the first
chapter of the present thesis, where it is shown that the
idea of causation and necessity arises from the repetitive
observation of Jbjects resembling one another constantly
conjoined, and_}n the long run we were accustomed-due Lo a
habit which détérmines the mind - to infer the one from
the appearance ofi the other:

“These two circumstances form the whole of that

necessity, vhich we ascribe to matter. Beyond

the constand conjunction of similar objects, and

the consequent inference from one to the other,
we have no notion of any necessity or connection."(38)

In the above quotation there is the sta tement,
fthich we ascribe to matter." From it we can conclude that
Hurze is talking about the objective reality of necessity.
But, unfortunately we do not go far before he disappoints
us, by telling explicltly that there is no such a thing
as objective necessity. In order to verify vwhat I am talk-
about, we just have to go back to Hume's Treatise and there
he narrates the whole story concerning this necessiiy in a
positive and direct manner:

"The several instances of resembling conjunctions

(38) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, P. 67.
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Tead us into the notion of power and necessity.
These instances are in themselves totally distinct
from each other, and have no union but in the mind
which observes them, ana collects their ldeas.
Necessity, then, is the effect of this observation,
and is nothing obut an internal impression of the
mind, or a determination to carry our thoughts
Irom one object to another. Without considering
it in this view, we can never arrive at the most
distant notion of it, or be able to attribute it
elther to extermnal or internal objects, to spirit
or body, to causes or effects."(39)

S50, after these words, I do not think that we
are going to have any hope in investigating farther about
whether the objectrve necessity exists in the Humean sense.
Because, at least, if Hume is not negating the objectivs
necessity, he is arfzirming or pointing another kind of

necessity which is the second step in my present discussilon.

II. SUBJECTIVE NECESSITY --

Undoubtedly, subjective necessity is the kind
which Hume means when he talks about necessity. Beczause,
we cannot have any insight into the essence of bodies, zll
that we know about them is thelr constant unlong and the
determination of the mind due to habit. Therefore, the
removal of this insight into the objects, does not change
our feeling of necessity as long as the "inference" and the
"constant union" remain. It follows from this, that the
necessity which>we attribute to the extra mentalthings 1is -

nothing but imaginative one, and is not found nbut in the

(39) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. I, P. 459-460,
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mental sphere. He spezks explicitly on thls subject saying;

"Before we are reconciled to this doctrine, how
~often must we repeat to ourselves, that the sinple
view of any two objects or actions, however related,
can never give us any idea of power, or of & connection
betwixt them: that thls idea arises from the
repetition of their union: that the repetition:
neither discovers nor causes anything in the
objects, but hes an influence only on the mind,
by that customary transition it produces: that
£HI8 customery transition is therefore the same
with power and necessity; which are consequently
quelities of perceptions, not of objects, and are
internally felt by the soul, and not percelved
externally in bodies."(40)

Therefore, Ireedom is identified with this kind
of necessity, that is, subjective necessity. Consequently,

freedom is one particular type of necessity and it does not

comprise the two aspectis of 1it.

(40) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. I, P. 460-461.,

TININ/ED CITY AC AT atars CALIAAI AF AR LRI T A e




F&Tﬁa—i’mwuﬂ%*u.‘m,ﬂ,“,.“ st e il e

UNIVERSITE DOTTAWA .. ECOLE DES GRADUES

59
CHAPTER III

FREEDOM, MORALITY & RELIGION.

In the previous chapter of this thesis the attempt
was made to show that Hume regarded the problem of liberty
and necessity and the long fight among the followers of each
of them merely as a lingulstic one. And he thought that
what the traditional views of freedom are nothing but vhat
he calls "spontaneity”. And any notion of freedom other
than that.is ju;t chiﬁerical, and consequently 1s incapable
of being a moral and religious notion. This notion of free-

dom which Hume reduces tc sponteneity suffices his purpose

to establish the doctrine of necessity. Because such a
notion coincides perfectly with what he means by necessity.
But Hume's intention to bring to existence the doctirine of
necessity in this shape, e.g., the Humean one, is not nmerely
2 necessity for the necessity sake, he wants this doctrine
to be used as the foundation of merality and religion:
“I shall go further, and assert, that this kind
.of necesslty 1s so essentlal to religion and
morallty, that without it there must ensue an
absolute subversion of both, and that svery
other supptsition is entirely destructive to
2ll laws, both divine and human" (I)

50, as it is clearly stated in the above gquotation

Hume thought that there is a2 need for such a doctrine, and . a

(I) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 190-191,
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religious need that must be struggled for,'in order to dex-
velop it and make it acceptable by mankind.

Before goilng ahead with the discussion it is re-
commendable to ask whether Hume in his mentioning rellglon,
he means the Christian religion. Undoubtedly the question
is in the negative. Because, once he denies the metaphysice
al notlon, by saying that is something beyond the capabllity
of the intellect, and consequently denying the final causal-

ity or rather the final end of man. Therefore, the relilglox

which he is talking azbout 1is a Humean one, in the sense that:

the doctrine of necessity will cope with such & religion..
But inh order to propegate the doctrine of neces-
sity, there are two very essential steps that Hume must
follow. I) He sees that the people are enthusiastic: about
the doctrine of liberty and that they hate to see it over-
thrown. Moreover, they challenge whoever attempts to do
that. So, Hume has to do away with this obstacle 1in a very
delicate way, so that he would not be the target of the
people's rage. 2) He wants to replace it by the doctrine
of necessity. But it is not that easy to do that, no
matter how much good 1s in it, because the people at large
are very pessimistic about this doctrine, and they do not
want to see it functioning in morality and religion. Then
Hume's task was to attack the doctrine of freedom and to

destroy its foundation in a way, SO that he would not hurt

T
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the feeling of the people., After the people loose faith in
that doctrine, then, they have to accept some other more
appealing doctrine. And Hume attiembpts very hard to praise
as much as possible the doctrine of necessity in order to
crown it on the throne of religlous thoughts and morallty.
And Hume proceeds in his twofold process, in order to demon-

strate the validity of his words.

