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1. SUPPORT MATERIALS
1.1 OVERVIEW
David Hume’s chapter, ‘Sceptical Doubts Concerning the Operations of the Understanding’, from his An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, is one of three texts prescribed for VCE Philosophy Unit 4 Area of Study 2, the others being:

Popper K 2002, ‘Science: Conjectures and Refutations’, Conjectures and Refutations, 2nd edn, Routledge Classics, pp. 43–51 and sections VII and VIII

Kuhn T 1996, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 3rd edn, University of Chicago Press, chapter 7, pp. 66–69, p. 74, pp. 75–76; chapter 9 pp. 92–98, and chapter 13
Note
These course materials make reference to set texts in other areas of study. It is expected that students are able to analyse, evaluate and compare and contrast Descartes and Armstrong for Unit 4 Area of Study 1, and Hume, Popper and Kuhn for Unit 4 Area of Study 2. If students draw on texts from another area of study in a secondary way during the course of an answer, they would not be penalised but it is not expected that they do so. Students are able to achieve at the highest level without doing so. 

It is not necessary to teach the texts in the order that they are published in the VCAA Bulletin VCE, VCAL and VET. This course outline begins with Hume and assumes that Popper would follow and then Kuhn (see Section 1.2 for further discussion).

Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts …’ aptly sets the tenor of Area of Study 1 in that he remains committed to the empiricist epistemology that is the bedrock of the natural sciences. But at the same time, he points out what have often been regarded as serious, fundamental objections to this foundation. Thus, Hume’s problem of induction can be seen to set the ball rolling for the central questions concerning the Philosophy of Science even throughout the twentieth century.

Hume’s piece is particularly suitable for study in that it:

•
clearly distinguishes between inductive and deductive reasoning (or what he labels ‘matters of fact’ and ‘relations of ideas’)
•
discusses at length the scientifically foundational notions of cause and effect
•
introduces scepticism as a philosophical position
•
exemplifies the Empiricist position, in opposition to the Rationalism of Descartes’ Meditations
•
makes recourse to the Scholastic notion of certain consequences arising from clear and distinct ideas
•
employs critical thinking standards, such as the question begging fallacy and theoretical modesty.
1.2 RELATION TO OTHER TEXTS IN UNIT 4

Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts …’ follows on nicely from Unit 4 Area of Study 1, where students study Descartes’ arguments for Rationalism. For instance, Descartes’ wax argument is intended to establish that ‘perception … is a case … of purely mental scrutiny.’ [Des92:21(31)] Hume, on the other hand, is committed to the Empiricist thesis that experience itself provides the grounds of our knowledge. Thus we are able to position the two philosophers clearly in opposition to one another.

Hume also leads well into the excerpts from Sir Karl Popper’s Conjectures and Refutations, especially the newly added Sections VII and VIII, both of which directly address Hume’s so-called problem of induction. Contrary to Hume, Popper argues that the mistaken presumption that inductive inferences can or should be of the same degree of logical validity as deductive reasoning is a form of ‘dogmatic thinking’ that should be supplanted by a ‘critical attitude’ that is embodied by his Falsificationism. 

1.3 RELEVANCE TO OUTCOMES
By studying Hume’s ‘Scepticial Doubts …’, students should gain key knowledge of:

•
the meaning of the term ‘knowledge’, and the particular use of this word in Hume’s sceptical Empiricism
•
the meaning of other terms including ‘opinion’, ‘belief’, ‘empirical’, and ‘rational’ and the particular ways in which these words (or closely related ones) are used in Hume’s philosophy
•
the difference between inductive and deductive reasoning, and the applications and relative merits of each, especially induction
•
Hume’s viewpoint and arguments for the view that there is knowledge and that it is different from mere opinion
•
Hume’s indirect viewpoint and arguments for thinking that science does not provide us with knowledge
•
Hume’s direct and indirect criticisms of the view that there is knowledge and that it is different from opinion, and that science may be included in this knowledge
•
the historical debate between Empiricism and Rationalism as to the concepts of knowledge as relevant to philosophical problems in Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts …’
•
some implications of adopting certain views about the nature of knowledge, for our daily lives and contemporary debates.
Furthermore, by studying Hume’s ‘Scepticial Doubts …’, students should gain key skills including the ability to:

•
outline Hume’s philosophical viewpoint and arguments using appropriate terminology and identify the premises and conclusions of arguments, and the relationships between the premises and conclusions of each argument (see Section 3.3.3)
•
situate Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts …’ and the viewpoints and arguments expressed therein in the contexts of historical and contemporary debates and scientific developments relating to the nature of knowledge (see Sections 3.5–6)
•
offer justified critical responses to Hume’s sceptical Empiricism using clear and precise language (see Section 3.5)
•
offer relevant criticisms of Hume’s arguments by assessing the plausibility of premises, any assumptions made, showing whether the conclusions follow from the premises, and/or by analysing the potential consequences for positions on the nature of knowledge (see Section 3.5)
•
critically compare the philosophical viewpoints and arguments of Hume with that of other philosophers, both within and beyond the set texts, by comparing the plausibility of the premises or viewpoints, any assumptions made, reasoning used, and/or the potential consequences for debates relating to the nature of knowledge (see Section 3.5)
•
critically respond to Hume’s philosophical viewpoint and arguments in the contexts of relevant historical and contemporary debates and scientific developments (see Sections 3.5–6).

2. INTRODUCTION: HISTORICAL and PHILOSOPHICAL SIGNIFICANCE
2.1 A VERY BRIEF ACCOUNT OF MODERN WESTERN PHILOSOPHY
Hume belongs to the era known as Modern Philosophy. Modern Philosophy can be distinguished by its break with the Scholastic Philosophy that preceded it. In Scholastic Philosophy, the Christian Bible and the works of Aristotle were taken as authoritative, such that, for any question one might have, one would make recourse to either in order to find the answer. However, a number of factors precipitated the abandonment of the Scholastic method including: 

i) the recovery and translation of Plato’s works from the Arab-speaking world (i.e. if Plato was also an Ancient but had different views to Aristotle, who’s to say Aristotle was necessarily right?)
ii) the progress of scientific theories that contradicted the Bible and Aristotle (Galileo’s discovery of imperfect celestial objects, such as the moon; Copernicus’s Heliocentric solar system, and so on)
iii) an increasing dissatisfaction with the Church as an unassailable authority and keeper of faith (e.g. Lutheranism and The Inquisition). 
Once the authority of the Bible and Aristotle began to fall into doubt, the question arose as to how to otherwise ensure that our theories aren’t just mere fabrications. As we see in his Meditations on First Philosophy, René Descartes argued that it is the non-physical mind that serves as the bedrock of our knowledge. Thus he is considered a Rationalist along with Spinoza and Leibniz. But not everyone was in agreement. Locke, for instance, argued that there are no innate ideas or principles in the mind that might guarantee the proper and right interpretation of the world. Instead, he claimed that the mind is tabula rasa (a blank slate) that derives all its knowledge and understanding from its perceptions of, and interactions with, the external world. Thus he is known as an Empiricist. Hume too was an Empiricist. However, as the selected text reveals, Hume went one step further, arguing that there can be no rational ground for our belief in induction—the central means of developing knowledge on the basis of experience! In this light, Hume the empiricist, is also a sceptic.

