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THE PROFOUND RAMIFICATIONS STEMMING FROM DAVID HUME'S PHILOSOPHICAL FRAMEWORK CONCERNING IMPRESSIONS AND IDEAS
Abstract 

Understanding the distinction between impressions and ideas that Hume draws in the opening paragraph of his " A Treatise on Human Nature " is essential for understanding much of Hume's philosophy. This however is a task that has been the cause of a good deal controversy that rocks the literature of Hume. There is an alternative reading to the distinction as being between original mental entities and copied mental entities. Hume takes himself to discover this distinction as that which underlies our pre-theoretical sorting of mental entities. Hume's reading on human nature make him a more philosophical robust one and avoids many of the difficulties of previous interpretations. The focus of this essay is to show how ideas which are abstract in nature come about. This work shows how we gained knowledge through impressions and ideas. Hume also pointed this out on his " A Treatise on Human Nature " when he said everything we are of can be classified under two headings which are impressions and ideas. It is the duty of this work to show how impressions and ideas constitute our knowledge of the world.
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CHAPTER ONE

1.0
Introduction

Are we not often at times shocked by the discovery that what we thought was certain is later proved dubious and false? If this be a regular occurrence, is it not the case that we may become suspicious of all claims to certainty? But then, the history of human opinion rightly forms the most fertile source material for the development of any theory of knowledge. Yet, no theory or belief has proved so full of absurdity, that it lacked its own disciples. The history of science is itself replete with theories priory accepted by the sages of old but later on discredited.

Philosophers are therefore concerned with the basis of all knowledge claims, so that they might arrive at a consensus for judging these claims. For it, much of what had been taken as certain has instead been proved false or sceptical. Then, what can we really know and how can we really ever be certain?

Such were the feelings of David Hume, as he posited his philosophy of “impression and ideas” of which this work is to throw more light on.  

The philosophy of David Hume then is both an attack on rationalism and a “reducto and absurdum” of empiricism since the empiricism he defines is one-sided as the rationalism he attacks. He frankly confessed his dissatisfaction with his position in a passage which seems to be the starting point for a consideration of the outline of his work.:

There are two principles which I cannot render consistent nor is it in my power to renounce either of them, namely, that all our distinct perceptions are distinct existence, and that the mind never perceives any real connection among distinct existence.

Thus, the appeal to those two principles and the understanding of them is the key of Hume’s work. The first principle, that what we can distinguish in perception is distinguished in existence is subjective. I rather see it as making the articulations and distinctions of things depend on the distinctions of the mind. But the second principle is based on the opposite assumptions.

Hume’s whole account of causation depends on his perception that causation is not a relation among the mind’s own ideas, in the sense that it can be got at by any kind of introspection or reflection. Thus, the result of Hume’s theory of causation seems to be subjective when he reduces the conception of necessary connection to a feeling, and this is precisely because he believes that causation is a relation between real existences and cannot be perceived by the mind. About causation, he said: 

Causation is a relation, which can be traced beyond our senses and informs us of existence and objects, which we do not see or feel.

In Hume’s philosophy, the theory of the “association of ideas” plays  the most important part and was the most recognized in the later  history of English Empiricism. No wonder Hume was constantly making association the work of the understanding and through this theory, he succeeded in narrowing the fundamental principles of knowledge to mere feeling. His account of the general principle; also lobbied his explanation of particular instances of cause and effect. Thus, little did he mean to think that by causation, we only mean constant conjunction, but that we sometimes infer causation from the observation of only one instance.

In his own period, Hume affected the inheritance of the Cartesian rationalism into empiricism and made atomization of perception the very nerve of his philosophy. From this insight, he viewed every question especially metaphysical and proposed every solution.

It is then our task in this work, to expose the implications of the concept of his “impressions – ideas” theory, which evidently forms his basic epistemological stand. We shall therefore see how plausible they are with a critical mind.

1.1
Statement of the Problem 

The genesis of the history of philosophy is the treatment of the Ionian philosophers whose main concern was to determine the basic constitution of the material substances of the universe
.

In this immortal search, Thales posited water, Anaximander posited air, and Pythagoras came up with units i.e. the mathematical numbers. The departure of Pythagoras and his subsequent followers was a gathering storm, which ushered in a sharp digression in philosophical inquiry. Attention now shifted to the problem of change and permanence. In this pre-Socratic era philosophy was more cosmocentric in nature.

Plato in the ancient period posited the world of forms, saying that the real things exist in the worlds of ideas. Socrates also on his part believes that knowledge is certain, objective and universal. It is quite possible for man to acquire knowledge. His was the dialectical method i.e. beginning from particular cases and concluding with universal knowledge.

In the Mediaeval period, Augustine toes the line of Plato. Augustine distrusted the senses as source of knowledge. The senses in his view do not give us certain knowledge. The objects of knowledge are not the material things of this world, but the external ideas in the mind of God.
 St Thomas is said by some scholars to have succeeded merely in Christianizing Aristotle. These mediaeval or Christian philosophers were influenced by the church supremacy at their time.

In this period, the movement was actually a rebirth of knowledge, a revival of interest and zeal for knowledge. It began with a renewed interest in Ancient writings and eventually developed into humanistic and scientific movements, with emphasis on man rather than God. Two important schools flourished in this period.