T. FREEDCM, CONSIDERED AS DETRIMENTAL TO RELIGIONA &
' MORALITY,

When Hume speaks of freedom or liberty, the word
which we always encounter conjoined to them ls the word
"echance". 5o, in order to have a clear idea of what Hume
understands by freedom according to the christian notion,
it is important to verify the word "chancs".

As we know, Hume's doctrine of nécessity and
Hune's determinism, and all his Jjustification concerning
thesé two, are based on his theory of causation. So, when
he speaks of "chance!" he tells us in terms of causality
whet is meant by 1t,.he says, "that chance is merely the
negation of a cause, and produces a total indifference in

the mind"(2). From this we understand that he does not ap=-

prove of such a term as chance, because, 1t is a conira-

%X (2) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. I, P. 425.
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Glctory term to necessity. Here is the trap where Hume
tries to put liberty in. If he can do that, 1t will be a
smart ldea to corrupt the edifice of freedom. Then he
proceeds by dividing freedom into two aspects, and he
implies that only intelligent people understand that:
"Few are capable of distingulshing betwixt the
-liberty of spontaneity, as it is called in the
schools, and the liberty of indifference; be-
twixt that which 1s opposed to violence, and

that which means a negation of necessity and
causes" (3)

He;e;ihe does not only state that there are two
kinds of liberty, but he goes further to judge each one of
them. He judges the second as the "Negetion of necessity
and causes"; from this we can conclﬁde that Hume 1s trying

to identify the liberty oi indifference with chancej they
have the same implication, e.g., to negate necessity and
causallity. But to him that is impossible, because every-
thing which conflicts with necessity has to go, "liberty
when opposed to necessity, not to constraint, is %he same

thing with chance which is universally allowed to have no

existence" (4). “hereas, he judges the first, which is the

liberty of spontaneity as, "opposed to violence', and this
is what he wants to retain, he says of it (the liberty of

spontaneity):

(3) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P, 188.

(4) Engquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, P. 79,
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"The first is even the most common sense of the
-word, and as it is only that specles of liberty
which it concerns us to preserve, our thoughts
have been princilpally turned towards 1t, and
have almost universally confounded it with the
other.,"(5)

If can be noticed that he 1s still harping here
on the idea that the difference between llberty and neces-
sity 1is a lingulstic one; he admits it merely because it
does not negate necessity, it rather affirms it,

Now according to Hume when people of caristian
faith talkk of f}eedom, they mean liberty of indifference;
ané so, he proceeds to examine objJectively why the doctrine
of liberty in this sense is better received thahm the doc=
trine o. necesslty. He glves three reasons for thet:

"First, after we have performed any action, though

-we confess we were influenced by particular views
~and motives, it 1s difficult for us to persuade
ourselves we were governed oy necessity, and that
1t was utterly impossible for us to have acted
otherwise, the 1dea of necessity seeming to imply
something of force, and violence, and constraint,
of which we are not sensible."(6j

As it seems, Hume ascribe; the first notion tof
lack of knowledge on our side, while our activities are
directed by necessity due to the influence of certain
nmotives, Yet, we Jjudme dlifferently, because we cannot ceon-

vince ourselves of the reality of our activities, and that

(5) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, F. 788

(6) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, E. 188
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is due to the mysterious power of the doctrine of necesslty
which operates in a medium completely unattainable by our
senses,

The second teason which supports the doctrine of
liberty is the incapability or understending what determin-
ism means. Once the deterministic  doctrine is fully xnown
as it is, then, no room 1s available to liberty or chance,
he says:

"there is-a false sensatlon or experience, even
.of the liverty of indifference which is regard-
ed as an argument for its real éxistence. The
necessity of any action, vhether of matter or
of mind, 1s not properly a quality in the agent,

but in any thinking or intelligent being who
may consider the action, and consists 1n the
determination of his thought to. infler its
existence from some preceding objects: as
liberty or chance, on theother hand, 1s nothing
but the want of that determination.”(T7)

What he is aiming at is this, that he is trylng
to prove that the act of necessity 1s precedent to the act
of the will. Therefore,. . no matter on which side we turn 1it,

"ye can never free ourselves from the bonds of necessity."(8

-~ -

The third example is the highlight of Hume's

argument, and he speaks in e victorious veln. Because, as
he considers it the most absurd argument which is used to
defend the doctrine of liberty. Yet, it has the greatest
effect on letting people maintain that doctrine, and that

is the argument that proceeds from religlon:

(7) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 188-189.
(8) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 189.
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"A third reason why the doctrine of liberiy has
.generally been better received in the world
than its antagonist, proceeds from religlion,
which has been very unnecessarily interested
in this guestion, There is no method of
reasoning more common, and yet none more
blamable, than in philosophical debates to
endeavour to refute any hypothesis by a.
pretext of its dangerous conseguences to
raligion and morality."(9)

As it is clearly éepicted in the quotation, there
gre two assumptions: first, the religlon has no need for the
doctrine of liberty to maintaln it. Because, by keeplng it,
religion is nég‘safer than by denouncing 1t. The second is,_
that when they defend the doctrine of liberty they say thati
without it réligion'and morality are in danger, due to the
conseq%nces which follows from it. He says that this is not
philosophical thinking, because, to him philosophy cims at
the verification of truth. But, what kind of truth we get
when we say that the elimination of the notion of liberty
is dangerous to morality? He says:

"ihen any opinién leads us into absurdities, it is
.certainly false; but it is not certain an opinion
is false beczuse it is of dangerous consequencesg

Such topics, therefore, ought entirely to be fore-
born, as serving nothing to the discovery of truth,"10

Therefore, if no truth is expected from such a
process, then, to be wise 1s, not to talk about it, and, to

forget such a topilc.