2.2 A BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF DAVID HUME 
David Hume was born in Edinburgh, Scotland, in 1711, and died sixty-five years later in 1776. His father died when he was only two. Hume’s family wished for him a career in law, but Hume himself preferred the classics, and wished to become a philosopher and scholar. Hume studied intensively on his own, until he suffered from a psychological breakdown of sorts. He subsequently tried his hand at commerce, thinking it psychologically safer. But, this ‘feeble trial’ not sticking, Hume soon returned to his studies and moved to France, where he also studied French authors. He returned to England in 1737 to publish a self-censored version of his Treatise of Human Nature, but according to him it fell ‘dead-born from the press’. Hume applied to several academic positions, but never held a post. He tutored an insane Marquess of Annandale, served as a military, diplomatic and political secretary and under-secretary, and even worked as a librarian. Hume’s Enquiries were intended as something of a popularization of his Treatise, but succeeded in gaining only slightly more attention than the original. Instead, it was undoubtedly Hume’s six-volume History of England that established his reputation and economic independence during his lifetime (Cambridge University Library still lists him principally as an historian). Hume’s Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion was published to great controversy soon after his death, and as Hume was a renowned atheist, it was highly significant that he died seemingly peacefully (albeit of excruciating intestinal cancer) without recanting on his deathbed.
2.3 HUME AND HIS PEERS

Hume had great influence on the following notable persons: 

•
his close friend and founder of modern economics, Adam Smith
•
the German philosopher, Immanuel Kant (who claimed that he was thereby awoken from his ‘dogmatic slumber’)
•
the founder of evolutionary theory, Charles Darwin
•
the founder of Utilitarianism, Jeremy Bentham. 
Also, as we shall see in Unit 4 Area of Study 2, Hume’s casting of the problem of induction impacted as far into the future as Karl Popper’s Conjectures and Refutations.

Hume was also friends with Denis Diderot, James Boswell, and he briefly gave refuge to an exiled Jean-Jacques Rousseau, who, being paranoid, soon accused Hume of creating an international conspiracy against him.

The following table lists some of the more prominent Empiricists and Rationalists, respectively. It is important to note, however, that no two philosophers hold the same view, and similarities between camps might be belied by this rough division.

	EMPIRICISTS
	RATIONALISTS

	Aristotle
	Socrates/Plato

	Thomas Hobbes
	René Descartes

	John Locke
	Benedict Spinoza

	David Hume
	Gottfried Leibniz

	Bishop George Berkeley
	Immanuel Kant (early period)

	John Stuart Mill
	Noam Chomsky

	William James
	

	A J Ayer
	


2.4 A SUMMARY OF HUME’S CHAPTER
PART I
In ‘Sceptical Doubts…’ Hume claims that there are two fundamental types of knowledge: the relations of ideas; and matters of fact. 

With regard to the relations of ideas, we are most commonly acquainted with their deductive characteristics from Logic, Mathematics and Geometry; for instance, modus pollens necessarily results in a valid conclusion regardless of the soundness of the premises (see Sections 3.4.1–2).

With regard to matters of fact, the natural sciences provide our most common source of familiarity; however, in all strictness, the vast majority of our beliefs are matters of fact regardless of whether or not they are true. Hume argues that inductive statements and predictions regarding matters of fact do not amount to knowledge because of their inherent logical contingency; for although I may feel certain that the sun will rise tomorrow (as it has done every day of my life so far), it is not unintelligible or paradoxical to think that it will not (see Section 3.4.3).

Hume claims that the basis of all reasoning regarding matters of fact rests on the relations of cause and effect; that is, if one has knowledge regarding either what has happened or what will happen, one must make recourse to either or both cause and effect in justifying one’s knowledge (see Sections 3.4.4–5). Hume thereby suggests that a consideration of the notions of cause of effect will be the key to understanding the epistemological status of matters of fact.

Hume claims that there is nothing inherent in the sensible qualities of any object itself that suggests anything about its causes or effects (see Section 3.4.6). Instead, he argues that all our knowledge of the characteristic causes and effects of objects is obtained only through experience. For instance, we presume from past experiences of bread being tasty and nutritious that it will similarly be so in the future (see Section 3.4.7). But, for instance, lions don’t find it either tasty or nourishing; bread can readily become stale; one might become a celiac; or something in the ‘secret powers’ of the bread might change even though its sensible qualities could remain the same.

Thus, it becomes clear that imagination can potentially conceive of any possible cause or effect in relation to any given object in itself, and that there is no method with respect to the object taken in itself that might provide any greater insight into the likely (let alone the necessary), effects or causes that it is tied to. In this sense (recalling the import of Descartes’ clear and distinct idea of the cogito) we must acknowledge that ‘every effect is distinct from its cause’ (see Sections 3.4.9–10). All knowledge of the supposed relation of cause and effect then must be based on little more than psychological association derived from experience (see Section 3.4.7). If this is the case, then the deepest understanding we can possibly have regarding matters of fact will amount to nothing more than a description of the world, and not a teleological explanation as such (see Section 3.4.8). The most that deductive reason can do for us in this regard, is to provide a rigorous means by which to describe the world as we have experienced it (see Sections 3.4.11–12).
PART II

Hume argues that his previous musings lead us to the deeper question of the basis of all knowledge relating to matters of fact. He proposes here to provide only a negative solution; that is, a sceptical one. This solution consists in further elaborating and justifying the reasoning given in Part 1.

If inductive reasoning is given by our perceptions of objects and the associations drawn between them with regard to their causes and effects, then any supposedly ‘secret nature’ of objects that might hope to ground our understanding of why the world is the way it is must remain obscure (see Section 3.4.11).

Hume claims that no chain of deductive reasoning can be given to prove that the future will necessarily resemble the past. Given that we’ve accepted that the only two types of knowledge are either relations of ideas or matters of fact:

•
we cannot appeal to further matters of fact to establish the continuity of matters of fact, for this would be to beg the question (see Section 3.4.14)

•
it cannot be by virtue of logical necessity that we can be justified in our belief that the future should resemble the past, for no logical contradiction arises if we suppose the contrary might well occur (see Sections 3.4.3 and 3.4.13).
Hume concludes that our inductive hypotheses are based on the apparent similarities that various objects share, but although the repetition of uniform experiences (even in scientific experiments) might seem to suggest greater confidence in our inferences, still no reason as such can be given and no certainty vouchsafed for our beliefs. Therefore, our supposed knowledge of matters of fact can in no way be reasonably guaranteed.
3. TEACHING AND LEARNING ACTIVITIES
Note

It is in no way intended or expected that a class should endeavour to undertake all of the teaching and learning activities outlined in this section. Rather, they are offered primarily as a means to assist in further illuminating or exploring any points of Hume’s philosophy that a class or individual student may be struggling with.