The continental rationalists (Descartes Spinoza and Leibniz) adopted the mathematical method and believed that reason alone, using the mathematical method can attain truth without the aid of the senses. They denied that sense perception was necessary in order to attain knowledge. The empiricists on the other hand, asserted that all-genuine knowledge derive from sense perception. Neither Locke nor Berkeley was a consistent empiricist. But Hume was and he brought empiricism to its logical conclusion.
 He tried to portray this by his philosophy of impression and idea. When we perceive objects, they make impression on us. Ideas are formed from these impressions. Whether he succeeded in doing this is what we shall be looking at in this work. We shall be evaluating critically his position about impression and idea, within which we shall portray the explicit implication of his position. 

1.2
Purpose
My aim or purpose in this research now is to expose the implications of the concept of Hume’s impressions and ideas theory. We shall therefore see how plausible they are, with a critical mind. This work will seek to x-ray the extent to which pure knowledge can be gotten only through impression or that we can only know something through experience and without impression, there will be no ideas.

1.3
Scope
This research does not intend to give an exhaustive study of David Hume’s philosophies. Rather, it centered on his theory of impression and idea. How he tried to resolve the diverse conceptions of philosophers on the acquisition of pure knowledge.

1.4
The Methodology of the Work
In this sensitive philosophical discourse, we shall make use of expository method in understanding the notion of impression and ideas and Hume’s argument in denying and rejecting reason as a way of attaining knowledge. Again, we shall use critical method in evaluating Hume’s view. In general, the methodology is going to be scholarly, academic, and philosophical.

This research work is divided into five chapters. Chapter one deals mainly with the introduction and the framework of the entire study, chapter two deals with the literature review. This takes into account the contributions of other philosophers on the related topic in the various epochs. Chapter three x-rays the Epistemological foundation of Hume’s philosophy, chapter four centered on the impossibility of the metaphysics while chapter five gives an evaluation and critical conclusion to the work.

CHAPTER TWO

2.0
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

2.1
LIFE AND WORKS OF DAVID HUME
David Hume was born in Edinburgh on the 26th of April 1711. He was of a good family, both by father and mother. His father’s family was a branch of the Earl of Hume’s and his ancestors were proprietors of the Estate, which was the daughter of Sir David Falcone, president of the college of Justice.

David wanted to study Law but could not finish, in the course of his studies; he composed and published his Treatise of Human Nature at the end of 1738, a book, which he complained, “fell dead-born from the press.” In 1747, he became judge –advocate-general to General Claire. In 1752, he became keeper of the embassy in Paris and was for a few months in-charge of its affairs. As from 1768, he was under-secretary to the secretary of state. In 1769, he retired to Edinburgh. In 1775, he contracted cancer of the bowels, a sickness which he could not survive and which led to his death in 1776. 

His Works Include The Following:

His Treatise of Human Nature first published in 1739. 

Essays moral and political published in 1741- 1742

An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding Principles of Morals, 1951.

Political Dialogue, 1752

Dialogues on Natural Religion, published post-humorously in 1779.

PHILOSOPHERS’  VIEWS ON IMPRESSION AND IDEAS

ANCIENT PERIOD

The problem of impression and idea is the origin of philosophy. Philosophy started with man’s curiosity and wonders about the existence of things. From the up-shoot of philosophy which is the treatment of the Ionian philosophers, whose main concern was to seek the basic make-up of the material substance of the universe.

Western philosophy grew out of religion and mythology in Greece about 600BC.
 This does not mean that prior to that, that the Greeks were not asking themselves fundamental questions about reality, about man or the cosmos. They did and sought answers to these questions through religion and mythology.

These mythological and cosmological explanations to the happenings in the universe can be seen vividly in the works of Thales. According to him despite the fact that things change, there was continuity in the midst of the changes. Secondly, these early philosophers also observed that there was a basic unity in the midst of the plurality of things. They came to a conclusion that there must be an original stuff from which all things are made. Thales called this original or primary stuff “water” Anaximander on his part said that the primary stuff from which all things are made must be neutral element, different from all the elements we know and it must be infinite and eternal. Anaximenes postulated air as the primary element from which all things were made.

Heraclitus stated that conflict was the very condition of life; it was through conflict that things came in being and remained in existence.
 The main doctrine of Parmenides was that change is simply an illusion of the senses, that being is one and unchanging. All other philosophers that followed suit were persons like Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and Democritus. 

On the arrival of the sophist, there was a shift in the main direction of philosophy. They no longer focused on the underlying unity in the midst of diversity, stability in the midst of change, the original stuff from which all things are made of. Their focus was on man in the society. The sophist were very sceptical, they doubted the possibility of knowing anything with certainty. Their skepticism can be seen as the outcome of the cosmological speculation of the earlier philosophers with their conflicting theories. Is it possible for man to know any truth with certainty? What is the foundation of knowledge and no longer on the question of the nature of the universe. The problem of knowledge began with the sophists.

SOCRATES

Socrates rejected the relativism and the skepticism of the sophists and maintained that there was objective, universal knowledge.
 He was very critical of the sophists precisely because of the skepticism and relativism, which he opposed. For him, knowledge is certain, objective and universal. It is quite possible for man to acquire an objective knowledge. He adopted the inductive method i.e the method of beginning from particular cases and concluding with universal knowledge.

Socrates believed in innate knowledge. Every man, according to him is pregnant with knowledge, the knowledge that is innate in him. He believes therefore that pure knowledge can be arrived at through his dialectic method of question and answer.

PLATO 

Plato was very critical of the skepticism and relativism of the sophists and was convinced of the objectivity and universality of knowledge. Knowledge for him is stable and certain. Knowledge is acquired by reason not by sense perception. He made a sharp distinction between reason and sense-perception. Only reasons lead us to knowledge. Sense perception can only lead us to opinion, not knowledge.