;4 (9) Treatige, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 189~190,.
(10) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, F. 189-190,
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If we reflect on Hume's argumenﬁs concerning the
doctrine of liberty, and his proofs against 1it, we find
that theré are two things which validate his conclusions
as far as Hume is concerned. But, on theobher hand, these
two things, which we as christian do not admit, are the
basis for the dlaagreement between: the christiaen thinkers
and Hume,

FIRST, the notion of causallty. Copleston de-
plets it well:

"Tt will be remenbered that Hume recognized only
.one type of causal relation, in which constent

conjunction forms the objective element and
necessary connection the subjectively contributeé

element" (II)

Thérefore, as far as the subjective aspect is
concerned, causality is confined to necessity. But, we
knowrnthat according to Hume the opposite or necessity is
chance, and in identifying liberty of indifference with
chance, he is merely saying that the free actions are
uncaused actions. Then, if free actions are not caused,
as a conseqguence, human beings are not responsible ifor
them; and every blame or punishment inflicted upon man
whether by God or by men of law 1s unjust one, because
they are punishing people for things they are not respons-

ible for them:

(11) Frederick COPLESTON, A History Of Philosophy,
Hobbes 1o Hume, Westminister, Newman Press, London, Burns,
Oates & Washbourne, 1958, P. 325.
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"The actlion itself may be blamable; it may be con-
trary to all the rules of morellty and religion:
but the person is not responsible for it; and
as 1t proceeded from nothing in him that 1s
durable or constant, and leaves nothing of that
nature be-hind it, it is impossible he can, upon ‘
its account, become the object of punlishment or |
vengeance."(12)

Then, he goes on to prove that the followers of
the doctrine of liberty are "ebsolutely inconsistent' in
their procedure. While they deny the doctrine of necessity i
concerning the .actions of man, they continue to judge ac-
cording to thé iaws of necessity. They judge the actions '
of the person according to 2 certain regular order; and if
the actions are irregular, then they punish him, they do
not realize that the conformity to the regular order, 1is

i one of the bonds of necessity. He takes the madmen &s an

3 examples

"It is commonly allowed that madmen have no liberty.
_But were we to judge by their actions, these have
less regularity and constancy than the actlon of ,
wise men, and consequently are further removed ;
from necessity. Our way of thinking in this i
particular is, therefore, absolutely inconsistent;
but is @ natural consequence of these confused
ideas and undefined terms, whiéh we so commonly
meke use of in our rezsonings, especially on the
present subject."(13)

Here, I do not think that I will be mistaken ir

I judge Hume as being little bit too dogmatic, and that he i

(12) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 191.
(13) Treatise, G. & G., Vol., II, F. 185.
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has a complete falth in the perfection of hls causal theoyy
ana his doctrine of necessity. The followlng cuotation
shows clearly his dogmatisms:
"Here then I turn to my adversary, and desirse him
.to free his own system from these odlious consequences
before he charges them upon others. Or, if he
rather chooses that this question should be de-~
cided by fair arguments before philosophers, than
by declamations before the people, let him return
to what I have advanced to prove that liberty and
chance are synonymous; and concernlng the nature
of moral evidence and the regularity of human
actions. Upon. a review of these reasonings, I
cannot doubt of an entire victory."(14)

It seems that his attitude hefe, is completely
different from what he thinks on another occasion. Becausé,
in the Treatise, he concludes the book with different at-
titude, he says, "Every step I take is with hesitation, and
every new reflection makes me dread an error and absurdity
in my reasoning."(15) Such a position does not contrast
with what he is éaying, it is rather a contradictilon.

SECOND, Hume's identification of natural abilities
with moral virtues. Because, here there ds a kind of equl-
vocation between voluntary actions and lnvoluntary ones,
and that involves the will and the freedom of choice. Hume

does noit agree with the moralists on the distinction they

make between those two notions. He thinks that those

(14) Treztise, G. & G.,Vol. II, P, 192.