Furthermore, the teaching and learning activities outlined below cover a wide spectrum of difficulty, profundity, and background understanding. It is entirely up to the individual teacher to determine what activities may or may not be appropriate for their particular class or individual students. In this sense the activities within a section do not necessarily follow a lockstep sequence. Teachers are referred back to the note in the overview at the beginning of these materials concerning reference to texts from other areas of study.
3.1 ESTABLISHING BACKGROUND KNOWLEDGE
3.1.1 What is induction?

Aims

Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts …’ centers on the possibility of rational justification for induction. While at this late stage of the Unit 3–4 sequence students will be familiar with the basics of deductive reasoning (see Key skills Unit 3 Outcomes 1, 2 and 3), there may have been little call for an introduction to inductive reasoning. This activity aims to provide a meta-cognitive experience of the inductive process.
Task 1

Show a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation of a repeating sequence of seemingly unrelated letters (e.g. ‘P, D, G, E, P, D …’). After each letter is shown, ask the students to guess the next one. You can toy with their ability to recognise the loop by embedding it in another bigger loop (e.g. ‘P, D, G, E, P, D, E, G, P, D, E, G, A, B, C, P, D …’). Finally, after the sequence has run a few times through, you can easily demonstrate the weakness of such associative reasoning by having the pattern become truly random (e.g. ‘… P, D, G, E, A, B, C, Z, W, K, J, Q, P, O …’). As a class, you can then discuss the means by which each student came to recognise the loop (presumably some will use induction, while some will pick it up from others), and further discuss the potential weaknesses and strengths of such ‘reasoning’. 
For something more challenging, you could base the sequence on a mathematical formula where each number is assigned a letter (e.g. 1 = A, 2 = B), so that although induction will presumably remain the predominate means by which the pattern will be recognised by the students, one could potentially have decoded the lettering and applied a deductive method to have figured out the sequence as a relation of ideas. 
Task 2

In small groups (e.g. 3–5), students are to prepare a ‘lucky-dip’ bag or box containing a known ratio of black and white marbles (pieces from either a Go or an Abalone set are perfect). The group then picks one marble at a time from another group’s bag, and each time group members take turns at making a guess as to what they suspect the color of the next marble will be. Each time a marble is taken from the bag, a record will be kept by the other group of whether the guess was right or wrong. When a sufficient number of results have been recorded (perhaps 30), together the class can discuss the philosophical significance of the collective results with respect to the reliability of induction.
3.1.2 Philosophical scepticism
As the title of Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts …’ suggests, he takes the various considerations of his chapter to lead him to a scepticism regarding the rational basis of inductively ascertained Matters of Fact. Students must understand the distinction between philosophical scepticism and ordinary incredulity.

Task

As a class, students are to read the following Stanford Encylopedia of Philosophy’s online entry regarding the difference between philosophical scepticism on the one hand, and ordinary incredulity on the other:

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/skepticism/#1
Example discussion prompts
•
What is the significance of Hume’s writing: ‘I must confess that a man is guilty of unpardonable arrogance who concludes, because an argument has escaped his own investigation, that therefore it does not really exist’.
•
How is Hume’s position one of philosophical scepticism and not ordinary incredulity?
3.2 INTRODUCING THE TOPIC
3.2.1 Overview

Aims
Although Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts …’ is written in modern English, it can nonetheless seem a little opaque compared to the more accessible Meditations and even The Nature of Mind. Before students venture a first reading then, it can help to get at least a glimpse of what’s at issue and how Hume responds to it. Bryan Magee – friend of Karl Popper, Schopenhauerean scholar, and famous populariser of philosophy – hosted an episode of his ‘Men of Ideas’ series devoted to the philosophy of David Hume, with guest Australian philosopher, John Passmore (1914–2004), one-time high school teacher, environmentalist, and Historian of Philosophy. This particular episode is available on YouTube in five sections. Section one, which runs at just under nine minutes, provides a brief biographical sketch of Hume, then introduces his arguments concerning induction. While the other sections are indeed interesting in their own right, they are concerned with issues and debates outside the scope of this course.
Task

Watch ‘Bryan Magee talks to John Passmore about Hume’. 

Source: YouTube

URL: www.youtube.com/watch?v=M6v3ZYt08fY 

Duration: 8 mins 57 secs.

Example discussion prompts
•
Why is causality so important in Hume’s philosophy?
•
Can we think of our own examples that clearly illustrate causality?
3.2.2 Empiricism and rationalism
Aim

Hume’s arguments are historically situated in the debate between Rationalism and Empiricism. In order for students to gain a proper understanding of how and why Hume’s philosophy arose, they will need some understanding of these camps and their main tenets and proponents.
Task
Students are to research what is meant by the terms, ‘Empiricism’ and ‘Rationalism’, and create an A3 poster listing: 

i)
a paragraph introducing and explaining the issue
ii)
a list of dot points outlining the central tenets of each camp
iii)
the main proponents of each (including their dates, nationalities, and
portraits).
3.2.3 Varieties of scepticism
Hume’s reasoning leads him to scepticism regarding the rational basis of empirical inductions. In the history of Western Philosophy, there have been numerous varieties of scepticism (from their study of Descartes, students will most likely be familiar with global ontological and epistemological scepticism). It is important that students come to understand the claims and scope of Hume’s scepticism. This process can be aided by contrasting it with other varieties of scepticism.

Task
Students are to research and create a concept map on butcher’s paper that outlines the various types of scepticism (e.g. Pyrrhonist, academic, religious, scientific, global, local).
3.3 READING THE TEXT

3.3.1
DIY glossary

Aims

Although Hume writes in modern English, some of his phrasing is somewhat dated and, as is often the case in philosophy, some of the terminology is technical. Students need to be comfortable employing the correct terminology both in their comprehension and explication of the text.
Task 
On their own, students make a ‘first-pass’ reading through Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts …’, highlighting any words, names or phrases they are not familiar with. Then they can take these phrases and transfer them to a table so as to subsequently create their own glossary, which they will complete by researching the unknown terms and phrases.

Examples of possible DIY glossary terms (taken from the first paragraph of the text).

•
enquiry; relations; affirmation; to wit; Algebra; intuitively; demonstratively; the square; hypotenuse; proposition; Euclid. 
3.3.2
Locating the arguments

Aims

Students are expected to be able to identify and rehearse the arguments of the set texts, including their premises and conclusions. Students should also be capable of identifying the rhetorical elements in the texts. 
Task

Using argument mapping software, such as ‘Rationale’, students are to locate and reconstruct the main arguments found in Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts…’.