The objects of knowledge are not the material things in this world, but the forms in the world of forms.
 Consequently, the things in the material world are not the real things. They are shadows of the real things. Hence, they cannot be the objects of knowledge.

According to Plato, the soul prior to its coming into this world, used to live in the world of forms. When it now came to the world, it forgot most of the things if knew before. When the soul sees the things in this world, which are reflections of the forms, they remind it of what it used to know in the worlds of forms before coming into the world. But it is only through reasoning that the soul can get back intellectually to the world of forms and become acquainted again with the forms.     

ARISTOTLE 

While Plato believed in innate ideas, Aristotle rejected any such thing and held that all ideas and all knowledge come from sense perception. ‘Man is not born with any idea in his mind. At birth, the human mind is totally blank, tabula rasa’.
 So there is nothing, no knowledge in the human mind, which did not come through the senses.

MEDIEVAL PERIOD

Philosophy by its definition subjects everything; God, nature, ethics etc. to critical rational thinking through reason. But in this medieval era, philosophers have their minds fixed on the doctrine of the church as they philosophize.

Therefore, the aim of philosophy was defeated in this period. As such, most of the philosophers we shall be discussing expressed their views on acquisition of pure knowledge in defense of one doctrine or the other.

ST AUGUSTINE

Augustine did not agree with the skeptics that nothing can be known for certain. For him it is a contradiction in terms. By the mere fact that the skeptic is certain that nothing can be known is already a pointer that he knows something for certain. And, that is the fact that nothing can be known, which is a contradiction to the skeptic stand that nothing can be known for certain.
Aristotle toed the line of Plato by stating that the senses cannot give us pure knowledge. He succeeded in Christianizing Plato’s world of forms calling it the mind of God. Since the object of knowledge, which is, the ideas in the mind of God, is eternal, immutable and indestructible. They are superior to the human mind, which is not eternal, not immutable, and destructible. Since the human mind grasps these things that are superior to it, Augustine says it is by divine illumination that the human mind is able to grasp or acquire true knowledge. God is the source of genuine idea and it is only by divine illumination coming from God that human mind is able to grasp it.

THOMAS AQUINAS 

Aquinas just like Aristotle holds that there are no innate ideas in man. From birth, man’s brain is ‘tabula rasa’ all knowledge comes through sense perception.

He did not however agree with Aristotle on the idea of what one knows becoming part of him. As a Christian philosopher, if he should accept that, it will imply that since God knows the world, and since the world is imperfect, it implies that God is imperfect.

On the contrary, Aquinas states that since God is the author of the universe, by knowing himself, he knows the world, since the world came from him. According to him, what we know of God is by analogy and not the essence of God.

MODERN PERIOD

This period extends from renaissance period to the end of the nineteenth century. This period marked a turning point in the history of Europe. There was a rebirth of knowledge. It began with a renewed interest in Ancient writings and eventually developed into humanistic and scientific movements, with emphasis on man (rather than God) and on experimental science (rather than religion). The authority of science replaced the authority of the bible. This marked the beginning of modern science and modern philosophy.

In this period, we experienced a lot of oppositions against the correctness of human knowledge. These two opposing schools of thought were outstanding in this period; rationalist and empiricists. Rationalism is an age-long epistemological concept, which stresses on reason as the basic source of human knowledge. While empiricism on the other hand is a doctrine, which holds that experience is the source of all knowledge.

RENE DESCARTES

Descartes, as a rationalist, relied so much on reason as the only means of acquiring pure knowledge. He observed that there was hardly any statement in philosophy that was not disputed. All these arguments are because philosophy was founded on a shaky foundation.
 Philosophy for him should be based on a new foundation. This new foundation should be clear, certain and indisputable. He decide to use the mathematical method in the reconstruction so that philosophy would become clear, certain and indisputable like mathematics.

He based his logic on intuition and deduction. Intuition grasps truths in the light of reason while deduction makes inferences and draws necessary implications from such knowledge. Descartes rejected the senses as sources of knowledge. Senses for him are deceptive and unreliable. Only reason leads to clear and distinct knowledge.

SPINOZA

Spinoza as a rationalist upheld reason as the highest degree of knowledge. In his first degree of knowledge, he talked about knowing things in isolation. For him when we isolate things and separate them from the totality, ‘we only succeed in having inadequate knowledge or confused ideas of them’.
 This is the only kind of knowledge we can acquire from sense perception.

The second degree of knowledge is knowledge derived from logical deduction. The third degree of knowledge and which is the highest is that of intuitive knowledge. This is knowledge grasped in the light of reason.

JOHN LOCKE

Locke rejects innate ideas and argues that “if there were innate ideas children and even idiots would know them”.
 If moral principles were innate, why the differences in moral principles according to people. Thus, he maintained that there is nothing like innate ideas, all knowledge comes from sense perception.

Ideas for him are immediate objects of human knowledge. We have no direct knowledge of things but only our ideas about them. When we perceive things, they impress themselves on our minds and leave their images there. This is our ideas of things. Locke tells us “that which produces any simple or complex idea we denote by the general name, impression; and that which is produced, idea”.

GEORGE BERKELEY

Just like other empiricists, he rejects innate ideas. For him whatever we know comes through sense perception. Whatever we perceive is an idea in the mind. They exist only in so far as they are perceived. For him sense perception is idea.

DAVID HUME

Hume was a consistent empiricist. Hume as a radical empiricist brought empiricism to its logical conclusion.