(15) Treatise, G. & G.3Vol. I, P. 545.
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moralists, when they make the distinctlion, do not know what
they are talking about. And here, he applies the same
method what he used in proving that the difference between
liberty and necessity is merely verbal. He thinks that the
dispute on this subject (natural abilities and moral virtues)
1s nothing but a dispute in the terminology that they use,
They say something, while they mean something else, and that
lg the main source of the dispute, they do not understand
one another when they talk about this subject. But, he is
sure that the meaning 1s the same in ihe mind of the two
disputants. He says:

"No &istinction is more usual in all systems of

ethics than thet betw&xt natural abilities and
moral virtues; where the former are rlaced on
the same looting with bodily endowments, and
are supposed to have not merit or moral wmmkhx..
worth annexed to them. Whoever considers the
matter accurately, will find, that a dispute
upon this head would be merely a dispute of
words, and that, though these gualities are
not altogether or the same kind, yet they
apgree in the most meterial circumstances.
They are both of them equally mental qualities;
and both of them equally produce pleasure; and
have of course an egual tendency to procure the
love and esteem of mankind."(16

Hume thinks that those who maﬁzthe distinction
M&
between natural abilities and moral virtues, base their
arguments on two assumptions; Tirst, they consider that the

feeling which the natural abilities produce in the spectater

(16) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, Fage 361-362,
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are different from the feeling which is produced by the
moral virtues. That 1s to say, a beautiful one influences
the spectator and produces in him a feeling completely dif-
ferent from the feeling which he has, when he 1s influenced

by a Jjust or megnanimous one. For instance, ths beautiful

usually produces love, whereas the magnanimous one produces
an. esteem. But concerning this Hume says that this 1s not
enough to make the distinection, and to prohibit the natural
egbilities from being considered as virtues. Because, he
gays that the‘Qﬁole argument degenerates into love &and
egteen, or,vhate. And even the moral virtues do not
rroduce the éame feeling, "Each of the virtues, even ben-
evolence, Jjustice, gratitude, integrity, excliltes a different
sentiment or feeling in the spectator."(1l7). Moreover, the
natural abilities are not unlike the méral virtues, they als
prroduce different emotions from one another. In other words
not 21l of them produce the same kind of feeling, because ,
"Good sense and genius beget esteem; wit and humour excite
love."(18). The second assumption is the consideration of
the véluntary and involuntary qualities. They malntain that
the natural abilities, "are entirely involuntary, and have

therefore no merit attending them, a&s having no dependence

(17) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 362,
(18) Treatise, G. & G., Vol., II, P. 363.
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on liberty and free will."(19). But, Hume again does not
agree on such an s8ssumption, because, he considers thét a
great number of the moral virtues fall under the same
category, e.g., involuntary:

"That many of those qualities which all moralists,

especially the ancients, comprehend under the

title of moral virtues, are equally involuntary

and necessary with the gqualities of the judgment

and imagination. O0f this nature are constancy,

fortitude, magnanimity; and in short, all the

qualities which form the great man(20)",

So we see that the two assumptions above
mentioned are no good in Hume's ¢yes, and he destroys them
one by one through his sophistical refutations. Therefore,
what's voluntary is not a good argument to say that 1t is
free, beccuse, free will cannot be determined by the actions
of man. And he goes on to say that when we judge the free
will of man besing our judgment on the voluntariness and the
involuntariness of the action, we make an unjust judgment,
because, there are things which prove the contrary of that
supposition. 4And his concluding words on the free will and
the voluntariness of the action are:-

"As o Pree will we have shown that it has no place x
~with regard to the actions, noc more than the
cualities of men. It's not a just consequence,

that what is voluntary is free. Our actions are
more voluntary than our judgments; but we have

(1) Treatise, G. & &., Vol. II, F. 363.

(20) Ivid.
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ot more liberty in the one than in the other(21)."

Now, we can see why Hume thought that the )
doctrine of liberty is inadequate. Because in both cases
the doctrine is défeated. In the first place, he conceives
freedom as equivalent to chance, and of chance &s the neg-
ation of causes and necessity, and that makes the person not
responsible for his actions, and that is agalinst the purpose
of religion. 1In the second place, his identification of
netural abilitiés with moral virtues. He sees.in the moral
virtues involuntariness yet a necessity according to a
regular order, in order to be virtuous; the same involuntari
ness which you find in the natural abilities. But, the
doctrine of liberty denies that necessity. And consequently
Hume does not see why in any reason the doctrine of liberty
should be considered as suitable to religion and morality.
No wonder then if Hume concludes the argument in the follow-
ing words, because it is a logicazl conclusion to the premise:
of his system:

"According to the hypothesis of liberty, therefore, a
‘man:is as pure and untainted, after having committed
the most horrid crime, as at the first moment of

his birth, nor is his character any way concerned

in his actions, since they &pe derived from it,

and the wickedness of the one can never be used

as a proof of necessity, that a person acquires

any merit or demerit from his actions, however,
the common: opinion may incline to the contrary'(22)

(21) Treatise, . G., Vol. II, P. 36&.
(22) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 191y 192
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The above guotation serves to Hume two Tunctions,
first, it puts an end to the doctrine of liberty as it is
not it for moral and religioﬂ?purposes, and in vain, we
look in it for good qualities which we -bere our moral judg-
ments on them. Our hope is completely of no avail, so we
better look for something else to serve us in order to ful-
fil our purposes regarding the religious matters. The
gsecond function is that it serves to merk the Transition
from liberty to necessity. He proposes another principle
which fits the subject of morality, and, "only upon: the
principle cof necessity", that an individuél can be evaluated

or dev%%uated accordiné to the actions that individual

performs. And in order to know what Hume means by the princ-

iple of necessity, a2nd how it functions as a system in the
moral and religious order, we have to discuss that fully,
and shew the validity of it according to Hume. And that's
the subject of the discussion which follows, and which cone-

gtitutes the second point of this chapter.

2. NECESSITY, THE HUMEAN BASIS CF RELIGION AND

MORALITY,

"But Hume, having whisked away necessity as it
-initially seemed, turned right around and re-
installed necessity in all its origineal force in his
new interpretation of the causal relation."(23).

