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IT AIN'T NECESSITY, SO . . . 
(With Apologies t o  George Gershwin) 

I s h a l l  a rgue  i n  t h i s  paper t h a t  what Hume ca l l s  
t h e  idea  of necessary  connect ion i s  mis l abe l l ed ,  and  
t h a t  what he ought  t o  c a l l  t h e  i d e a  of necessary  
connect ion i s  n o t  so l a b e l l e d .  My argument i s  n o t  t h a t  
t h e r e  a r e ,  on Hume's view, r e a l  necessary connec t ions  
between causes  and t h e i r  effects b u t  r a t h e r  t h a t  t h e r e  
i s  an i d e a  of genuine necessary  connec t ion  -- what 1: 

c a l l  l o g i c a l  n e c e s s i t y  -- which w e  a l l  mis takenly  
b e l i e v e  ex tends  to  c a u s a l  connec t ions .  The g e n e s i s  o f  
t h i s  m i s t a k e  i s  g iven  a psychologica l  exp lana t ion  i n  
t h e  T r e a t i s e .  

P r e c i s e l y  how does Hume account  f o r  t h e  o r i g i n  
of what he c a l l s  ou r  i dea  of necessary  connec t ion?  I 

have argued elsewhere t h a t ,  whatever t h e  answer,  i t  
has  l i t t l e  ph i losoph ica l  importance.' 
t h a t ,  g iven  Nume's view t h a t  c a u s a l  connec t ions  a r e  
no t  necessary ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n  must be viewed as one 
w i t h i n  psychology. 

Recent work on  Hume, however, has  convinced m e  
t h a t  my former opin ion  was much t o o  quick.  Imlay, 
f o r  example, has  cha l lenged  Hume's d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
demonst ra t ive  and probable  i n f e r e n c e  on t h e  grounds t h a t  
Hume g i v e s  on ly  one account of n e c e s s i t y  f o r  both 
mathematical  and l a w l i k e  t r u t h s . *  As I now see much 
more c l e a r l y ,  t h e r e  a r e  impor tan t  ph i lo soph ica l  dis- 
t i n c t i o n s  t h a t  must be made i n  any full e x p l i c a t i o n  of 
Hume's view of t h e  o r i g i n  of ou r  i dea  of c a u s a l  
n e c e s s i t y .  

of t h e  second paragraph.  My s t r a t e g y  is a s  follows. 
I s h a l l  f i r s t  p r e s e n t  a synops i s  of Hume's  account  of 
o u r  b e l i e f  i n  c a u s a l  n e c e s s i t y .  Next, I s h a l l  deve lop  

My reason was 

I s h a l l  a t t empt  an answer to  t h e  l e a d  q u e s t i o n  

87. 
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a view of l o g i c a l  n e c e s s i t y .  F i n a l l y ,  I s h a l l  b r i e f l y  
examine t h e  e x a c t  g e n e s i s  of t h e  confus ion  between 
l o g i c a l  and c a u s a l  n e c e s s i t y .  

Consider  t h e  fo l lowing  t h r e e  p ropos i t i ons :  
(1) H u m e  does  n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e r e  are necessary  

( 2 )  All s t a t emen t s  of laws of n a t u r e  are on Hume's 
c a u s a l  connec t ions .  

view d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  c o n s t a n t  con junc t ions ,  t h e  
l o g i c a l  form of which i s  captured  by t h e  
R u s s e l l i a n  " (XI [fx 3 gx] ."  
T h i s  l o g i c a l  form c a p t u r e s  Hume's  f i r s t  d e f i n i t i o n  
of "cause.  It 

( 3 )  

On t h e s e  three p r o p o s i t i o n s  I and many o t h e r  ph i loso-  
phe r s  agree .  I and an  ever -shr inking  number of 
ph i losophe r s  a l s o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  H u m e  is r i g h t .  But 
everyone,  acco3diny t o  HUme,  i n  sense b e l i e v e s  
t h a t  c a u s a l  connec t ions  a r e  necessary ;  t h e  Humean 
phi losopher  knows t h e y  a r e  not  bu t  acts o the rwise ,  
wh i l e  t h e  o r d i n a r y  person  s imply acts wi thou t  t h e  
knowledge. S ince  everyone b e l i e v e s  what i s  f a l s e ,  
o n l y  a psycho log ica l  exp lana t ion  can  be g iven  for  
why we b e l i e v e  i t  anyway. Thus, Hume's second 
d e f i n i t i o n  of "cause" ,  and t h e  view t h a t  t h e  idea  of 
n e c e s s i t y  arises from t h e  de t e rmina t ion  of t h e  mind 
t o  p a s s  from t h e  impression of a cause  t o  an idea  of 
i t s  e f f e c t .  

T r e a t i s e  on t h e  product ion  of t h e  i d e a  of necessa ry  
connec t ion  fo l low.  As w e  shall see, t h e s e  passages  
cannot  be understood wi thout  cons ide r ing  a number of 
o t h e r s .  

3 

The t h r e e  most s a l i e n t  passages  from t h e  

For a f t e r  a f r e q u e n t  r e p e t i t i o n ,  I 
f i n d ,  t h a t  upon t h e  appearance of 
one of t h e  o b j e c t s ,  t h e  mind i s  
d e t e r m i n ' d  by  cus tom t o  c o n s i d e r  i t s  
usual  a t t e n d a n t ,  and t o  c o n s i d e r  i t  
i n  a s t r o n g e r  light upon account  of 



89. 

i t s  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  f i r i s t  o b j e c t .  'Tis 
t h io .  i m p r e s s i o n ,  t h e n ,  or d e t e r m i n a t i o n ,  
which a f f o r d s  me t h e  i d e a  of n e c e s s i t y . ( T  156) 