3.3.3 
Analysing the structure

Aims

Not only will students need to become very familiar with the text itself in order to recall the arguments and examples and their relations to one another, but students will also have to make authorial choices when writing their own philosophical essays either in the final examination or during School-assessed Coursework assessment tasks. This learning opportunity is devised so as to assist in enabling students to develop these meta-cognitive skills.
Task
In small groups, students are to map out the structure of Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts …’ onto a large piece of butcher’s paper. Subsequently, a whole-class discussion can consider the likely reasons Hume structured his essay the way he did, and whether this was the best possible way.
3.4 ANALYSING THE TEXT
3.4.1
Deduction and induction

Aims

Hume’s ‘Sceptical Doubts …’ opens, ‘All the objects of human reason or enquiry may naturally be divided into two kinds, to wit, Relations of Ideas, and Matters of Fact.’ Students are to gain an understanding and familiarity with the modern terminology and meaning of ‘deduction’ and ‘induction’ (see Section 3.5.1 for criticism).
Task 1

Students are to:

a) locate Hume’s own definitions of the terms within the text
b) research and compare the modern day definitions of the terms from a variety of sources (e.g. English language dictionaries, philosophy dictionaries, Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy online)
c) write definitions for each term in their own words.

Task 2

The teacher is to produce packets of flashcards bearing either deductive or inductive types of arguments and statements. In groups, students must divide the flashcards into either type, or into miscellaneous. 

Examples of deduction may include: 

•
1 + 5 = 6
•
‘A bachelor is an unmarried man. Mr Bean is unmarried, therefore Mr Bean is a bachelor.’
•
p v q, not-q, therefore p.
•
‘The individual angles of an equilateral triangle are all equal.’
•
‘Murder is wrong’ [N.B. by definition, ‘murder’ is wrongful killing].
•
a2 + b2 = c2
Examples of induction may include:

•
 ‘Every action has an equal and opposite reaction.’
•
 ‘The sun will rise tomorrow as it has done every day of my life so far.’
•
 ‘Smoking causes lung cancer.’
•
Water = H2O
•
 ‘All swans are white’ [N.B. it might now be recognised as false, but it was thought to be inductively certain in the same way ‘Water = H2O’ is presently, and so should provide ample discussion material]. 
•
E = mc2 [N.B. this might be contentious, but that’s no reason to shy away from it.]

Miscellaneous examples may include:
•
‘Hello.’
•
‘Rembrandt is a better artist than Rubens.’
•
‘Environmentalism is a moral duty.’
3.4.2 
Validity and soundness

Aims

Hume claims that deductive propositions ‘are discoverable by the mere operation of thought, without dependence on what is anywhere existent in the universe’. Students can sometimes become confused into deeming an argument as invalid because it is unsound. Students should recognise the distinction between validity and soundness.
Task

As a class: (i) take a number of sound, natural language arguments and (ii) examine them in terms of their formal structure; then (iii) translate this formal structure back into unsound natural language arguments.

Example
Step 1: ‘If there is fire, there is smoke. There is no smoke, therefore there is no 
fire.’
Step 2: ‘p 
[image: image2.wmf]É

 q, 
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q, therefore 
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p’
Step 3: ‘If I am not Hume, I eat snakes. I don’t eat snakes, therefore I am Hume!’
3.4.3
Negations, contradictions, and paradoxes

Aims

Hume makes much of the fact that ‘were [an inductive proposition] demonstratively false, it would imply a contradiction, and could never be distinctly conceived of by the mind.’ In order to understand the significance of this argument, students need to understand the difference between the colloquial sense of ‘contradiction’, and the logical sense; a further understanding of what a paradox is can assist in this aim.

Task

As a class, discuss the colloquial meaning of the term ‘contradiction’ (e.g. ‘You say it’s raining, I contradict you by saying it’s not’). Further discuss the colloquial meaning of the term/phrase, ‘self-contradiction’ (e.g. ‘Yesterday you said you liked pesto, but today you can’t stand it’). Explain the form of a logical contradiction 
(e.g. ‘p ^ 
[image: image5.wmf]Ø

p’). Explain the significance of encountering a contradiction in logic 
(i.e. logical explosion, ‘p ^ 
[image: image6.wmf]Ø

p, therefore q, where q is absolutely anything’) N.B. 
If students are familiar with using counterexamples to test deductive validity via an examination of consequence rules in logic tableaux, then the illustration can readily be drawn from there. Finally, note that paradoxes give rise to contradictions in such a way that it is not clear what went wrong with the propositions leading to the contradiction (e.g. The Strengthened Liar Statement: ‘This proposition is false’– if it’s true then it’s false, but if it’s false, then it’s true, and so on).

Example discussion prompts
•
How does Hume’s claim that logical contradictions cannot arise with regard to inductive propositions support his scepticism?
•
In light of impossible objects like square-circles, is Hume right that the contrary of every matter of fact cannot imply a contradiction? Is there a parallel in supposing that, say, water might not be H2O?
3.4.4 Types of cause

Aim

Hume writes of cause and effect as though it were obvious what is meant. Students should be aware of the possible distinctions to be made between different notions of cause and their relations to one another. Students should also be clear exactly in what sense Hume means ‘cause’.

Task

Students are to read and discuss the following paragraph from Aristotle’s Metaphysics:


“Cause” means: (a) in one sense, that as the result of whose presence something comes into being—e.g. the bronze of a statue and the silver of a cup, and the classes which contain these; (b) in another sense, the form or pattern; that is, the essential formula and the classes which contain it—e.g. the ratio 2:1 and number in general is the cause of the octave—and the parts of the formula. (c) The source of the first beginning of change or rest; e.g. the man who plans is a cause, and the father is the cause of the child, and in general that which produces is the cause of that which is produced, and that which changes of that which is changed. (d) The same as “end”; i.e. the final cause; e.g., as the “end” of walking is health. For why does a man walk? “To be healthy,” we say, and by saying this we consider that we have supplied the cause. (e) All those means towards the end which arise at the instigation of something else, as, e.g. fat-reducing, purging, drugs and instruments are causes of health; for they all have the end as their object, although they differ from each other as being some instruments, others actions.

Source: Perseus

Trans.: Hugh Tredennick

Accessed: 27.09.2010

URL: www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0052%3Abook%3D5%3Asection%3D1013a
Students may then come up with their own examples of the four types of cause.
Example
i) Material: Metal, wires, glass, gas, switch and electricity cause the light bulb to glow.
ii) Formal: Thomas Edison’s innovative design was the cause of this light bulb’s glow.
iii) Efficient: It was I who flicked the switch that caused the glowing light bulb.
iv) Final: That the room should be illuminated was the cause of the illuminated light bulb.