-

{23) Leonard GREENBERG, '"Necessity in Hume's Causal

Theory) New Haven, Review of letaphv '
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These are the words of Leonard Greenberg, in
discussing necessity according to the eausal theory of Hume's
attitude. He first reduced necessity to merely psychologicz
activities, and something purely subjective;m and he tried
to prove that as far as the objectivity of that mental
activity is concerned, we do not know anything about it
besides the constznt conjunction: of objects. Because, no
matter how much we try to penetrate ana deepen ourselves
in order to understand it, we cannot have a clear insight
into it. All we know, is the habitual succession of the
things which determines our mind to feel the necessity; by
habit we are determined to feel this sub jective element of
causation which we call necessity, and consequently, the
necessity which exlsts betwsen the actions and emotlons,
because, their union is as constant as any natural operation
and they influence the mind to infer the existence of the
first from the appearance of the gecopd 1n the same mannsr,
But, Hume found himself static in his movement regarding
his system, and he discovered that only through habit that
he can make his system a kind of dynamlc: one. Because, he
mede out of habit an objective cause influencing him to in-
fer the one upon: the appearance of the other:

"Thus, it appears that desplte the fact that the
.only connection Hume leaves between cause and

effect is & mental habit, he gilves the habit
all the force and certainty of the traditional

=
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idea of objective necessityf(24).
Now, he is in a positidn to move and say something
about the things themselves and their relation to necessity.
So, in order to make the notion of necessity clear, he
Juxtaposes it to chance and indifference, and shows the
adequacy and objectivity of necessity. ‘ihere-as he depicts
the latter to be subjective and inadequate, and the ack-
nowledgment of it 1s nothing but a lack of knowledge on our
sice:
"WWe conclude, that the chance or indifference lies
.only in our Jjudgment on account of our imperfect
knowledge, not in the things themselves, which
are in every case egually necessary, though to
appeerance, not egually constant or certain"(25)
According to Hume, then the judgment which-proceeds

Beom chance or liberty is a fantastical one, But, i we are
’

going to proceed reasonably, ana base our judgment on reason

2ble foundation we should taxe into consideration the actions,

and the regularities of them with certainty, and their
congtant unlion with some particular motives. And because
the "moral evidence" is concerned with the judgment. which
we péss on human ac%ions in so far as persons are the cause
of the actions, and are derived from a certain temper in
them, therefore, only necessity which takes into consider-
atlon thé two parts of the process, the speculative part

and theprectical part which produce the action:

(24) Leonard GBEENBERG, "Necessity in Hume's Causal
Theory", New Haven, Review of lMetavhysics, June, 1955, P.612
(25) Treatise, G. & G., Vol.X2¥ II, P, 185,
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"In short, as nothing more nearly interests us then
.our own actions and those of others, the great-
est part of our reasonings is employed in judg-
ments concerning them. Now I assert, that who-
ever reasons after this menner, does ipso facto
beliewe the actions of the will to arise from
necessity, gnd that he Xnows”what he means when

he denies it(26),

Hume is implying that there is & need for a doc=-
trine by which our morel judgment must be regulated, and
he affirms explicitly that the doStrine of necessity is
adequate for that. But, he doegggorget that it . has a very
bad reputation.é; a means to do away with religion. So,
the only way for him is to advertise it, and prove to the
public that thé doctrine as he intreprets i is completely
innocent of such an accusation, and as a matter of fact is
good and satisfy the purpose and the aim which religion and
morality seek. He says that he does not want people to
accept 1t on failth in vwhat he says, but he wants therm to
examine his words and see whether he is right or not:

"I submit myself frankly to an examination of this
kind, and dare venture to aifirm, that the doctrine
of necessity, according to my explication of it,

is not only innocent,, but even advgntageXous to
religion and morﬁiity(E?).

The question which normally arises here is, what
1s his explication of the doctrine of necessity which he

wants 1t to be examined? According to Hume, there are two

(26) Treatise, G. & G. Vol. II, Fage 186.
(27) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, Page 190,
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places where we should look for necessity, the first is in
the constant conjunction of similar objects, which we

frequently perceive them united. And second, in the mind,

where upon-the appearance of the one, it infers the existenc

of the other. So, he says, whatever sense of these two you
choose everybody admits 1t to be the property of the will:
"Now, necessity, in both these senses, has
-universally though tacitly, in the schools,
in the pulpit, and in common life, been
aldowed to belong to the will of manj; and
no one has ever pretended to deny, that
we can draw inferences concerning human
actions, and that those inferences are
founded on the experiemnced union of like
actions with like motives and circumstances(28)
Hume points out that there are two possibilities
for the denial of that, first may be the person who denies
that abstains from calling it necessity, he may assign some
other term to it. But as far as the terminology 1s concern-
ed there 1s no dispute about it as long as the meaning is
the same to both of us. The second possibility, is that the
person, "will maintain that there is something else in the
operatiohs of matter" (29). So, regerding the second, Hume
says that he does no% khow whether the operations of matter
are other than what he is asserting. But, Hume says that

whoever 1s mistaken that does not affect the will, it only

afiects matter:

(28) Treatise, G & G. Vol. II, P. 190,

(29) Ibid.
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"I do not ascribe to the will that unintelligible
.necessity, which is supposed to be in matter. But.
ascribe to matter that intelligible guality call
1t necessity or not, which the most rigorous
orthodoxy does or must allow to belong to the

will., I change, therefo#e, nothing in the
received system, whth regard to the will, but

only with regard to material objects".(30)