T h o  ' t h e  se i t e ra l  r e sembl ing  i n s t u n c e s ,  
wf i ich g i v e  r i s e  t o  t h e  i d e a  o f  power,  
have no i n f l u e n c e  o n  each  o t h e r ,  a r d  
car, never  produce u n y  new q u a l i t y  c~ 
t h e  o b j e c t ,  which oari b e  t h e  model o f  
t h a t  i d e a ,  g e t  t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n  of t h i s  
resemblance p r o d u e r ? ~  a new impression 

-..- 

-- i n  /,he mind,'whCch is i t s  rea-2 mode l .  
For4 u f t s r  we huve obnorv  ' d  t h e  re semblance  
i n  a s u f f i c i e n t  number of  i n s t a n c e s ,  we 
i m m e d i a t e l y  f e e l  a d e t e r m i n a t i o n  of t h e  
mind t o  p a s s  from one o b j e c t  t o  i t s  u s u a l  
a t t e n d a n t ,  and t o  c o n c e i v e  i t  i n  c 
s t r o n g e r  l i g h t  upon accoun t  o f  t h a t  
r e l n t i o n .  T h i s  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  i s  t h e  
o n l y  e f f e c t  of &he resemblance ;  and 
t h e r e f o r e  must  bc t h e  same w i t h  power 
or  e f f i c a c y ,  whose i d e a  i s  d e r i v ' d  
f rom t h e  resemblancp.  T h a  sevcra' l  i n s t a n c e s  
o f  resembling c o n j u n c t i o n s  lcada. u s  
i n t o  t h e  n o t i o n  of power and 
n e c e s s i t y  . . . . N e c e s s i t y ,  t h e n ,  
i s  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h i s  o b a e r v a t i o n ,  and 
i s  n o t h i n g  b u t  a n  i n t e r n a l  i m p r e s s i o n  
o f  t h e  mind,  or a d e t e r m i n a t i o n  t o  
c a r r y  o u r  t h o u g h t s  from one o b j e c t  t o  
a n o t h e r .  (T 164-165) 

The i d e a  of n e c e s s i t y  a r i s e s  f r o m  some 
i m p r e s s i o n .  There i s  no i m p r e s s i o n  
c o n v e y ' d  by our s e n s e s ,  Lihich can  g i v e  
r i s c  t o  t h a t  i d e a .  I t  m u s t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  
be d e r i v  ' d  from some i n t e r n u  1 i m p r e s s i o n ,  
or  % z P s s i o n  of r e f l e x i 2 2 .  There is 
no z n t e r n a l  i m p r e s s i o n ,  which has a n y  
r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  bucrincss,  b u t  
t h a t  p r o p e n s i t b ,  wh ich  custom produces ,  
t o  Fuss  f rom a n  o b j e e t  t o  t h e  i d e a  o f  
i t n  usuaZ a t t e n d a n t .  T h i s  t h e p a f o r e  
Zs t h e  t'ssencc? o f  n e c e s s i t y .  (T 1 6 5 )  
[Emphases added] 

I have a rgued  i n  a p a p e r  on Hume's t h e o r y  of 
r e l a t i o n s ,  and r e c e n t l y  a g a i n s t  Imlay ,  t h a t  t h e  above- 
mentioned i m p r e s s i o n  of r e f l e c t i o n  i s  be t te r  looked o n  
a s  one  of c e r t a i n t y  r a t h e r  t h a n  n e c e s s i t y . '  
work made m e  r e a l i z e  t h a t  my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  p u t  forth 
i n  b l i t h e  i g n o r a n c e  of many r e l e v a n t  t e x t s  i n  Hume, takes 

Dnlay's 
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a much l a r g e r  s t e p  t h a n  I had imagined. FOK i f  I am 
r i g h t ,  and Imlay is r i g h t  i n  c la iming  t h a t  f o r  Hume 
t h e r e  is  b u t  one kind of n e c e s s i t y  (see quote  below),  
a problem immediately arises. I f  a l l  n e c e s s i t y  is 
merely a m a t t e r  of c e r t a i n t y  then ,  s i n c e  c e r t a i n t y  i s  
p a t e n t l y  a psycho log ica l  s ta te  which, a t  b e s t ,  
accompanies b e l i e f  ( o r  perhaps i s  a c e r t a i n  sort  of 
b e l i e f ) ,  how does Hume d i s t i n g u i s h  necessary  t r u t h s  
from matters of f a c t ? 5  I n  o r d e r  t o  save what seems 
t o  be a n  extremely impor tan t  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  Hume, an 
account  must be g iven  of genuine n e c e s s i t y ,  and t h e  
o r i g i n  of o u r  i d e a  of it, which i s  nonpsychological ;  
even worse, it must be  g iven  i n  l i g h t  of t h e  fo l lowing  
passage  from t h e  Treatise:  

. . . t h e r e  is b u t  one k i n d  of 
n e c e s s i t  , a s  t h e r e  i s  b u t  one ‘I;;Tn;;T--y of c a u s e ,  and . . . t h e  common 
d i  8 t i n c  t i o n  b e t w i x t  mora 1 and 
p h y s i c a l  n e c e s s i t y  i s  w i t h o u t  any 
f o u n d a t i o n  i n  n a t u r e .  (T 171)  

Thus, e i t h e r  w e  have no ground f o r  o u r  b e l i e f s  about  
mathematical  t r u t h s ,  o r  w e  have j u s t  as much ground f o r  
b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  c a u s a l  connec t ions  are necessary  as w e  
do t ha t  mathematical  ones  a r e .  E i t h e r  way H u m e  i s  i n  
t r o u b l e .  

