History of Philosophy: Ren.-En.; Prof. Boedeker; worksheet on David Hume (1711-1776), Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding (1748), pp. 491-522

1. After pointing out the two different sorts of philosophies (“easy and obvious” popular philosophy – such as Montaigne’s – and “accurate and abstruse” metaphysical philosophy – such as Locke’s), what’s Hume’s conclusion about which is appropriate, or “suitable”, to human beings? 


2. What sort of philosophy does Hume find necessary (p. 494)?
3. For Hume, all perceptions of the mind are either ____________ or _______________, or _____________________, where the latter are simple ideas and the former are copies of the latter (p. 497).
4. What proposition does Hume derive from his answer to #3 (p. 498)? 

5. What do you make of Hume’s criticism of Locke in the last paragraph in footnote 3 (p. 499)?

6. Just as Newton (in Principia Mathematica, 1687) sought general laws connecting physical states of affairs, Hume (in Treatise, 1738; and Inquiry, 1748) seeks general “principles of connection”, or “association”, among mental states of affairs.  What are these (p. 499)?
7. What’s the difference between the two basic kinds of objects of human reason – relations of ideas (= demonstrative reasoning), and matters of fact and existence (= “moral” reasoning, used in an archaic English sense) (pp. 499-500)?

8. Hume next reduces all reasonings about matters of fact to the relation of cause and effect.  So how do judgments of causes and effects arise (pp. 500-1)?

9. Descartes held that reasonings about causes and effects could be known a priori – just by clearly and distinctly perceiving our idea of extended substance.  What’s Hume’s argument against this view (pp. 500-1)? 
10. Does Hume think we can ever discover the ultimate general causes of particular causes and effects?  Why or why not (p. 502)?

*11. For Hume, explanations of causes and effects are justified by appeal to experience.  But what justifies such appeals to experience (pp. 502-3)? 
12. At this point in the Inquiry, Hume has argued that no belief in causation can be absolutely justified, “demonstrated”, or “inferred”.  In Section V, Hume proposes to give a “skeptical solution” to these doubts.  What is a skeptical solution to a problem?

13. If no belief in causation can be absolutely justified, “demonstrated”, or “inferred”, then how do we form such beliefs?
14. Hume has argued that the idea of necessary connection (i.e., the power, force, or energy of a cause sufficient to produce an effect) is present in the very notion of causality – even though no such judgment is ever absolutely justified, “demonstrated”, or “inferred”.  Instead, we are never justified in calling something a “cause”, but at best only an “occasion” (p. 515).  But as an empiricist, Hume is committed to the view that all of our ideas are copies of sensations.  So where (in Section VII, pp. 515-22) does he think that we get our idea of necessary connection from? 
15. Explain Hume’s criticism of Locke’s theory of the origin of the idea of power (footnote 14, p. 515).

16. What’s Hume’s (utterly brilliant) definition of “cause” (p. 521)?