After exposing his doctrine of ﬁecessity, and
submitting it to the examination, dependlng on its adequacy
that it is golng to atand the test. Then, Hume, turns
around and examines what morallty and relligion demand from
it, he finds that the doctrine fulfils all the requirements,
and only its principles can serve as the foundations of the
moral laws. And he asserts, that wnatever principles beside
the ones that he is advocating are used, the result will be
not only a comelete destruction to moral laws, but to civil
laws as well:

"I ghall go further and assert, that this kind of
.necesslty 1s so essential to religion and morality,
that without it there must ensue an absolute sub-
version of both, and that every other suppostion
ix is entirely destructive to all laws, both divine

and humen."(31)

It seems to me that the idea of cause in the
Humean sense, serves Hume as a maglc wand by which he tries
to solve each problem that he encounters. When he states

the problem, he describes it objJectively as it should be

(30) Treatise, G.& G,, Vol. II, F. 190.
(31) Ibid.
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described. But, when he comes to solve 1lt,¥aie creates
another proplem. He says that all kinds of laws are establi
ed on "rewards and punishment", and so men regulate their
actions according to the influence of these two notions.
Therefore, this influence must be considered as a cause
whose effect are the actions of the human beings, And, be-
cause he considered, chance or liberty as something which
negates the czuse, then their doctrine 1s inadequate for
the solution of +theproblem. Whereas, the cause ig an in-
stance of the doctrine of necessity, and as a conseguence,
Necessity is the only solution andits principles are the
right ones. He says that the actlons in themselves are
cerceived under the notion. of temporality, and unless <Thgy
are atiributed to a certaliln disposition in the man who
verforms them they are not a part of him at all, and the
person: is not subject to blame or reward, whether ihe
actions are blamable or laudable:
"Por as actions are objects of our moral sentiment,
.so far only as they are indicatlons of the
internal char.cter, passions, and aflections;
it is impossible that they can give rise either
to vraise or blame, where they proceed not
from these principles, but are derived altogether
from external violence."(32)
Hume wants to show &hat renders a person res-

ponsible for his action. From his analysis to the subjeect

(32) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol.IV, F. 81.

5h -
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he concludes that unless these actions of the individual are
regulated or influenced by sometning internal in nan, the
actions are not considered as his, and man is not evaluated
by them. In othef words, Hume's intention is to show that
unless there 1is something in man coming from within which
necessitates his actions, man cannot be judged by them. And
he goes further and gives few examples of the operation of
the law in the society andhe shows that in all of them no
matter who 1s théﬁjudge(as long as the judge 1is é reasonable
being) the person is alweys judged according to the
principles of necessity:

"Men cre not blamed for such actions as they perform
.ignorantly and cesually, whatever mey be the
congeguence, Why? but because the principles of
thege actions are only mementary, and terminate

in them alone. HMen are tess blamed for such
actions zs they perform hastily and unpremeditately
than for such as proceed from deliberation. For
what reason? but because a hasty temper, though

a constant cause of principle in the mind, operates
only by intervels, and infects not the whole
character, Again, repentance wires off every
crime, if attended with & reformation of life

anda manners, How is this to be accounted for?

but by asserting thaet actions render a person.
criminal merely as they are proofs of criminal
principles in the nind; and when, by an alter-
ation of these princivles, they cease to be Jjust
proofs, they likewise cease to be just criminal."(33)

The three examples here mentloned above, are judg-
ments made according to the principles of necessity. There

is no necessary link between the ignorant man and his actiom

—~ 8\

(33) Enquiry, G. & G., Vol. IV, p. 809
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because he does not know what he is doing. So, the mind 1s
not necessitating the action to be performed. And the
actlons which procged from a hasty temper are not well
connected with the person, because the mind was not involved
comcletely, e.%3., it was not given tlime enough to consider
the action and necessitate it, and consequently, the action
Gdoes not involve the whole person in the guilt, and so, her
is pertially responsible for his action. Moreover, the
repentance, is 2 kind of eradication of the criminal
principles of the mind. By the uprootedness of these
principles, thé individual is cut off completely from the
principles, And he 1is not bound any more by necessity to
them and the judgmefnt which follows the repentance will be
a judgment on a completely different person. So, we can sed
that according to Hume we cannotkrun away from thebonds of
necessity no matter what we do aml how we do it

"Byt so inconsistant zre men with themselves, that

.though they often assert that necessity utterly

destroys all merit and demerlt either tovards

mankind or superior powers, they continue still

to reason upon these very vrinciples of necessity

in 211 their judgments concerning this matter."(34)

This statement looks as if Hume 1is saying‘that

the doctrine of necessity, is by necesslty the principle

of morality and religion.

(34) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. 192.
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CHAFTER IV
CONCLUSION.

A complete criticism of Hume's theory concerning
the doctrine of freedom, 1s beyond the scope ofthis thesis.
But I will try to make a few remarks in so far as Hume's
consistency is concerned. His consistency lies in the out-
come of his princibples. For instance, causallty as he per-
cerived it is a loglcal conclusion to his empirical outlook;
and his doctrine of freedom is also a légical conclusion to
his theory of causation. So, i1f we trace the roots of his
difficulty regerding the doctrine of freedom, we find that
the essentlal lack in his treatment or it lies directly i n
his theory of causatlon, and indirectly in his empirical
method.