I must cand id ly  admit t h a t  I cannot  f u l l y  
e x p l a i n  t h e  above passage  on t h e  account  t h a t  fo l lows .  
\?hat  I can  do ,  I b e l i e v e ,  i s  g i v e  an  account  of genuine 
Humean n e c e s s i t y  and i t s  echo i n  t h e  c e r t a i n t y  w e  have 
abou t  c a u s a l  connec t ions  which r e c o n c i l e s  a g r e a t  many 
passages .  To do t h i s ,  I s h a l l  have t o  recommend some 
t e rmino log ica l  and conceptua l  s h i f t s  i n  r ead ing  t h e  
t e x t :  t h e s e  w i l l  sugges t  how t o  inco rpora t e  t h e  above 
passage  i n t o  t h e  o the rwise  completed puzzle .  

would seem a Humean howler.  
trace back every  i d e a  w e  have t o  impress ions ,  e i t h e r  
of s e n s a t i o n  or r e f l e c t i o n .  Now this might do for c o l o r s  

To beg in ,  some comment must be made on what 
Hume notoriously tries t o  
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and s h a p e s ,  b u t  l o o k i n g  f o r  a n  impress ion  o f  n e c e s s i t y  
seems as  l u d i c r o u s  as l o o k i n g  f o r  a n  impress ion  of 
d i s j u n c t i o n  or c o n j u n c t i o n .  Even Bume must have 
r e a l i z e d  t h a t  " n e c e s s i t y "  and i t s  b r o t h e r s  and sisters,  
" p r o b a b i l i t y "  , " p o s s i b i l i t y "  , etc. , f u n c t i o n  as 

m o d i f i e r s  of s e n t e n c e s ,  and t h a t  t h e  o r i g i n  of t h e  
cor responding  ideas could n o t  be i n  some 'atomic' 
s e n s a t i o n .  I t h i n k  it i s  a p l u s  f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h a t  it d o e s  make s e n s e  of  h i s  s e a r c h .  

Hume claims o v e r  and over a g a i n  t h a t  a l l  
s i m p l e  ideas are d e r i v e d  from simple impressions and 

a r e  c o p i e s  of  them. Hume d o e s  n o t  t e l l  us whether  
o r  n o t  t h e  idea of n e c e s s i t y  i s  a s i m p l e  or  complex 
one ;  b u t  i f  it h a s  any more ' c o n t e n t '  t h a n  the 
i m p r e s s i o n  which c a u s e s  i t ,  h e  d o e s n ' t  d i s c u s s  t h a t  
' c o n t e n t ' .  The idea of n e c e s s i t y  is a n  i d e a  of 
r e f l e c t i o n ,  d e r i v e <  from a n  i m p r e s s i o n  of r e f l e c t i o n ;  
such  i m p r e s s i o n s  are p a s s i o n s ,  and o t h e r  emot ions  
r e s e m b l i n g  them. Hume d o e s  make it clear t h a t  
p a s s i o n s  are o r i g i n u Z  e x i s t e n c e s  and t h e y  do n o t  
c o n t a i n  any r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  quality. (T 275;415) 
S i n c e  i m p r e s s i o n s  of r e f l e c t i o n  are  e i t h e r  calm or 
v i o l e n t ,  and Hume ment ions  o n l y  t h e  s e n s e  o f  b e a u t y  
and d e f o r m i t y  as  calm i m p r e s s i o n s  of r e f l e c t i o n  
(T 276), it seems t h a t  t h e  i m p r e s s i o n  of n e c e s s i t y  

must  be a v i o l e n t  p a s s i o n ,  and t h e  s imple  i d e a  
d e r i v e d  from it, a copy i n  some way of t h i s  
impress ion .  Nor d o e s  it seem, from h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  
of t h e  p a s s i o n s ,  t h a t  he  found n e c e s s i t y  t o  be a 
v e r y  i n t e r e s t i n g  one ;  h e  never  ment ions  it o u t s i d e  
t h e  c o n t e x t  of c a u s a t i o n  though h e ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  s p e n d s  
many pages  d i s c u s s i n g  o t h e r  p a s s i o n s .  Small  wonder, 
f o r  t h e  p h r a s e s  " p a s s i o n  of n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n ,  'I 

" d e s i r e  of (for?) n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n ,  'I " f e e l i n g  of 
n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n , "  l i t e r a l l y  make no s e n s e .  I 
know what  a n g e r  feels l i k e ,  b u t  what  does n e c e s s i t y  feel 
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l i k e ?  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, I do  i n  a c e r t a i n  sense  know 
what c e r t a i n t y  f e e l s  l i k e ,  &, I know what it is  l i k e  
to  feel c e r t a i n  about  something. I n  t h i s  s ense ,  I 
d o n ' t  t h i n k  t h a t  Hume's r e l e g a t i o n  of t h e  c r u c i a l  
impression t o  t h e  ca tegory  of r e f l e c t i o n  i s  merely a 
r e s u l t  of h i s  s t u l t i f y i n g  c a t e g o r i e s .  

d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  seven ph i losoph ica l  r e l a t i o n s ,  Hume 
d i v i d e s  them i n t o  t w o  groups. (T 69 f f )  Those t h a t  
y i e l d  knowledge a r e  such t h a t  i f  we vary  t h e  r e l a t i o n  
w e  may v a r y  t h e  r e l a t a .  Those t h a t  y i e l d  p r o b a b i l i t y  
are such t h a t  w e  may vary t h e  r e l a t i o n  wi thout  vary ing  
t h e  r e l a t a .  For  example, i f  a shade of  c o l o r  5 
resembles a shade of c o l o r  d-, t hen  w e  cannot  change 
t h e  r e l a t i o n  wi thout  changing a t  least  one of  t h e  
r e l a t a .  Such connec t ions  a r e ,  according t o  Hume, 
u n a l t e r a b l e ,  i n v a r i a b l e .  (T 69 f f .  See a l s o  T 7 9 )  On 
t h e  o t h e r  hand, w e  may vary  t h e  d i s t a n c e  between t w o  
e n t i t i e s  wi thout  changing them a j o t .  Hume, I submit ,  
b e l i e v e s  t h a t  i n  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  he h a s  a model of  
necess i ty .  Following Kemp-Smith, I shall ca l l  t h i s  
l o g i c a l  necess i ty . '  
c r u c i a l  l e t  m e  t r y  t o  make it c l e a r e r .  