Example discussion prompts
•
Which of the four causes does Hume refer to in his discussion regarding induction?
•
Might any of the other three causes be relevant to Hume’s argument?
3.4.5
Cause and effect

Aims

Hume claims that in order to properly understand matters of fact, we must ‘enquire how we arrive at the knowledge of cause and effect’. Students are to understand what is meant by the terms and concepts, ‘cause’ and ‘effect’.
Task 1

Use a Newton’s Cradle to demonstrate mechanical cause and effect. Newton’s Cradle is especially revealing, not only insofar as it illustrates the conservation of energy and momentum, but, when it comes to swinging more than two balls at a time, seeing the stationary balls alternate can be unexpected.

Newton’s Cradles can be purchased at reasonably small cost from stores such as Australian Geographic.

Source: Australian Geographic

URL: www.australiangeographic.com.au/shop/newtons_cradle_-_small.htm 

Price: $14.95AUD

Alternatively, students can build their own, using basic materials such as a shoebox, fishing line, marbles, threadable beads, and superglue. Instructions of how to construct your own Newton’s Cradle are freely available online.

Source: Power Kids Club

URL: www.powerkidsclub.com.au/Activities/Build_a_Newton%27s_Cradle.html
Example discussion prompts
•
Predict and then record the cause and effect of each of the possible variations in the movement of the Newton’s Cradle.
•
Were all of the possible variations in the movements the Newton’s Cradle equally expected or intuitive? Can we think of reasons to explain why some movements are more surprising than others?
•
How is the experience of playing with a Newton’s Cradle illustrative of how we come to learn about different causes and effects in other aspects of experience?
•
Adults will often give advice on the likely outcomes of certain courses of action in one’s life, but sometimes it’s not until you’ve had the experience (and made mistakes) yourself that you can really appreciate what had been said. Why might this be, and does it have any bearing on Hume’s account of how we come to learn about cause and effect?’
3.4.6
Justifying knowledge 

Aims

Hume claims that ‘all reasonings concerning matter of fact seem to be founded on the relation of Cause and Effect.’ This may not be immediately apparent to students, so it is worthwhile to examine whether the justification for our claims to knowledge regarding matters of fact all make recourse to notions of cause and effect.
Task
Describe a number of short states of affairs (past, present, and future), and explore the possible explanations for knowledge of said state.

Example 1 

Claim: ‘My car is parked out the front of the school right now.’ 

Justification: ‘I parked it there this morning.’
Example 2

Claim: ‘I will study for the test tomorrow.’
Justification: ‘I want to pass and studying is the best way to ensure that this happens.’
Example 3
Claim: ‘It rained yesterday.’
Justification: ‘The rain gauge is full today.’
Enhancement

Explore the relevance of these types of justification to Gettier’s second problem of Justified True Belief, namely that, by virtue of the logical rules for disjunction, on the basis of our supposed knowledge that Jones owns a blue Honda, we can justifiably state that, ‘Either Jones has a blue Ford or Brown is in Barcelona’. Edmund Gettier’s seminal (and incredibly short) article can be accessed at: www.ditext.com/gettier/gettier.html
3.4.7
Objects in themselves

Aims

Hume claims that ‘no object ever discovers, by the qualities which appear to the senses, either the causes which produced it, or the effects which will arise from it …’ Students should become familiar with the meaning and force of this claim.

Task 1
Students are given small drinks of carbonated water, mineral water, tonic water, and lemonade, in unlabelled bottles and cups. Before tasting each, they must guess the flavour from the appearance of the liquid alone. To make the experience more enjoyable (and frustrating) more than one brand of lemonade is advised.
Task 2

The teacher can develop a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation, alternating between a cartoon image of an egg and the various creatures that might be born from it. Students are to guess the type of creature to come next. Examples might include: a chicken, a pelican, an ostrich, a snake, a spider, a dinosaur, breakfast, a fish, a ladybug, a turtle, an echidna, a platypus, an extraterrestrial … 

Example discussion prompts
•
Both cases of colourless liquids and the various creatures born from eggs present clear instances where appearance is insufficient to reliably predict other, further characteristics or effects of an object. Can we give examples where the sensed quality itself reveals nothing about the likely effects of the sensed quality?
•
Is the direct sensation of the object’s quality an effect that requires rational justification?
3.4.8 Psychological associative conditioning

Aims

Hume argues that ‘causes and effects are discoverable, not by reason but by experience’. And later, that ‘when a child has felt the sensation of pain from touching the flame of a candle, he will be careful not to put his hand near any candle.’ Although Section 3.1.1 and Section 3.4.1 have provided an introduction to the inductive process, the psychological case known as Pavlov’s dog clearly exhibits the type of psychological associative conditioning that Hume first gestured towards.

Task

Students are to watch a short YouTube video explaining Pavlov’s experiments in classical conditioning. 
Source: YouTube

URL: www.youtube.com/watch?v=hhqumfpxuzI
Duration: 3 mins 55 secs

Example discussion prompts
•
Are we no better than Pavlov’s dog in thinking that we can predict likely future events, such as the rising of the sun?
•
What is the essential difference between Pavlov’s dog and ourselves? Answer: there’s no reason to think that there’s an experimenter using us as guinea pigs.  

3.4.9 Ultimate reasons

Hume writes somewhat obscurely of ‘the ultimate reason’ for why objects have particular effects and causes. Students should gain an appreciation of what Hume means by this concept.
Task

Students are to read the following paragraph from Plato’s Pheado (97b–99d), wherein Socrates recalls his disappointment that Anaxagoras did not expound the ultimate reason why the world should be as it is, but rather only described it:

Socrates: ‘[I am no] longer satisfied that I understand the reason why one or anything else is either generated or destroyed or is at all, but I have in my mind some confused notion of a new method, and can never admit the other.

Then I heard some one reading, as he said, from a book of Anaxagoras, that mind was the disposer and cause of all, and I was delighted at this notion, which appeared quite admirable, and I said to myself: If mind is the disposer, mind will dispose all for the best, and put each particular in the best place; and I argued that if any one desired to find out the cause of the generation or destruction or existence of anything, he must find out what state of being or doing or suffering was best for that thing, and therefore a man had only to consider the best for himself and others, and then he would also know the worst, since the same science comprehended both. And I rejoiced to think that I had found in Anaxagoras a teacher of the causes of existence such as I desired, and I imagined that he would tell me first whether the earth is flat or round; and whichever was true, he would proceed to explain the cause and the necessity of this being so, and then he would teach me the nature of the best and show that this was best; and if he said that the earth was in the centre, he would further explain that this position was the best, and I should be satisfied with the explanation given, and not want any other sort of cause. And I thought that I would then go on and ask him about the sun and moon and stars, and that he would explain to me their comparative swiftness, and their returnings and various states, active and passive, and how all of them were for the best. For I could not imagine that when he spoke of mind as the disposer of them, he would give any other account of their being as they are, except that this was best; and I thought that when he had explained to me in detail the cause of each and the cause of all, he would go on to explain to me what was best for each and what was good for all. These hopes I would not have sold for a large sum of money, and I seized the books and read them as fast as I could in my eagerness to know the better and the worse.