1. DIRECTLY, we know that Hume in his theory
concerning the relation of cause and effect he reduces caus-
ality to one type, the subjective one. That is why people
refer to Hume as the philosopher vho denied causality.
Recause, he admitted only, that the relation of cause and
effect is nothing but the constant conjunction. of objects
and through custom determine our minds to infer the one upon
the appearance of the other. That is to say that, the re-
lation of cause and effect is a kind of mental or psycho-

logical relation; do, once he denied the objectivity of a

cause, then automatically objective causallty disappears.
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Moreover, even with the subjective part which he retazins,
Hume attributes to it one kind of cguse, e.z., the efficient

causeyg

"For as our idea of efficilency is derived from

.the constant conjunction of two objects, where-
ever this is observed, the cause is efficlent;
and where it 1s not, there can never be a cause
of any kind."(1)

From this, two things can be derived. First, he
denies the final cause, anu second, he reduces all tyres of
actions to one t&?e. And, at this point Hume finds himself
fortified to attack the christian notion of freedom.
Because, he identifies it with chance, and chance tc him
is nothing but the negation of a cause, and consequently the
negation of actions. Thersfore, if freedom as well as
chance imply negation of actions, man is not responsible fon
his action according to the doctrine of freedom. But &c-
cording to Hume man must te responsible for his actions,

therefore the doctrine of freedom in this sense is not it

for religion, and morals.

2. INRIRECTLY, =nd by that I mean that it did not
have an immediate effect on freedom but rether a mediate ong

His empirical outlook did not effect freedom directly, but

it led him to the denial of metaphysics. Hetaphysics, deal&

with being as such, but, HUME reduced the object of the

(1) Treatise, G. & G., Vol. I, Fage 464-465.
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mind to the object of observation and experience which is
the phenomenon (impressions) and by that he denied the full
cepacity of the mind to reach reality, and at the same time
denied its proper object, which 1is being. Therefore, the
empirical theory of Hume leads him to perceive the relation
of cause and effect as he perceived it, because, if ve admit
with him that the mind cannot have any insight into objects,
then, according to observatlon cause and effect follow each

Zother rather than produce each other, because that is the

way they appear.

Let us proceed mathematically and collect terms
and see what happened to the Humean man. If we admit that
the real freedom evolves from our knowledge concerning the
purpose of man on earth and his final cause, then, Hume is a
failure. Because, we admit that, the purpose of man's
existence is to glorify God as his Creator, and to direct
himself towards his ultimate end, and this end we know 1t to
be the final cause of man, vho is the Supreme Belng. But
David Hume denies that. By denying causality objectively,
he denies the final cause, and so, he denies that man's
finality is to reach God. And he means 1%, because he says
that when he "excludes causes" he excludes them all, and he
"really excludes them." Theréfore, vhile man to us 1is a
éelf-determining being, @nd this implies freedom; Hume ranks

men among other beings which are subject to the laws of
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determinism. And by this Hume thingify man, and this rei-

Tlcation degrades men from being made after the imesze of God

to being made as a thing.

So, that is what I mean when I say that Hume's

empirical outlook affects freedom indirectly. Because, the
value of his theory of freedom depends on the value of his

causal doctrine, which in turn depends on the validity of

his emplrical method.

The empffical method, by limiting itself to
experlience based on sense impressions banished from its
realm the notioﬁ of spirituality. And consequently they
banished freedom and installed determinism. No Ffreedom
unless there are spiritual beings and creatures that reasona:

"Freedom is rooted in the spirit., Only rational
-and spiritual creatures are free. Stones and
sealing wax, carnations and cows are not free
but determined by inherent laws and instincts.
Men alone 1is self-determining. Because possessed
of reason he can set up his own goals and
burposes and choose the means to attain: them.

His highest freedom is achieved by acting within:
the law of his being and choosing betwsen good
things in order to attain the fullest enrich-
ment and flowering bf his personality in God."(2)

-

iWe see then, that fresdom is confined to the

rational creatures, and only because they possess reason
that they are free. In other words, whoever underestimates

the role which reason plays in the domain of knowledge,

(2) F. J. SHEEN, Freedom Under God, The Bruce Fublish- |
ing Company, "MILWAUKEE, Third Frinting, 1940. Page 37.
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undoubtedly that will lead him to the misunderstanding of
humen freedom. And here is one of our greatestllving phil-
osophers, Jacques Maritain commenting on our doctor, concern

b .
ing ®ke relatlon to reason:

"In the teaching of St. Thomas freedom of choice

~is not an irrational element thrust on the

philosopher by the moral consciousness; 1t 1s

a thing proper to a certain nature, in short,

to the rational or intellectual nature. "The

whole root of freedom lie in reason.'" To.be
free is of the essence of every intellectugl

being. "$#)(3)

Sé, écéSPding to Jacques Maritain, St. Thomas
placed Treedom &n: the bosom of reason and whoever tries
to do away withvreason, he automatically uproots freedom.
And that is what Hume did, when he assigned the function of
reason, by saying that, "reason is, andought only to be,
the slave of the passioné and can never pretend to any other
o-fice than to serve and obsey themn"(gb Therefore, when we
say that our passions and emotions éhould be watched, guided
and disciplined according to the dictates of reason, we just
taldng nonsense according to Hume. And the pessimistic view
which Hume had concerning reason led him to reject reason,
attributing to it the in-capability of coping with the res-

ponsibility thet we Christian assign. to 1t, he says:

(3) Jacques MARITAIN, Freedom in The Modern World,
Translated by, Richard O'SULLIVAN, Sheed & wWard, London,

1935 ’ Page 5-6 °
(4) Treatise G. & G., Vol. II, F. 195,

y

Ul
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"The intense view of these manifold contradictions
and imperfections in human reason has so wrought
upon me, and heated my brain, that I am ready to
reject all belief and reasoning. (...): Where
am I, or what? From what causes do I derive my
existence, and ' to what condition shall I return?
Whose favour shall I count, and whose anger must
I dread? ¥What beings surround me? And on whonm
haeve I any infiuence, or who have any influence
onme? I am confounded with all these questions,
and begin to fancy myself in the most deplorable
condition imaginable, environed with the deepest
darkness, and utbterly deprived of the use of every
member and faculty.