While Descartes applied the mathematical method to philosophy, Hume applied the method of experimental sciences. He stated that there are no innate ideas; all knowledge for him comes from sense perception.
 According to Hume, when we perceive objects, they make impression on us. Then ideas are formed from these impressions. Without impressions, there can be no ideas. The original stuff of thought is an impression, and an idea is merely a copy of an impression. Thus for every idea there must be an a priori impression.

From the history of philosophy, this problem of how pure knowledge can be acquired has been a very big problem. The different epochs approached it from different dimensions. The ancient philosophers saw it from the cosmological point of view, of trying to know the primary stuff from which things are made. The medieval philosophers being influenced by the authority of the church in their time Christianized some views of the ancient philosophers. In this era, the authority of the bible was replaced by the authority of science. The emphasis was on man. It was in that condition of freedom and everyone trying to prove his worth that the modern period rationalists and empiricists gained their ground.

However, it was Hume who brought empiricism to its logical conclusion. For him without impression there can be no ideas. In the next chapter, we shall be seeing his epistemological foundations for holding this view.

CHAPTER THREE

3.0
The Epistemological Foundation of Hume’s Philosophy
Hume observed that the only way to resolve the problem of disagreements and speculations regarding ‘abstract questions’ is to:

Enquire seriously into the nature of human understanding, and show from an exact analysis of it’s powers and capacity, that it is by no means fitted for such remote and abstruse subjects.

Thus, having this as his stepping-stone, he carefully analyzed a series of topics, which led him to his sceptical conclusion, beginning with an account of the contents of the mind. It was then in person of Hume that empiricism evolved 

Modern idealism by virtue of the cogito is then a matter of immanence. But this modern idealism differs from the idealism of Plato, for the ideas of Plato were not concepts immanent in the intellect, rather, they were realities existing in themselves and latter transformed into the principle of empiricism.

The patterned sequences of associations derive their validity from the fact that they are states of consciousness. What man knows are these states of consciousness, what things are in themselves man has known not.

3.1
CONTENTS OF THE MIND
In the Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Hume stated that nothing seems more unbounded than man’s thought. Even though our body is restricted to one planet, our mind can roam swiftly into the most distant regions of the universe. As such the imagination can conceive the most unnatural and incongruous appearances, such as winged horses and golden mountains. However, Hume said that though the mind seems to posses this wide freedom, it is really confined within very narrow limits. Thinking along the same line, Stumpf in his own analysis maintains that; “The contents of the mind can all be reduced to the materials given us by senses and experienced.”
 In addition, it is these materials that Hume calls perception. But before delving further, let us understand what Hume means by “perception,” which is the very nerve of the topic of this work. He defines it as:

Whatever can be present to the mind, whether we employ our senses or are actuated with passion, or exercise our thought and reflection.

He atomized perception into impression and ideas, and maintained that impression occurs, “when we feel a passion or emotion of any kind or have images of eternal objects conveyed to our senses.”
 Of ideas, he believes that it occurs when we reflect on a passion or an object, which is not present. Thus, this precisely consists the foothold of his atomization of perception.

But the concept of impressions and ideas is quite evidently the basic epistemological principle of Hume’s philosophy. If we go down the lane of history, Hume himself is not the originator of the term ideas. Medieval philosophers had themselves applied the word “impression’ to clarify the effect produced on our senses organs or brain by the action of the eternal bodies on man’s consciousness. John Locke had, on his own view, maintained that; “Ideas are things in the mind which the mind is applied about while   thinking.”

It is then obvious that the atomization of perception and things constituted the very nerve of Hume’s philosophy, and it was from this angle that every question was posed and every solution proposed. Accordingly, the empirical criterion was the first thing to emerge from this atomized, pulverized, and unconnected vision of perception and reality. And by the help of this empirical criterion, Hume tried to prove that in the order of being and knowing that the human understanding can never know the connection between distinct existence. Thus, with the above statement, Hume meant that the knowledge of a thing could only be felt or known through custom. Discontinuity then could only be a matter of sense knowledge, since for him the senses operate in an isolated way on an isolated thing. Its contention then is that:

…. These faculties are incapable of giving rise to the notion of the continued existence of the objects after they no longer appear to the senses, for that is a contradiction in terms and supposes that the senses continue to operate even after they have ceased all manner of operation.

This then implies that the senses merely represent the discontinuity of existence and that they cannot operate beyond the extent in which they really operate.

Considering further this first statement of the empirical criterion, Hume noted that perception is two-fold, and that it comprises “impressions” and “ideas.” He observed that all the perceptions of the mind are divided into two classes. The less forcible and lively ones he regarded as thoughts and ideas, while by the term impression, he means all the more lively perceptions for example, when we hear a sound or see or feel an object or love or hate some thing or even desire or will a thing.

Here then, I suspect that Hume’s expectation was that every one would easily accept the difference between feeling and thinking, but I also think he implied much more than this, for he was trying to prove that ideas are mere copies of impressions. This becomes clear, for when we reflect upon these impressions, we have ideas of them. And these are less likely versions of the original impressions. For instance, to feel pain is an impression, whereas the memory of this sensation is an idea. In every particular case, impressions and their corresponding ideas are alike, differing only in their degree of vivacity.

Apart from distinguishing between impressions and ideas, Hume also argues that without impressions there can be no ideas. For supposing an idea to be simply a copy of an impression, it follows that for every idea, there must be a prior impression, since for example; we have never seen a winged horse or a golden mountain, even though we have ideas of them. In explaining this, Stumpf’s position is that Hume defines such ideas as:

The product of the mind’s faculty of compounding, transposing, or diminishing the materials afforded us by the senses and experience.