i dea  must correspond t o  a s imple impression,  and t h e  
c o r o l l a r y  t h a t  every complex idea  must be decomposable 
i n t o  s imple i d e a s ,  as a weapon a g a i n s t  many t r a d i t i o n a l  
metaphysical  views. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  i n  t r y i n g  t o  t r a c e  
t h e  o r i g i n  of t h e  idea  of causa t ion ,  he f i n d s  t h a t  it 
' c o n s i s t s '  of some i d e a s  t r a c e a b l e  back t o  s imple 
impressions,  namely s p a t i a l  c o n t i g u i t y  and temporal 
p r i o r i t y .  (T 74 f f )  H e  a l s o  f i n d s ,  of cour se ,  t h a t  
p a r t  o f  our idea o f  causa t ion  c o n s i s t s  i n  t h e  idea  of 
a necessary  connec t ion  between cause  and e f f e c t .  But 
t h e  best cand ida te  he can f i n d  f o r  t h e  o r i g i n  of t h i s  
i d e a  i a  c o n s t a n t  conjunct ion .  Why, though, doesn ' t  H u m e  

6 

Here, t h e n ,  i s  what I t h i n k  Hume i s  about .  I n  

S ince  t h i s  no t ion  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  

Hume u s e s  h i s  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  every s imple  
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i d e n t i f y  constant  conjunction a s  the o r i g i n  of our i d e a  
of causal  necessi ty? That i s ,  why i s n ' t  t h e  nrjtion of 
constant  conjunction s a t i s f a c t o r y  as  a complete 
ana lys i s  of causal  n e c e s s i t y ?  Hume must  know, of c o u r s e l  
what such necessi ty  would be l i k e  i f  it did e x i s t  a5 
some property or r e l a t i o n  among causes and e f f e c t s .  He 
i n  a pe r fec t ly  good sense knoxs what he  i s  searching fo r  
-- namely, some inva r i an t  o r  una l t e rab le  r e l a t i o n  which 
holds between every causal  p a i r .  H i s  model must  be 
t h a t  of the  phi losophical  r e l a t i o n s  which a r e  i n v a r i a n t ,  
e.g., resemblance. Hume says about these t h a t  

A L L  c e r t a i n t y  a r i s e s  from t h e  compar i son  
of ideas, and from t h e  d i s c o v e r y  of 
s u c h  r e l a t i o n s  a s  unatterabZe, so 
l o n g  a s  t h e  Sidzzas c o n t i n u e  $he  nume, tT 79) 

Thus, t he  idea o f  r e a l  necessi ty  has a s  i t s  model the 
i n v a r i a b i l i t y  of a s e l e c t  group of philosophical 
r e l a t i o n s .  This i n v a r i a b i l i t y  is what I have kc rmed  
l o g i c a l  necess i ty .  

object ion.  Why doesn ' t  Hume put t h e  matter t h e  way I 

j u s t  have? O r ,  more accu ra t e ly ,  why doesrisk he s t a t e  
t h a t  t he re  is an idea of r e a l  necess i ty  whose o r i g i n  is 
t h e  simple impression of i n v a r i a b i l i t y ?  

The answes, which I s h a l l  defend, i s  t h a t  Hume 
does no t  be l i eve  t h a t  i n v a r i a b i l i t y  i.s c i t h e r  a simple 
_I or a complex impression. The f a c t  i s  t h a t  fiume knows 
that h e  cannot s t i c k  t o  his p r i n c i p l e  of tracing back 
simplc ideas  t o  simple impressions; he very o f t en  
discusses  ideas  which a r e  so t r aceab le .  If I may 
o f f e r  a piece of motivational speculat ion,  t h e  cause 
f o r  Hume's f a i l u r e  t o  discuss  l o g i c a l  necess i ty  i s  
p rec i se ly  h i s  embarrassment a t  having t o  admit t h a t  
t he re  e x i s t  ideas  which th rea t en  his seemingly sacred 
cows -- t h e  copy theory of i deas  and the  claim t h a t  
t h e r e  are no a b s t r a c t  i deas .  

Philosophers are notorious f o r  giving back w i t h  

However, t h e r e  seems t o  be an insuperable 

8 
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t h e  l e f t  hand what t hey  t a k e  away w i t h  t h e  r i g h t .  I n  
h i s  r i g h t ,  H u m e  ho lds  ideas  f o r  which t h e r e  a r e  no 
impress ions ,  among them a b s t r a c t  i deas .  I n  h i s  l e f t ,  
he holds  i d e a s  w e  have a s  a r e s u l t  o f  what he cal ls  
d i s t i n c t i o n s  of r eason ,  a l l e g e d l y  expla ined  i n  t h e  
case o f  t h e  whi te  and b lack  g lobes  o f  marble .  I t h i n k  
t h a t  it can  be s u c c e s s f u l l y  argued -- though I s h a l l  
no t  do so he re  -- t h a t  g iven  t h e  r i g h t  hand, t h e  l e f t  
must u l t i m a t e l y  be  empty. Even so, Hume t r ies  t o  pu t  
a g r e a t  d e a l  i n  t h a t  l e f t  f i s t .  S ince ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  
i t s  c o n t e n t s  d o n ' t  real ly  ' e x i s t ' ,  one has  a g r e a t  
d e a l  o f  l a t i t u d e .  Consider ,  f o r  example, t h e  passages  
i n  t h e  Appendix t o  t h e  Treatise where he f i r s t  admi ts  
t h a t  q u a l i t i e s ,  %, shades o f  c o l o r ,  a r e  s imple 
impress ions  ( a s  i f  t o  g e t  around t h e  g lobe  problem),  
then  i s  fo rced  t o  s a y  -- t h e  r i g h t  hand a t  t h e  throat ,  

D r .  S t r ange love  -- t h a t  even he re  t h e r e  is a 
problem, s i n c e  t h e r e  are resemblances even amongst 
such ' s imp les ' .  Hume goes even f u r t h e r .  H e  a sks  us 
t o  cons ide r  t h e  "very  a b s t r a c t  terms, s imple  idea". 