What expectations I had formed, and how grievously was I disappointed! As I proceeded, I found my philosopher altogether forsaking mind or any other principle of order, but having recourse to air, and ether, and water, and other eccentricities. I might compare him to a person who began by maintaining generally that mind is the cause of the actions of Socrates, but who, when he endeavoured to explain the causes of my several actions in detail, went on to show that I sit here because my body is made up of bones and muscles; and the bones, as he would say, are hard and have joints which divide them, and the muscles are elastic, and they cover the bones, which have also a covering or environment of flesh and skin which contains them; and as the bones are lifted at their joints by the contraction or relaxation of the muscles, I am able to bend my limbs, and this is why I am sitting here in a curved posture—that is what he would say, and he would have a similar explanation of my talking to you, which he would attribute to sound, and air, and hearing, and he would assign ten thousand other causes of the same sort, forgetting to mention the true cause, which is, that the Athenians have thought fit to condemn me, and accordingly I have thought it better and more right to remain here and undergo my sentence; for I am inclined to think that these muscles and bones of mine would have gone off long ago to Megara or Boeotia—by the dog they would, if they had been moved only by their own idea of what was best, and if I had not chosen the better and nobler part, instead of playing truant and running away, of enduring any punishment which the state inflicts. There is surely a strange confusion of causes and conditions in all this. It may be said, indeed, that without bones and muscles and the other parts of the body I cannot execute my purposes. But to say that I do as I do because of them, and that this is the way in which mind acts, and not from the choice of the best, is a very careless and idle mode of speaking. I wonder that they cannot distinguish the cause from the condition, which the many, feeling about in the dark, are always mistaking and misnaming. And thus one man makes a vortex all round and steadies the earth by the heaven; another gives the air as a support to the earth, which is a sort of broad trough. Any power which in arranging them as they are arranges them for the best never enters into their minds; and instead of finding any superior strength in it, they rather expect to discover another Atlas of the world who is stronger and more everlasting and more containing than the good;—of the obligatory and containing power of the good they think nothing; and yet this is the principle which I would fain learn if any one would teach me. 

Source: Project Gutenberg

Trans.: Benjamin Jowlett. 

Accessed: 21.07.2010

URL: www.gutenberg.org/files/1658/1658-h/1658-h.htm
Following a brief class discussion on what is meant by an ‘ultimate reason’ (perhaps also with reference to Iris Murdoch’s denial of telos), students are to write a short essay (e.g. 200 words), considering the need that we feel for understanding the deep ‘Why?’ of existence, and whether or not such a need is misguided.

3.4.10 Clear and distinct ideas

Aims

Hume claims that ‘every effect is a distinct event from its cause … [because] it could not … be discovered in the cause, and the first invention or conception of it, a priori, must be entirely arbitrary.’ Thus we see Hume exhibit similar principles as Descartes did when he presumed that of which we can form a clear and distinct idea, must be a substance capable of independent existence. Students should recognise the shared argumentative principles at play in contemporary philosophies, and the supposed intimate connection between Epistemology and Ontology. 

Task

Re-read the relevant passages of Descartes’ 2nd Meditation:

1.
And yet, here is the point, the perception that I have of [the wax] is a case not of vision or touch or imagination … but of purely mental scrutiny; and this can be imperfect and confused, as it was before, or clear and distinct as it is now … [Des96:21 (31)]

2.
Surely my awareness of my own self is not merely much truer and more certain than my awareness of the wax, but also more distinct and evident. […] Moreover, if my perception of the wax seemed more distinct after it was established not just by sight or touch but by many other considerations, it must be admitted that I now know myself even more distinctly. […] But besides this, there is so much else in the mind itself which can serve to make my knowledge of it more distinct, that it scarcely seems worth going through the contributions made by considering bodily things. [Des96:22 (33–34)]

For further discussion and references to Descartes’ understanding of the implications of clear and distinct ideas, see: 
http://frank.mtsu.edu/~rbombard/RB/Spinoza/cnd.html
and 
www.philosophyonline.co.uk/tok/rationalism7.htm.
As a class, explore:

•
the similarities and difference between Descartes’ and Hume’s recourse to the implications of clear and distinct ideas
•
the legitimacy of such forms of reasoning (e.g. that if we truly know something, then that something must certainly exist). 
3.4.11 False causes

Aims

Hume writes that ‘… there are always many other effects, which, to reason, must seem fully as consistent and natural.’ This implies the possibility of false causes being attributed to certain phenomena. Students are to understand the notion of a false cause, such that they can then examine Hume’s further insistence that it is ‘observation and experience’ that grounds our ability to determine the right cause. 
Task

Students are to consider and discuss various supposed correlations that may be, more or less readily, inversed (see Section 3.6 for further avenues of applying the theory).

Possible examples include:
•
 ‘Vegetarians are typically more intelligent than meat-eaters, therefore being a vegetarian makes you more intelligent.’ [cf. ‘High IQ link to being vegetarian’ http://bbc.co.uk/2/hi/6180753.stm]
•
 ‘People who break laws are often poorer than those who don’t, therefore breaking laws tends to make one poor.’ [cf. Nietzsche & Marquis de Sade’s philosophies]
•
 ‘Motorcyclists that wear reflective vests have fewer accidents than those who don’t, therefore wearing reflective vests decreases one’s chances of having an accident.’
3.4.12 Description and explanation

Aims
Hume writes, ‘Elasticity, gravity, cohesion of parts, communication of motion be impulse; these are probably the ultimate causes and principles which we shall ever discover in nature.’ Students are to gain an understanding of the view that Science is only able ever to describe – albeit with ever increasing precision, cohesion, and predictive powers – the phenomena of the world, but never explain it in any teleological sense (see Section 3.4.8 for a discussion of ‘ultimate reason’.) For instance, Newton’s theory of gravity is not an explanation of why bodies attract, but rather is essential a mathematical description of said attraction.

Task 1
Compare and discuss Johann Wolfgang von Goethe’s following maxim: 

‘The magnet is a primeval phenomenon where mere naming already serves as an explanation …’ [Goe98:434]

Task 2 

Compare and discuss Ludwig Wittgenstein’s statement: 

‘6.44 It is not how things are in the world that is mystical, but that it exists.’ [Op.Cit.]

Example discussion prompts
•
Can science ever hope to explain why massive objects ‘gravitate’ towards one another, or merely describe with ever-more precision how such objects typically behave?
•
Are demands for explanatory reasons of natural phenomena even intelligible?
•
If Einstein questioned the supposed nature of the fundamental concepts of science (i.e. space and time), then might not his work be better regarded as metaphysics?
3.4.13 Systems for description

Aims

Hume writes, ‘Geometry assists us in the application of [the law of motion] by giving us the just dimensions of all the parts and figures which can enter into any species of machine; but still the discovery of all the law itself is owing merely to experience.’ Students should come to appreciate issues concerning the extent to which relations of ideas might be brought to bear on matters of fact.