However, when we think of a winged horse, our imagination joins two ideas; “wings and horse,” which we can rightly affirm that we originally acquired as impressions through our senses. However, it is evident that impressions precede ideas, for instance to give a child an idea of an apple or orange which may be bitter or sweet, I present the objects, or in other words, convey to him these impressions but not so absurdly as to endeavor to produce the impressions by exciting the ideas. On the other hand, Copleston noted that:

It is obviously possible to form ideas from ideas. For we can reason and talk about ideas which are themselves ideas of impressions.

This implies that it is possible for us to frame “secondary ideas,” which are derived from ideas rather than immediately from impressions. On this matter, Hume describes the differences between impressions and ideas in terms of the vividness. Thus, the differences lies in the degree of force and liveliness with which they strike upon the mind and make their way into our thoughts and consciousness.

In the sphere then of simple ideas and simple impressions, Hume observed that there is a perfect correspondence between them. His position is that: “… every simple idea has a simple impression which resembles it, and every simple impression a correspondent idea.”

By this statement then, Hume refined and reshaped the empirical criterion, and was able then, to challenge every metaphysical statement. Thus he maintained that every metaphysical statement could be asked to declare; “From what impression is that supposed idea derived.”
 And if it were impossible to assign any, this will then serve to confirm our suspicion. Thus, even the idea of God was subjected under this microscope. 

So convinced was Hume of his empirical criterion that even rational knowledge was reduced to mere probability. But this empirical criterion, which led to the rejection of metaphysics, was founded upon the correlation between simple impressions and simple ideas. Yet, no such correspondence existed between complex impression and complex ideas. For Hume, impressions are of two fold. The impressions of sensations and the impressions of reflection. The impression of sensation first impinge upon the senses and of this impression, a copy is taken by the mind. The idea follows upon the impression. In impression of reflection however, it is the impression, which are derived from ideas.

In Book 1, Part 1, of the treatise, Hume simply remained silent about the material world from which our impression are thought to come, and of which they are supposed to represent, and also about the mind which has the impressions. Thus, it is evident that:

Impressions of sense arise in the soul from unknown causes, and impressions of reflection stem from ideas of impressions of senses.

For instance, fear is an impression of reflection resulting from an idea of pain, and pain in turn is an impression of sense. Hume’s concern then was with the relation between impressions and ideas, and in this sense, Paul Edwards understood him as meaning that: “Every simple idea is derived from a corresponding impression.”

Thinking then, becomes a matter of mental imagery, and that entire make up our mental, pictures are quite varied and fanciful, and are representations of impressions of senses. This doctrine then, relegated and retained the human mind within the limits of experience and hitherto, furnished Hume with the first two of his tri-principal tool of philosophical inquiry namely, his “microscope; His “Razor” and his “fork.”

Again, the application of Hume’s “razor,” manifests a structural resemblance between it (the razor) and the verification principle of the logical positivist, since both attempt to formulate the general principle that; to understand a word or an expression, one must know the use of it in relation to concrete cases one has met or might meet in experience. It is then in this sense that Rev. Fr Curran commented that: “This capacity of the imagination requires to be safe-guarded from an anarchic riot of imagery,”
  that is, that it should be, “guided by some universal principles.” It is therefore, noteworthy that these universal principles are not reason at all, but these principles such as resemblance, continuity in space and time cause and effect, which draw the pulverized and atomized perception into coherence wholes by means of the association of ideas.

3.2
ASSOCIATION OF IDEAS

In memory, there is an inseparable connection between ideas, but in the case of the imagination, this inseparability is wanting. Yet, there is nevertheless, a uniting principle among ideas, that is, some association quality by which one idea naturally introduces another.

Having observed above that Hume maintained that the capacity of the imagination requires that it be guided by some universal principles, it is then evident that these universal principles of resemblance, contiguity in space and time and cause and effect, are the gathering that gathers the pulverized and atomized perception into coherent wholes by the associations of ideas. To explain these universal principles, he said:

… Our imagination runs easily from one idea to any other that resembles it…. The imagination must by long custom… run along the paths of space and time…. There is no relation which produces a stronger connection in fancy… as the relation of cause and effect.

Objectively speaking, all perceptions, and existence remain atomized, but through the operation of the imagination, this atomization can be subjectively ameliorated. Through the association of ideas in the imagination, things and perceptions, which in themselves are inherent by discontinuous, can apparently, be associated with one another. Hence, one can easily understand that by means of this association of ideas and imagination. Hume tried to safeguard himself from extreme skepticism into which his philosophy landed him.

It is then clear that Hume lays the greatest emphasis on cause and effect as the mind’s associating principle. He uses this principle to advance the detailed exposition of his epistemology, and this precisely because he believes that the causal principle is the ground upon which the validity of knowledge within experience is founded.

Yet, on these association or uniting principles, Hume made the observation that they cannot constitute inseparable connections among ideas, for the imagination already has been described as free and unlimited. Thus, I suggest that it is his intention to point out that though the associating qualities are causes of union among ideas, they are not the only causes, nor are they  unfailing in their functions. It means then that they are neither the infallible causes, since one may fix his attention on any object without looking further, nor are they the sole cause, since the thought has evidently a very irregular notion for running its own objects.

It then requires no much effort to envisage that, according to Hume, no reasoning can justify the association of effect and cause. The only pathway and foundation upon which the association can persist and be justified is that of experience. But this implies that in the order of experience, cause and effect are regularly co joined. Thus, the bases of the association of cause and effect cannot be metaphysical, it can only operate safely in a psychological enterprise, and this is why Hume clearly stated that:

There is nothing in any object considered in itself, which can afford us a reason for drawing a conclusion beyond it; and even after the observation of the frequent or constant conjunction of object, we have no reason to draw any inference concerning any object beyond those of which we 

have had experience.