They comprehend all s i m p l e  i d e a s  
under  them.  These  r e s e m b l e  each  
o t h e r  i n  t h e i r  s i m p l i c i t y .  And 
y e t  from t h e i r  v e r y  n a t u r e ,  wh ich  
e x c l u d e s  aZZ c o m p o s i t i o n ,  t h i s  
c i r c u m s t a n c e ,  in which  t h e y  r e s e m b l e ,  
i s  n o t  d i o t i n g u i s h a b Z e  nor s e p a r a b l e  
from t h e  r e s t .  (T 637,Appendix) 

Now " n e c e s s i t y " ,  I submit, i s  a very  a b s t r a c t  t e r m  l i k e  
"s imple idea" .  I t  r e p r e s e n t s  a f e a t u r e  of fou r  o f  t h e  
seven ph i losoph ica l  r e l a t i o n s .  There is  a sense  i n  
which t h e r e  i s  no s imple impression,  o r  complex 
impression,  of necess i ty .  Y e t ,  e i t h e r  s imple impressions 
of  some s o r t s  resemble one another  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  (if 
r e l a t i o n s  a r e  taken as  s imple impress ions ) ,  or sets of 
s imple impress ions  so resemble one ano the r  ( i f  r e l a t i o n s  
are t aken ,  say ,  as sets of p a i r s ) .  I n v a r i a b i l i t y ,  on 
t h i s  view, is a p rope r ty  l i k e  t r a n s i t i v i t y .  When Hume 
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admits  t h a t  w e  can  u s e  a term l i k e  "s imple idea" 
meaningful ly ,  he does not  invoke t h e  no t ion  t h a t  e v e r y  
s imple idea  must be t r a c e a b l e  back t o  a s imple 
impress ion ,  and t h a t  every complex i d e a  must. be com- 
posed of s imple ideas .  The same reasoning ,  I submi t ,  
would and should hold f o r  l o g i c a l  n e c e s s i t y .  So 

expla ined ,  Uume's s ea rch  f o r  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  of 
c a u s a t i o n  i s  a sea rch  €or  a r e l a t i o n  between a l l  
c a u s a l  p a i r s  which, l i k e  resemblance,  has t h e  p r o p e r t y  
of i n v a r i a b i l i t y .  I t  i s  i n  t h i s  s ense  a s e a r c h  f o r  
a n e c e s s i t y  de re. 

t h e  r e q u i s i t e  proper ty .  But what of c o n s t a n t  
conjunct ion?  Exact ly  what i s  i ts  r o l e  i n  R u m ' s  
a n a l y s i s  of the b e l i e f  i n  causa l  n e c e s s i t y ?  I n  order 
t o  answer t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s ,  Hume's q u e s t  m u s t  f i r s t  be 
r edesc r ibed  i n  l i g h t  of t h e  no t ion  of logical .  n e c e s s i t y .  

whicti  y i e l d s  only  probable  knowledge. Once we see t h i s  
c l e a r l y ,  Hume's l a t e r  q u e s t  becomes c l e a r .  Let m e ,  
t h e n ,  r ephrase  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  h i s  s e a r c h ,  L e t  us 
no t  say t h a t  Hume i s  looking for t h e  o r i g i n  of t h e  i d e a  
of necessary  connec t ion ,  when he d i s c u s s e s  o u r  b e l i e f  
t h a t  c a u s a l  connec t ions  a r e  necessary .  L e t  us say  
i n s t e a d  t h a t  Ilume is  t r y i n g  t o  f i n d  o u t  why w e  b e l i e v e  
t h a t  c a u s a l  connec t ions  y i e l d  knowledge when khey o n l y  

y i e l d  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  &, why w e  a l l  b e l i e v e  t h a t  
causa t ion  f a l l s  i n t o  t h e  group of ph i losoph ica l  rela- 
tions t h a t  y i e l d  knowledge when it i n  f a c t  does n o t .  
Then h i s  c la im about  t h e  o r i g i n  of t h e  i d e a  of n e c e s s a r y  
connec t ion  becomes i n t e l l i g i b l e .  It  i s  n o t  a quest f o r  
t h e  o r i g i n  of t h e  idea  of n e c e s s i t y  per se, a s  one might 
s ea rch  fo r  t h e  o r i g i n  of our  i d e a  of ange r ,  or of a 
p a r t i c u l a r  shade of c o l o r  o r ,  even,  of an idea  of  a 
unicorn.  I t  is  a sea rch  f o r  a reason  f o r  why w e  confuse  
causa l  connec t ions  w i t h  l o g i c a l  ones .  And what Hume f i n d s  

Nei the r  c o n t i g u i t y  nor  temporal  p r i o r i t y  have  

Hume mentions causc  and e f f e c t  a s  a r e l a t i o n  
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is  t h a t  w e  can e x p l a i n  t h e  confus ion  when w e  see t h a t  
t h e  mind, when cons ide r ing  an  impression of a cause ,  
i n  a s ense  f e i g n s  a l o g i c a l  connec t ion  by 
producing an i d e a  of an  e f f e c t .  We i n v a r i a b l y  t h i n k  
of water b o i l i n g  when w e  have t h e  impress ion  of i t s  
being hea ted .  The i n v a r i a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  
makes us f e e l  t h a t  t h e  connec t ion  between t h e  hea t ing  
and b o i l i n g  of water  i s  i n v a r i a b l e  and t h u s  necessary  
i n  t h e  same sense  t h a t  "3 is  le55 than  5" is necessary .  
Indeedr  t h i s  is t h e  whole p o i n t  of Hume's c l a ims  t h a t  
anyth ing  can cause  anything.  
w e r e  r e a l l y  i n v a r i a b l e ,  t h e n  w e  could  n o t  t h i n k  of 
water being hea ted  and water b o i l i n g  excep t  i n  a c a u s a l  
connec t ion .  But,  as ph i losophe r s  a t  l e a s t ,  w e  can so 