Most fortunately it happens, that since
reason. ls ineapable of dispelling these clouds,
Nature herséelf suffices to that purpose, and cufesy
me of this philosphical melancholy and delirium." &)

There 1is the clash between our 1idea of freeaom
and Hume's idea. The conflict is that we consider ourselves
as possessing freedom, in so far as we are aware of our
destiny. e know what is the purpose of our existence, and
by this knowing we feel that we are really free, But, how
can Hume reach such a notion when you hear him uttering the
above guoted words, whilch indicate his confusion and his
perplexity about his existence and the purpose or 1it.
Unlessa person knows What he needs the freedom for, he does
not know the meaning of it. Bishop Sheen is right in saying:

"no one wants to be free just to be free, but to
.be free in order to fulflll a purpocse or a goal.

We want the windshield of our auto to be fres g
from dust in order that we may drive safely." (29

(5] 7aantae, o« + 4., ~Nek. T, p.548.
(6) F. J. SHEEN, Freedom Under God, The Bruce Publish-
ing Company, MILWAUKEE, Third Brinting, 1940. P.24-25,

Ty,
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Hume falls victim to this notlion of freedom, Jjust
because he does not know the goal which that freedom is aim-
ing at. So, Hume by admitting that freedom is nothing but
"spvontaneity'", he ié separating the two parts of freedom,e.g
first the frée choice which 1s the means, and second the
freedom of perfection which is the end; and by separating
them he missed the essential part of T'reedom; "to tear them

asunder” bishop Sheen says, "is to do Jjust as much violence

-

to man as to sepafate his eye from color or his ear from

sound."{7).

- -

In cohclusion, it can be said that Hume by de-
crying reason, he contributed the hignest vercentage to his
failure in dealing with freedom. In addition to his main
efforts to belittle reason, he tried to discuss the meta-
physical question in the light of that belittled rezson,

and he wants to free learning from all this "metavhysical

jargon® as he says at the beginning of the iﬁnauirv Concern-
(S N

ing Humen Understanding., andhe concludes thgt metaprhysics

is something irrelevant, and our intellect is not Tit k& to
such a.study. Whereas the contrary is true, Because to St.
Thomas as well a&s to every christian philosopher (not in

name only) freedom is & property of man, and it presupposes

his Nature. Jacques Mzritain answers this question very

(7) Jacques MARITAIN, Freedom in The lModern Jorld,

Translated by, Richard C'SULLIVAN, London,XBXEXMX. Sheed &

HWard '1'92‘; P ol
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adequately:

"But that freedom presupposes Nature, what dbes: this
mean for us? It means that ethics presupposes meta-
physics and speculative philosophy and that the true
use of our freedom presuproses the knowledge of
Being and of the supreme laws of Being., Metaphysics
is a necessary prerequisite of ethics."(8)

And so, free will in: the real sense of the term is
something given:to us by God and it.is the property of our
nature, and 1t is not the product of man's labor.. And by our
free. will, we are beyond the necessity and determinism of
Hume.. We are free because vie are rational animals who
speculate and know, and by exercising our free will, we ex-
perience the harmony between our reason and our will, and
the union of these two which produces the free will.. From
this we cannot but conclude that:

"Ian is 2 metephysicel being, an animal that nour-
.ishes 1ts llfe on transcendental things. There is
no etnics among ants any more than amonyg the stars;
the road they are to follow is traced out for them
in advance.. But we men, merely because we know the
sense of the word Being and of the word ihy."(9)

Finally, in trying to explore human natﬁre Hume
missed the best part of it, in the sense that.he missed that
man is a metaphysicel beinz in his very nature, and that he
cannot help it, because according to Jacques Maritain, "we

are metaphysicians in spite of ourselves.'"(10)

(8) J. MARITAIN, Freedom in The Modern World, trans-
lated by, R. 0'SULLIVAN, London,Sheed & ward,l935, P. 13.

(9) Ipbid. P.14-15,
(1¢) Ibid,
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ABBREVIATIONS

All the quotation of Hume's works will be taken
from:

The Philosophical Works Of David Humg, edited by,

T.H..GREEN. & T.H..GROSE, in four.volumes,. New edition,
London, Longmens,. Green, And Co., 1889-1850, And New York::

15 East 16th. Sireet..

The footnotes are abreviated in three wayss
Firstj. "Treatise, G. &G., Vol.. I, P.etc." This abbreviation

means: ‘David HUME,.Treatise of Humen Nature, in GREEN &

GROSE'S edition of The Philosophical Works of David Hume,

Volume I, and page number.
Second,. "Treatise, G. & G., Vol. II, P. etc." This means:

David HUME, Treatise of Human Nature, Part Ii, in: GREEN &

GROSE's edition of The Philosophical Works of David Hume,

Volume II,.and page number.
Third, "Enquiry, G. & G., Vol.. IV, P.etc." This means:

Deyvid HUME,. An Enguiry Concerning Human Understanding, in

GREEN & GROSE's edition of THePhilosophical Work of David

Humg, Volums IV,.and page number

The rest of the footnotes is written fully and

without abbreviations,.
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