In The Enquiries, he observed that, “all inferences from experience therefore, are effects of custom not of reasoning.”
 Hence, precisely because we are very much at home with associating smoke with fire, we often jump to the whimsical conclusion that there is always fire whenever we see smoke; and this I think is what Hume means by custom and habit as the determinants of association.

3.3
ABSTRACT GENERAL IDEAS

In the first point of The Treatise, Hume treatise of general abstract ideas in close connection with his analysis of ideas and impressions. Fore mostly, abstract ideas are individual or particular in themselves. Thus, it is evident that in forming most of our general ideas, if not all of them, we abstract from every particular degree of quantity and quality, yet,  an object ceases not to be of any particular species on account of  every small alteration  in it’s extension, duration, and other properties. For example, Hume observed that:

The abstract idea of a man represents men of all sizes and all qualities, which if is concluded it cannot do, but either  by representing at once all possible sizes and all possible qualities or by representing no particular one at all.

To support his stand as regard this notion of abstract ideas, Hume proposed and advanced three arguments. Firstly, that the mind cannot form any notion of quantity or quality without forming a precise notion of degrees of each, since according to him:

…. Whatever objects are different are distinguishable and separable by thought and imagination… and that whatever objects are separable are also distinguishable, and that whatever objects are distinguishable are different.

For example, the precise length of a line is not just distinguishable from the line itself, and we cannot form a general idea of a line possessing all possible lengths.

Secondly, that every impression is determinate and definite, and since an idea is an image or copy of an impression, it implies that it must itself be determinate and definite, even though it is fainter than the impression from which it is derived.

Thirdly, that everything which exists must be individual. For example, no rectangle can exist which is not a particular rectangle with its particular characteristics, and to affirm the existence of a  rectangle which is at the same time all and none of the possible kinds and sizes of rectangle would be an absurdity and what is absurd in fact and reality is also absurd in idea.

It is therefore perceptible that Hume’s view follows from his conception of ideas and of their relation to impressions. He is one in mind with Berkeley that there are no abstract general ideas, but he admits that what are called abstract ideas are in themselves particular images, though they may be general in their representation. Thus, by this position, Hume declares explicitly, his absolute rejection of any kind of abstract or metaphysical ideas.  

CHAPTER FOUR

4.0
ON  METAPHYSICS

4.1
THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF METAPHYSICS

Leaning on the strength and auspices of the preliminary empirical criterion, which states that the senses merely represent the discontinuity of existence, and that they “cannot operate beyond the extent in which they really operate.”

Hume was able to found the stepping stone for his rejection of metaphysics. His position is that:

If we take in our hand any volume of divinity or school of metaphysics, let us ask, does it contain any abstract reasoning concerning quantity or number? No… commit it then to the flames: for it can contain nothing but sophistry and illusion.

Thus, when he refined the empirical criterion, he was able to challenge every metaphysical statement, submitting and forcing every metaphysical statement to appear before his powerful “microscope,” and to declare, “From what impression… that supposed idea is derived.”

Given then the difficulty of tracing the metaphysical idea of rationalist metaphysics back to impression, Hume was able to dispose with ease that metaphysical principle. Simultaneously, the first intuition of Hume gave rise to empirical criterion and the empirical criterion gave rise to the elimination of metaphysics. Intensifying his position as regards metaphysics, he observed that:

… it is still certain that we cannot go beyond experience; and any hypothesis that pretends to discover the ultimate original qualities of human nature, ought to at first be rejected as presumptuous.

Yet, Hume was not alone in this particular enterprise, for Kant whose own view of metaphysics was a determination of the possibility of the science itself as extending our knowledge of reality, had raised two cardinal questions in the prolegomena, the answer of which determines the future of metaphysics. ‘How is metaphysics possible in general? And how is metaphysics possible as a science’?

In addition, to declare his position, he remarks, “I cannot know the objects of traditional speculative metaphysics.”
 For him, metaphysics can only be possible or read as a natural disposition of reason. It is a natural disposition when the transcendental ideas of pure reason are taken and employed not constitutively but relatively. In the former, pure reason tries to objectify these ideas; we let the ideas stand for objects that lie outside the range of experientially possible. It is then in this venture that the science of metaphysics ends in failure. But in its regulative sense, pure reason aims at bringing the greatest possible unity into our knowledge. The significance of the ideas lies in its giving direction to   knowledge. It is then evident that Hume was not alone in this field, since Kant came up in his own days to authenticate Hume’s stand. Thus, he affirmed:

I guarantee that nobody, who has thought through and grasped the principles of criticism even only in these prolegomena, will ever return again to that old and sophisticated mock science…

Therefore, one can conclude without a second thought  that Kant is a supporter of Hume in this particular issue  at stake; for Hume deliberately and vehemently maintained that metaphysics be committed to flames, for it can contain nothing but sophistry and illusion.

Precisely then because Hume maintained that all we can actually know is the phenomena or appearances presented to us in our perceptions, his sceptical and anti-metaphysical  philosophy can be appropriately described as phenomenalism”. His philosophy then can be rightly called phenomenalism, when we understand phenomenalism as the view that when we have no rational knowledge beyond what is disclosed in the phenomena of perception.