t h i n k  it. 
ing  (&, of some o t h e r  e f f e c t ) ;  w e  can t h i n k  o f  
water  b o i l i n g  though it is n o t  hea ted ,  b u t  r a t h e r  has  
had ice p u t  i n  it. The objects or e v e n t s  are n o t  
n e c e s s a r i l y  connected,  b u t  because t h e  i d e a s  are 
i n v a r i a b l y  jo ined  by t h e  a s s o c i a t i v e  mechanism, we f e e l  
that t h e y  a r e .  
o b j e c t s  themselves .  

I f  causa1 ,connec t ions  

We can  t h i n k  of water  h e a t i n g  and n o t  b o i l -  

And w e  project t h i s  f e e l i n g  o n t o  t h e  

' T i s  a common o b s e r v a t i o n ,  t h a t  t h e  
mind has a g r e a t  p r o p e n s i t y  t o  spread 
i t s e l f  on e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s ,  and t o  
c o n j o i n  w i t h  them any i n t e r n a l  
i m p r e s s i o n s ,  which t h e y  o c c a s i o n ,  and 
which a l w a y s  make t h e i r  appearance a t  
t h e  same t i m e  t h a t  t h e s e  o b j e c t o  d i s -  
c o v e r  themseEves t o  t h e  s e n s e s .  Thus 
a s  c e r t a i n  sounds and s m e l l s  a r e  a tways  
found t o  a t t e n d  c e r t a i n  v i s i b l e  o b j e c t s ,  
we n a t u r a l t y  imagine a c o n j u n c t i o n ,  
e v e n  i n  p l a c e ,  b e t w i x t  t h e  o b j e c t s  and 
q u a l i t i e s ,  t h o '  t h e  q u a t i t i e s  be o f  such  
a n a t u r e  a s  t o  admi t  o f  no such  con- 
j u n c t i o n ,  and r e a l t y  e x i s t  no where ,... 
Mean w h i t e  'tit3 s u f f i c i e n t  t o  o b s e r v e ,  
t h a t  t h e  same p r o p e n s i t y  i s  t h e  reason,  
why we suppose  n e c e s s i t y  and power t o  
l i e  i n  t h e  o b j e u t 8  we c o n s i d e r ,  not  i n  
our mind, t h a t  c o n s i d e r s  them; n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  

. 
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i t  i s  not  p o s s i b l e  f u r  u s  t o  form 
t h e  tnost d i s t a n t  icle;r of t h a t  quaZitUs 
when it i s  n o t  t a k e n  for t h e  determinrr- 
t i o n  o f  t h e  mind, t o  puss  from t h e  i d e a  
of an o b j e c t  t o  t h a t  of i t s  u s u a l  
a t t e n d a , z t .  (T 167)  

Thus does n a t u r e  s a v e  u s  from s c e p t i c i s m ;  t h a t  is the 
xeason f o r  t h e  f e i n t .  

There a r e  o t h e r  s u p p o r t i n g  p a s s a g e s :  
Now n o t h i n g  i o  more e v i d e n t ,  t h a n  t h a t  
t h e  human mind cannot  form o u c h  an Cdea 
o f  two o b j e c t s ,  a s  t o  c o n c e i v e  any 
c o n n e x i o n  b e t w i x t  them,  or comprehend 
d i s t i n c t l y  t h a t  power  or e f f i c a c y ,  by 
which t h e y  are u n i t e d .  Such  a 
c o n n e c t i o n  w o u ' d  amount t o  a demonstra-  
t i o n  and would i m p Z y  t h e  nbsoZu te  
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  for t h e  one o b j e c t  n o t  
t o  f o l l o w ,  or  t o  be  e o n c c i v ' d  n o t  t o  
f o l Z o w  upon t h e  o t h e r :  Which kind G$ 
connax ion  ha6 uZreudy  bcan r e j e c t e d  i n  
a 2 L canes .  ("161-262) 

The p o i n t  o f  t h i s  p a s s a g e ,  I submi t ,  is t o  show w h a t  
Hume is looking  for when he  s e a r c h e s  for  t h e  i m p r e s s i o n  
of n e c e s s i t y  i n  t h e  case of c a u s a t i o n .  What. he  s e e m s  
to  be s e e k i n g  i s  some q u a l i t y  or  r e l a t i o n  such  t h a t  i t s  
p r e s e n c e  would y i e l d  t h e  knowledge r a t h e r  than t h e  
p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  A c a u s e s  B. Thus,  IIume a r g u e s ,  w e  
c a n n o t  f i n d  such  a q u a l i t y  or r e l a t i o n  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  
c a u s e  and e f f e c t .  W e  j u s t  t h i n k  w e  f i n d  i t ,  because of 
t h e  i n v a r i a b l e  workinys of t h e  a s s o c i a t i v e  mechanism. 