Task 1

Compare and discuss the following paragraphs of Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus with the relevant sections of Hume: 

‘6.341 Newtonian mechanics, for example, imposes a unified form on the description of the world. Let us imagine a white surface with irregular black spots on it. We then say that whatever kind of picture these make, I can always approximate as closely as I wish to the description of it by covering the surface with a sufficiently fine square mesh, and then saying of every square whether it is black or white. In this way I shall have imposed a unified form on the description of the surface. The form is optional, since I could have achieved the same result by using a net with a triangular or hexagonal mesh. Possibly the use of a triangular mesh would have made the description simpler: that is to say, it might be that we could describe the surface more accurately with a coarse triangular mesh than with a fine square mesh (or conversely), and so on. The different nets correspond to different systems for describing the world. Mechanics determines one form of description of the world by saying that all propositions used in the description of the world must be obtained in a given way from a given set of propositions—the axioms of mechanics. It thus supplies the bricks for building the edifice of science, and it says, ‘Any building that you want to erect, whatever it may be, must somehow be constructed with these bricks, and with these alone.’ (Just as with the number-system we must be able to write down any number we wish, so with the system of mechanics we must be able to write down any proposition of physics that we wish.)

6.342 And now we can see the relative position of logic and mechanics. (The net might also consist of more than one kind of mesh: e.g. we could use both triangles and hexagons.) The possibility of describing a picture like the one mentioned above with a net of a given form tells us nothing about the picture. (For that is true of all such pictures.) But what does characterize the picture is that it can be described completely by a particular net with a particular size of mesh. Similarly the possibility of describing the world by means of Newtonian mechanics tells us nothing about the world: but what does tell us something about it is the precise way in which it is possible to describe it by these means. We are also told something about the world by the fact that it can be described more simply with one system of mechanics than with another.

Source: Project Gutenberg 

Produced by: Matthew Stapleton and David Widger

Accessed: 21.07.2010

URL: www.gutenberg.org/files/5740/5740-h/5740-h.htm#2H_4_0006
Example discussion prompts
•
Theory is never identical with the phenomena being theorised about; in what sense then can theory hope to illuminate empirical reality?
•
Theory is theory. Fact is fact. If a theory is to describe fact, the facts must first be observed.
•
The world goes on regardless of our theories; science is only ever our feeble attempt to keep up.
Task 2

Students are to consider and discuss the merits and weaknesses of a case of deductive reasoning applied to a matter of fact.

Example
Sherlock Holmes reasons in The Adventure of Silver Blaze:

‘A dog was kept in the stables, and yet, though someone had been in and had fetched out a horse, [the dog] had not barked. … Obviously the … visitor was someone whom the dog knew well.’ [Wes09:39]

Anthony Weston translates this reasoning into the formal structure, modus tollens:

If the visitor were a stranger, then the dog would have barked.

The dog did not bark.

Therefore, the visitor was not a stranger. [Ibid.]

Example discussion prompts
•
Can deduction be effectively used to sift through the all-too-often confusing mess of the empirical world?
•
Deductive methods applied to matters of fact can only serve a deceptive rhetorical function of making our inductive intuitions seem more rigorous and indisputable.
3.4.14 Justifying inferences

Aim

Hume writes, ‘But if you insist that the inference is made by a chain of reasoning, I desire you to produce that reasoning. The connexion between the propositions is not intuitive.’ Students should appreciate the type of justifications given for certain (deductive) arguments, and what it’s like not to have such a proof.

Task 1

Teacher can demonstrate a logical proof to illustrate what is desired by Hume.

Example
Theorem: q ( (p ( q) [i.e. we want to prove that if we know that ‘q’, then we can be justified 

in inferring that ‘if p, then q’.]

Proof: 
            q   
[i.e. take the counterexample: ‘if we know that ‘q’, and we cannot be 

     ((p ( q)
justified in inferring that ‘if p then q’.’ (Our aim then will be to show that this leads to a contradiction).]

p
[We then derive the necessary consequences of the negated conditional,

(q
i.e. ‘p’ and ‘(q’, and these result in a contradiction (i.e. the original ‘q’ of the proof and the consequence ‘(q’). Therefore, ‘q ( (p ( q)’ is deductively valid.]  

Task 2
Students are to read and discuss the following cartoon: http://2.bp.blogspot.com/_ytGpqyPP5AI/SxJw3VFwucI/AAAAAAAAAAM/6DzuvLK9hlg/s1600-R/then-a-miracle-occurs-cartoon-may-2008.png
Example discussion prompts.
•
How counterintuitive is the following question begging reasoning? ‘I believe that the sun will rise tomorrow because it has risen every day for at least the last few million years, I have some understanding about laws that describe not only the orbit of the Earth but of all planets, and I have no compelling reason to suppose that this movement will be either obstructed or significantly altered before tomorrow.’
•
Is faith in induction nothing more than a close-cousin of the ‘gamblers’ fallacy’ (that because the last several coin tosses have been ‘heads’, the chances are increased that the next flip will be ‘tails’)?
3.4.15 Begging the question
Aim
Hume writes, ‘To endeavour … the proof … by probable arguments … must be evidently going in a circle, and taking that for granted, which is the very point in question.’ And again, ‘To say it is experimental, is begging the question.’ Students should be able recognise circular reasoning (i.e. question begging), and that it is fallacious.

Task

Students are to develop their own illustrations of circular reasoning, following a teacher directed example and explanation.

Example
Begging the question: implicitly using the conclusion as a premise
God exists because it says so in the Bible, which I know to be true because God wrote it, after all!

To put this argument in premise-and-conclusion form, you’d have to write:

The Bible is true, because God wrote it.

The Bible says that God exists.

Therefore, God exists.

To defend the claim that the Bible is true, the arguer claims that God wrote it. But obviously, if God wrote the Bible, then God exists. Thus the assumes what it is trying to prove.

[Wes09:75]

Example discussion prompt
•
Can we show that it is question-begging – as Hume claims – to defend inductive reasoning on the basis of probability, experience, or experimental evidence?
3.4.16 Philosophical humility

Aim

Hume writes, ‘But I keep my mind open still to instruction, if any one vouchsafe to bestow it upon me.’ And again, ‘If I be right, I pretend not have made any mighty discovery. And if I be wrong, I must acknowledge myself to be indeed a very backward scholar …’ Students should appreciate the academic virtue of humility, and its place in philosophy.

Task 1

Students are to discuss and write a brief paragraph on academic humility. 

Example

Modesty, please!
Don’t claim more than you’ve shown:

NO:
In sum, every reason favors sending more students abroad, and none of the objections stands up at all. What are we waiting for?