4.2 
HUME’S FORK: RELATIONS OF IDEAS AND MATTER OF FACT

Hume’s  fork consist of what he calls matters of fact and relations of ideas.  In both The Treatise and Enquiries, he gave an account of the object of human reasoning or understanding. Testifying to the former, he noted:

…. The operations of human understanding divide themselves into two kinds, the comparing of ideas and the inferring of matters of fact…

In the Enquiries he observes again:

All objects of human reason or enquiry may naturally be divided into two kinds, to wit, Relations of ideas and matters of fact.

Hence, relations of idea are such as depending entirely upon the idea, which we compare. They include Geometry, Algebra and among them, Hume finds every affirmation, which is either intuitively or demonstratively certain.

On the other hand, matters of fact are not intuitively certain. The negation of any truth of fact can be distinctly conceived by the mind and so implies no contradiction. Thus, it seems as though Hume would readily allow that statements of fact depend for their truth on what is existent somewhere in the universe.

Hume’s position then is that no existential statements, which depend for their truth on what actually exists in the universe, are provable. This is because the contradiction of such statements is always, “beyond our senses, and informs us of existence and objects, which we do not see or feel as causation.”
 

In order to examine the idea of causation and to place it under his microscopic impressions- ideas theory, he writes:

It is impossible perfectly to understand the idea, without tracing it up to its origin and examine that primary impression from which it arises.

Similarly, on examining the impression from which the idea of necessary connection originates, one cannot find such an impression.

It is note worthy therefore, that Hume did not deny causality in toto, but only that it could not be given any metaphysical or rational justification. The only basis, which he could find to overcome the atomized nature of things, was “Habit and Custom.” He regarded the continual search for causes as a matter of intemperance. Thus, he recommended that it is necessary for a true philosopher to restrain himself from the intemperate desire of searching into causes; and that when  he has established any doctrine upon the sufficient number of  experiment, he should be contented with that  and not loose himself in an obscure and uncertain speculation.

Hence, the objective reality of causality was undermined by the deeply held conviction envisaged. Hence, that the future will always conform to the past cannot be proved deductively. It is evident then, that Hume’s relations of ideas are ideas, which simply by virtue of their meaning and relations, are necessarily or logically true, but irrelevant for the world of reality; for example, “the sum of the angles of a triangle equals 180 degrees.” On the other hand, matters of fact are ideas which bear upon and inform us about the world of reality, but which can never be certain because they are derived from scientific experiences; example “water freezes at 320f.”

Our knowledge then is based either on relations of ideas or matters of fact, the former provides us with absolutely certain knowledge, its negation is a contradiction and it’s type of knowledge is independent of reality, the latter, though informative about the world, can never provide us with certain knowledge.

4.3 ANALYSES AND DENIAL OF CAUSATION

Hume’s account of cause-effect relation is based on his application of his third principle that, “we never perceive any real connection among distinct existence.” His theory of cause-effect bears an important link with his matters of fact and relations of ideas. He started his account of causation with the examination of the three relations of identity of time and place, and causation. Of the first two relations of identity and contiguity, enjoined us not to receive as reasoning. The only one that can be traced that; “no connection among distinct existence is ever discoverable by the human understanding.”
 However, because causality lacks metaphysical justification for Hume, no consequence therefore, may be inferred even if the existences of a divine being were allowed. Every argument then, either a priori (from cause to effect) or a posteriori (from effect to cause) is metaphysically ruined by the discontinuity of existence. His position is further affirmed as he observes that it is even possible to establish as a maxim, that, where any cause is known only by its particular effects, then it must be possible also to infer any new effects from the cause.

It was then in the hands of Hume that all changes on causality was made, yet, every single argument of Hume about causality adds nothing to his original insight into the permanent atomization of existence and perception. Because of this atomization of existence, which to justify causality can find no metaphysical foundation. Copleston also thought in this line when he remarked that in Hume’s view, causation, considered as a “philosophical relation” is:

Reducible to such relations of space and time as contiguity, temporal succession and constant conjunction or togetherness.

There is then no necessary connection between ideas but only factual spatio- temporal relations.

This implies that causation, as a philosophical relation affords no ground for proceeding beyond experience by inferring transcendental causes from observed effects. However, in causation as a natural relation, there is indeed:

an inseparable connection between ideas, but that this element must be explained subjectively with the aid of the principles of association.

Thus, the introduction of custom or habit does not alter the objective pulverization of existence; rather, it allows one to go on with causality subjectively as if the disconnection between existences was momentarily put off in mind.

CHAPTER FIVE

EVALUATION AND CONCLUSION

5.0
CRITICAL EVALUATION
In the field of philosophy, primacy of pride goes to Hume as an obvious and indubitable genius in the epoch of modern history of philosophy. Evidently too, the modern empiricists have him as the progenitor of the philosophy, which they accept; and every discussion in the modern era centering on “cause and effect”, has Hume’s analysis of these concepts as it pivot. His exposition of this subject forms the bedrock and as well, tickled the fancy of the whole empiricist trend of philosophy even up to the contemporary.

The common sense theory of knowledge, on which Hume’s impressions and ideas theory is situated, is the theory most  famous in the form of the assertion that “there is nothing in our intellect which has not entered it though the sense”. This, precisely, is what Hume’s impressions ideas theory implies. Hume himself was not the first to expose this theory. Karl Popper quoted Promenades as affirming satirically that: “Most mortals have nothing in their erring intellect unless it got there through their erring senses.

Democritus had held that, all knowledge is caused by images issuing from the bodies we think of and entering into our souls.
 By this, he meant that all knowledge arise from the impressions we make from our bodies and what we think, and which enter into our idea, soul or intellect. Thomas Aquinas had also observed in The Summa Theologica, that, “Nihil est in intellectu quod non prius in sensu.” (There is nothing in the intellect that was not first in the senses).