To summarize t h e  argument so f a r  : To speak  o f  
logical  n e c e s s i t y  i s  m e r e l y  t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  i n v a r i a -  
b i l i t y  of some ' s ta tes  of a f f a i r s ' ,  o f  t h i n g s  or e v e n t s  
o r  i d e a s  i n  s p e c i f i a b l e  c o n n e c t i o n s ,  e., resemblance. 
I n  t h e  case of c a u s a l  c o n n e c t i o n s ,  t h e  mind c o n f u s e s  
t h e  i n v a r i a b i l i t y  of  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  of t h e  idea of an 
e f f e c t  from t h e  i m p r e s s i o n  of i t s  c a u s e  w i t h  a l o g i c a l  
connec t ion .  But e x a c t l y  how i s  t h i s  done? For  t h e  
c o n n e c t i o n  t h e  mind n o t i c e s  i n  the  case of t h e  c o n s t a n t  
p r o d u c t i o n  of a n  i d e a  of  a n  effect  from t h e  impression 
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of  a cause  i s  i t s e l €  a c a u s a l  one. I t  is ,  a s  Hume s ays ,  
t h e  "determinat ion ' '  o f  t h e  mind t o  make t h i s  passage 
which g i v e s  r ise ,  somehow, t o  t h e  i d e a  of  n e c e s s i t y .  
We must seek  f u r t h e r ,  t o  see how t h e  mind can  confuse  
what i s  i t s e l f  a c a u s a l  connec t ion ,  i n v a r i a b l e  i n  t h e  
sense  of c o n s t a n t  con junc t ion ,  between what appear  t o  
be 'menta l '  i t e m s ,  w i th  i n v a r i a b l e  r e l a t i o n s  which a r e  
no t  c a u s a l ,  such a s  resemblances,  and which appear  t o  
hold  independent ly  of t h e i r  being perce ived .  

n e c e s s i t y ,  it: is a p r o p e r t y  of c e r t a i n  r e l a t i o n s .  I f  
t h i s  i s  Hume's view, it is  p a t e n t l y  a p h i l o s o p h i c a l  
one,  made from w i t h i n  t h e  p h i l o s o p h e r ' s  c l o s e t .  I t  

does  n o t  a l l  fo l low t h a t  as everyday nonphi losophers ,  
o u t  of  t h e  c l o s e t ,  w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t ,  s ay ,  " 3  is less 
than  5" i s  necessary  because w e  observe  i n  some sense  
t h i s  p rope r ty  of t h e  r e l a t i o n . '  Ra ther ,  I t h i n k  it 
i s  H u m e ' s  view t h a t  it is t h e  a s s o c i a t i v e  mechanisms 

As I have e x p l i c a t e d  t h e  n o t i o n  of genuine  

t h a t  g i v e  rise to  what he cal ls  t h e  impression of 
n e c e s s i t y  -- what I would much p r e f e r  to  c a l l  a 
f e e l i n g  o f  c e r t a i n t y  -- and t h a t  it i s  by a f u r t h e r  
' a c t '  of mind t h a t  w e  t hen  a t t r i b u t e  n e c e s s i t y  to  
t h e  r e l a t i o n s  themselves .  And t h i s  indeed makes sense  
of Hume's comparison of t h e  act o f  unders tanding  by 
means of which w e  see t h e  n e c e s s i t y  of mathematical  
t r u t h  w i t h  t h e  de t e rmina t ion  of t h e  mind t o  p a s s  from 
an impress ion  of a cause  t o  t h e  idea  of an  e f f e c t .  I t  
i s  n o t  t h a t  bo th  a c t s  a r e  de t e rmina t ions  of t h e  mind; 
r a t h e r ,  Hume is c la iming ,  however confusedly ,  t h a t  
g iven  t h a t  w e  have t h e  f e e l i n g  of c e r t a i n t y ,  w e  p r o j e c t  
t h e  f e e l i n g  on to  t h e  o b j e c t s  themselves .  I n  t h e  case 
of c a u s a t i o n ,  a t  l e a s t ,  he  makes t h i s  q u i t e  clear. (T 167)  
I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  t h e  f o u r  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  
y i e l d  knowledge, t h i s  p r o j e c t i o n  i s  j u s t i f i a b l e :  i n  
t h e  case of c a u s a t i o n ,  it i s  not .  I f  t h i s  view is 
c o r r e c t ,  t hen  it is t h e  a s s o c i a t i v e  mechanisms which 
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g i v e  rise t o  t h e  impression of n e c e s s i t y  { t h e  f e e l i n g  
o f  c e r t a i n t y ) .  J u s t  a$ t h e  obse rva t ion  of a resem- 
b lance  produces an a s s o c i a t i o n ,  so t h e  obse rva t ion  of 
c o n s t a n t  conjunct ion  produces a n  assoc ia t ion . .  Associa- 
t i o n s ,  of cour se ,  axe  a l l  causal.'' 
Hume could  have c i t e d  t h e  a s s o c i a t i v e  mechanism based 
a n  resemblance (what he mis leadingly  c a l l s  the n a t u r a l  
r e l a t i o n  of resemblance) as t h e  cause of the impress ion  
of n e c e s s i t y  j u s t  a s  e a s i l y  as he ci tes  t h e  a s s o c i a t i v e  
mechanism based on cause  and e f f e c t  (which mechanism 
he mis leadingly  c a l l s  t h e  n a t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  of cause 
and e f f e c t ) .  Any connected sequence could cause  t h e  
impression;  probably Hume c i tes  the mechanism t r i g g e r e d  
i n  t h e  c a s e  of causa t ion  because,  being t h e  foundation 
of SQ much of o u r  th ink ing  -- on h i s  view -- it i s  
t h e  most l i k e l y  one t o  be ' no ted '  by the  mind, where 
"being noted" is  e x p l i c a t e d  simply i n  terms of t h e  
product ion  of t h e  f e e l i n g  i n  ques t ion .  

about c a u s a l  sequences (among o t h e r s ) .  Of cour se  
making sense of  such an i n t e n t i o n a l  no t ion ,  g iven  
Kume*s categori:es, i s  impossible .  T h e  impression of  
n e c e s s i t y  i s  a pass ion .  Pass ions  a r e  merely con jo ined  
wi th  t h e i r  o b j e c t s :  i f  I f e e l  angry a t  Jones ,  X 

wouldn ' t  know t h a t  t h e  anger was d i r e c t e d  toward Jones 
u n l e s s  1: noted t h a t  whenever I t h i n k  of Jones  1 have  a 
f e e l i n g  of anger .12 Xn t h e  same way, one must somehow 
n o t i c e  t h e  con junc t ion  of t h e  f e e l i n g  of n e c e s s i t y  w i t h  
c a u s a l  sequences ( a s s o c i a t i o n s )  be fo re  one projects 
t h e  f e e l i n g  o n t o  t h e  connected even t s .  &Wen Berke ley ,  
who a rgues  for  t h e  c o l l a p s e  of t h e  a c t - o b j e c t  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  
did  not go that f a r .  Hume should have read him. 

I n  t h i s  s ense ,  

11 

To summarize: c e r t a i n t y  i s  a f e b l i n g  w e  have  

13 

Alan Hausman 
Ohio State Unive r s i ty  



100. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

8 .  

Alan  Hausman, "Hume's Theory o f  R e l a t i o n s , "  N z ,  1 
(August,  19671,  255-282; "Some Counsel  on Humean 
R e l a t i o n s , "  H u m e  S t u d i e s ,  I (November, 1975)  , 
48-63. R e f e r e n c e s  t o  Hume's A Treatise uf Human 
Nature  are t o  t h e  e d i t i o n  by L .  A .  S e l b y - B r  
-(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1 9 6 0 ) .  Here in  
r e f e r r e d  t o  as  T. 

Robert A. Imlay,  "Hume on I n t u i t i v e  and Demonst ra t ive  
I n f e r e n c e , "  Humc S t u d i e s ,  I (November, 1975)  , 31-47. 
My p a p e r  I "Some Counsel  on Humean Rela t ions ,  i s  
a r e p l y  t o  t h i s  paper .  

The e x a c t  n a t u r e  of t h e  i d e a  o f  n e c e s s i t y ,  and 
i t s  p r o d u c t i o n ,  h a s  been a f o c u s  of c o n s i d e r a b l e  
d i s a g r e e m e n t  among H u m e  s c h o l a r s .  P r i c h a r d ,  f o r  
example,  t h o u g h t  t h a t  IIume w a s  r e i n t r o d u c i n g  
g e n u i n e  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n s  among ideas,  and q u i t e  
r i g h t l y  assumed t h a t ,  were he  ( P r i c h a r d )  r i g h t ,  
Hume was b l a t a n t l y  i n c o n s i s t e n t .  S e e  H. A .  P r i c h a r d ,  
Knowledge and P e r c e p t i o n  (Oxford : The Clarendon 
P r e s s ,  1 9 5 0 ) ,  pp: 188-189. The f a u l t  l i e s  w i t h  
H u m e  ( though h e  is n o t  i n c o n s i s t e n t ) .  N o t  even  t h e  
most l o y a l  Hume s u w t e r  c o u l d  claim t r a n s p a r e n c y  
fo r  t h e  r e l e v a n t  t e x t s .  

"Hume's Theory o f  R e l a t i o n s , "  p. 275; "Some Counsel 
on Humean Relat ions,"  p.  61. 

The p o i n t  i s  t h a t  whatever  w e  c a l l  t h e  i m p r e s s i o n ,  
it i s  of r e f l e c t i o n ,  and i s  t h u s  menta l  i n  a sense 
i n  which i m p r e s s i o n s  of  s e n s a t i o n  are n o t .  

F o r  a b r i l l i a n t  d i s c u s s i o n  of how t h e s e  c a t e g o r i e s  
s t u l t i f y ,  see Robert P a u l  Wolf f ,  "Hume's Theory 
of Mental  A c t i v i t y , "  Hume: A C o l l e c t i o n  of C r i t i c a l  
E s s a  s ed.  V.  C.  Chappel l  (Notre Dame: U n i v e r s i t y  
&' Notre D a m e  Press, 1966)  , 99-128. 

Norman Kemp-Smith, The Phi losophy of  David Hume 
(London: Macmillan & C o . ,  L t d . ,  19641, p. 393, 
f n  1. U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  Kemp-Smith c i tes  no p a s s a g e s  
as  e v i d e n c e  f o r  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between l o g i c a l  
and c a u s a l  n e c e s s i t y .  

T h a t  may be a b i t  u n f a i r  t o  H m e .  Many commentators 
have a rgued  t h a t  Hume's copy p r i n c i p l e  is  t e n t a t i v e l y  
a d o p t e d ,  and i s  meant by him t o  be a n  e m p i r i c a l  
h y p o t h e s i s :  I have some sympathy w i t h  t h i s  view. 
However, t h e  a b s t r a c t  ideas d o c t r i n e ,  w i t h  i t s  
t h e o r y  of  g e n e r a l  terms, i s  c l o s e l y  
copy p r i n c i p l e  a n d ,  I believe, i s  a 
an  e x c e l l e n t  d iscussion,  see George 
"Hume and Abstract  General I d e a s ,  
( A p r i l ,  19771, 17-31. 

r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
s a c r e d  cow. For  
S. Pappas,  
Hume S t u d i e s ,  X Z f  



101. 

9 .  However, I t h i n k  t h a t  one could make a c a s e  f o r  t h e  
c la im t h a t  Hume views everyone ' s  mind a5 c o n s t a n t l y  
performing metaphysical  s t r a t e g i e s .  See,  for  
example, h i s  d i scuss ion  of o u r  o rd ina ry  b e l i e f  i n  
con t inu ing  phys ica l  o b j e c t s .  The mind c o n s t a n t l y  
f i l l s  i n  gaps i n  our  reasoning  o r ,  mare a c c u r a t e l y ,  
p rovides  ' r ea sons '  for be l i ev ing  what w e  have no 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for  be l i ev ing .  
phys i c i an ,  it p o s i t s  e n t i t i e s .  

Like a gooa meta- 

10 .  See my "Hume's Theory o f  Rela t ions ."  
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d o n ' t  ( a t  l e a s t ,  no t  as  genera l  p r i n c i p l e s ) .  

pas s ions  i n  t h e  Appendix, T 623  f f .  
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