If we should interpret Hume well, impressions are identified in the senses. For example, the sense of touch, just as ideas is identified in the intellect. Again, if the dictum that, “there is nothing in the intellect that was not first in the senses,” is valid, it then follows that there is nothing in the ideas (intellect) that was not first in the impressions (senses). It was on this ground that Hume affirmed that every metaphysical statement could be asked to declare; from what impression (sense) is that supposed idea derived.
 Hence, Hume had built his impressions and ideas on a common parlance that had age-long existed before him.

However, Hume was quite inconsistent in the espousal of his theories. For instance, in the theory of impressions and ideas, after distinguishing between the idea of memory and that of imagination, he relapses into an auto-contradiction, and admitted that the idea of one can sometimes be taken for the other. Moreover, if this were the case, whither lies the distinction? Can one not rightly observe that the idea of memory and that of the imagination are one and the same thing? Does this position not leave the matter even more obscure than Hume found it? Yet he had asserted that:

… As an idea of memory, by losing it’s force and vivacity may degenerate to such a degree to be taken for the idea of imagination,  so on the other hand, the imagination, may acquire such a force and vivacity, and pass for an idea of memory.

Hume was also quite myopic to the fact that a mere negation of a principle is not as important as the provision of a more convincing and consistent one. In his denial of causality, which he uses the phrase “constant conjunction” to explain away; one would readily say that a single case often suffices even without a background of scientific knowledge. For example, a child needs not be scratched only once by a cat to connect the cat, the injury and the pain. Thus, the function of experiment is only to show which of the seemingly necessary conjunctions are not really so. Therefore, Hume’s approach to the metaphysical principles is quite unfair and untruthful. No wonder he lost himself to the grasp of philosophical melancholy:

Where am I or what? From what cause do I derive my existence, and to what condition shall I return? Whose favor shall I count and whose anger must I dread? What beings surround me….

This affirms that even in his bid to demolish every metaphysics and metaphysical principles, he was yet immersed in metaphysical speculations. In view of this, Bradley commented that:

The man who is ready to prove that metaphysical knowledge is wholly impossible has no right to answer…. He is a brother metaphysician with a rival theory of first principle.

Again, Hume’s skepticism is characterizes mainly by undogmatic moderation and the refusal to go beyond the common life. It was simply based on the science of man, and its conclusions are merely those of common life, methodized and corrected. That is why he maintained that the metaphysical jungle must be cleared because it is a dangerous lurking place for superstition. He was quite aware of the in-exhaustive plausibility of his skepticism, hence he merely intended to tease the theologians and set them quarrelling with one another. Naturalism already deprives the skeptic of his sting and reconciles him only with the experimental scientists. It was solely for this reason that Stumpf categorically maintained that:

…. to whatever length anyone may push his speculative principles of skepticism, he must act and live and converse like other men… it is impossible for him to persevere in total  skepticism.

On the question of religion and the existence of God, David Hume, as ungodded as he was, was left with nothing but the discontinuity of the divine causality attributed to God by the Cartesian school of philosophers such as Descartes, Malebranche, etc. Granted that the existence of God is a matter of fact, and precisely as a matter of fact, Hume holds that experience is the only guard for reason. Having lost himself in the calling of every metaphysical principle to appear before his “microscope,” that is, his “impression – ideas theory,” he subjected the idea and existence of God to this test and he could not find for it a corresponding impression. He then waved if aside and concluded that such a belief is absurd and the most unworthy of all beliefs.

But Hume was resigned to and confined in the common life basis, and had failed to understand that in the pre apprehension of ‘esse commone’ the absolute being is already attained, since the human spirit implicit affirms God as absolute esse. Thus, in every act of knowledge, the incomprehensible mystery of God is always the ontological silence – arising of every intellectual and spiritual encounter.

Categorically, Hume was allowed to be an atheist, but transcendentally, it is impossible for him to remain an atheist, since knowledge of the existence of God is implicitly attained in the preapprehension. Given then the preapprehension of absolute esse, everyone is already an anonymous atheist, and granted that everyone is already an anonymous atheist, and then everyone is as well already an anonymous Christian. Thus, it follows that Hume was unknowingly both an anonymous theist and an anonymous Christian. For, according to Rahner, “…. It must be possible to be not only an anonymous atheist but also an anonymous Christian.”

5.1
CONCLUSION

THE IMPLICATION OF IMPRESSION AND IDEAS THEORY ON PHILOSOPHY IN GENERAL 

The motive of every radical philosophical striving is to grasp and probe the rationale behind the noumenal world. In the field of philosophy, the area most apt for this endeavor is metaphysics. Now, the object of every categorical metaphysical enterprise is evidently God or the question of the noumenal realm. Precisely because the object of every philosophical striving is God or the question of the noumenal world, and granted that this issue is identified in metaphysics, it implies that Hume’s skepticism of metaphysics and metaphysical principles has debased and disconnected the belief reposed on God as the divine causal efficacy.

Hume was a modern philosopher, and every radical thinking philosopher from ancient e.g. Parmenides to modern e.g. Hume himself, had affirmed, “There is nothing in the intellect that was not first in the senses,” that is, according to Hume, that every idea derives from an impression. Nevertheless, according to Hume, the idea of God falls short of a corresponding impression. It follows then that God, as the object of every radical philosophizing is illusory and chimerical, therefore, philosophy itself is an illusory venture.

The error of such an epistemological espousal is that human knowledge has been relegated to mere a posteriori concepts the phenomena. A prior knowledge of concepts, the Noumena, are then impossible and nothing can be known with certainty.
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