YES:

In sum, there is an appealing case for sending more students abroad. Although uncertainties may remain, on the whole it seems to be a promising step. It’s worth a try.
Maybe the second version overdoes it in the other direction, but you see the point. Very seldom will you put all the objections to rest, and anyway the world is an uncertain place. We’re not experts, most of us, and even experts can be wrong. “It’s worth a try” is the best attitude. [Wes09:65]

Task 2

Students are to review and discuss the authenticity of Socrates’ expressions of humility in Gorgias.

Example
SOCRATES: … You accused me of being misguided about all these matters, but if I’m going wrong anywhere in my own life, the mistake isn’t deliberate, I assure you; it’s merely the result of stupidity on my part. … if at anytime in the future you catch me acting in a way which conflicts with any point on which I agree with you today, you can regard me as a total dumbwit and as so completely hopeless that you needn’t criticize me ever again. [Pla94:72 (488a-b)]

Example discussion prompt
· Is Socrates speaking in earnest when he tells Callicles that he will take any point agreed upon in their ensuing discussion as ‘gospel’, so to speak? Or is this disingenuous insofar as it implies philosophical hubris on Callicles’ part that Socrates should forever live his life by what is decided upon in a one-off dialogue?
3.5 EVALUATING THE TEXT

Note
The core source of criticism for Hume’s philosophy will presumably arise directly as a result of studying Popper. That said, the teaching and learning activities outlined below provide a number of alternatives intended to illuminate other elements of Hume’s philosophy, along with some alternative responses.  
3.5.1 Philosophical knowledge

Aim

Hume’s claims that ‘all the objects of human reason or enquiry may naturally be divided into two kinds, to wit, Relations of Ideas, and Matters of Fact.’ Students should consider whether or not this is the case.

Task

Students are to read and discuss the following passage by Isaiah Berlin (cf. Section 3.4.8):

‘What is an okapai?’ is answered easily enough by an act of empirical observation. Similarly ‘What is the cube root of 729?’ is settled by a piece of calculation in accordance with accepted rules. But if I ask ‘What is time?’, ‘What is a number?’, ‘What is the purpose of human life on earth?’, ‘How can I know past facts that are no longer there – no longer where?’, ‘Are all men truly brothers?’, how do I set about looking for the answer? …

The only common characteristic which all these questions appear to have is that they cannot be answered either by observation or calculation, either by inductive methods or deductive …

Such questions tend to be called philosophical. [Aye94:61]

Example discussion prompts
•
Are all points of knowledge either given by induction or deduction?
•
What would Hume say to the above question?
•
What might David Armstrong say to the above questions and answers?
3.5.2 Failings of deduction

Aim

Hume writes, that in stark contrast to matters of fact, relations of ideas ‘every affirmation [of] which is either intuitively or demonstratively certain.’ While this may be so, students should consider whether there are any shortcomings to deduction.

Task
Students are to read and discuss the following passage by Roger Bacon, who predates Hume by several centuries (cf. Section 3.4.7):

… there are two modes of acquiring knowledge, namely by reasoning and experience.

Reasoning draws a conclusion and makes us grant the conclusion, but does not make the conclusion certain, nor does it remove doubt.

For if a man who has never seen fire should prove by adequate reasoning that fire burns and injures things and destroys then his mind would not be satisfied thereby nor would he avoid fire until he had placed his hand or some combustible substance in the fire so that he might prove by experience that which reasoning taught. [Aye94:33–4]

Example discussion prompts
•
The relation of ideas occurs in a vacuum.
•
Deductive reasoning is devoid of meaning and so utterly useless unless we import some semantic content, which by necessity must make recourse to induction.
3.5.3 A socio-evolutionary explanation

Aims
Hume despairs that no reason can be given for the inductive method, but John Stuart Mill seems to suggest that if we view science as a social phenomena, then the problem will be seen in its proper context.

Task 

Students are to read and discuss (perhaps with reference to Nietzsche, Descartes, Armstrong and Kuhn) the following excerpt from Mill’s A System of Logic 
(cf. Section 3.5.2):

… the most scientific proceeding can be no more than an improved form of that which was primitively pursued by the human understanding, while undirected by science. When mankind first formed the idea of studying phenomena according to a stricter and surer method than that which they had in the first instance spontaneously adopted, they did not, conformably to the well-meant but impracticable precept of Descartes, set out from the supposition that nothing had been already ascertained … The first scientific inquirers assumed [various] known truths, and set out from them to discover others … there is no logical fallacy in this mode of proceeding … since it is impossible to frame any scientific method of induction, or test of the correctness of inductions, unless on the hypothesis that some inductions deserving of reliance have already been made. [Mil74:Bk3,Chp4,Sec2]

Example discussion prompts.

•
 ‘Deduction arrived on the scene after and only as a result of induction, so it is unprincipled to hold induction ransom to deduction.’
•
 ‘Is what we regard as deductive validity nothing more than the inductive generalisation of our primitive ways of thinking about the world?’
3.5.4 A Verificationist response
Aims

When students come to study Popper, they will see that he is reacting to what he considers, 

… the widely accepted answer to my problem [of what makes science, science]: that science is distinguished from pseudo-science – or from ‘metaphysics’ – by its empirical method, which is essentially inductive, proceeding from observation to experiment’ [Pop02:44] 

And further, 

… the most characteristic element in this situation to me the incessant stream of confirmations, of observations which ‘verified’ the theories in question; and this point was constantly emphasized by its adherents.’ [Ibid] 

A. J. Ayer is one of the most prominent adherents of the Verificationism, which Popper saw himself as responding to. Students should have some understanding of Verificationism’s supposed response to the problem of induction.
Task

Students are to read and discuss the following passage from A J Ayer’s Language, Truth and Logic:
It is time … to abandon the superstition that natural science cannot be regarded as logically respectable until philosophers have solved the problem of induction. The problem of induction is, roughly speaking, the problem of finding a way to prove that certain empirical generalizations which are derived from past experience will hold good also in the future. There are only two ways of approaching this problem on the assumption that it is a genuine problem, and it is easy to see that neither of them can lead to its solution. One may attempt to deduce the proposition which one is required to prove either from a purely formal principle or from an empirical principle. In the former case one commits the error of supposing that from a tautology it is possible to deduce a proposition about a matter of fact; in the latter case one simply assumes what one is setting out to prove. For example, it is often said that we can justify induction by invoking the uniformity of nature, or by postulating a ‘principle of limited independent variety’. But, in fact, the principle of the uniformity of nature merely states, in a misleading fashion, the assumption that past experience is a reliable guide to the future; while the principle of limited independent variety presupposes it. And it is plain that any other empirical principle which was put forward as justification of induction would beg the question in the same way. For the only grounds which one could have for believing such a principle would be inductive grounds.

Thus it appears that there is no possible way of solving the problem of induction, as it is ordinarily conceived. And this means that it is a fictitious problem, since all genuine problems are at least theoretically capable of being solved: and the credit of natural science is not impaired by the fact that some philosophers continue to be puzzled by it. Actually, we shall see that the only test to which a form of scientific procedure which satisfies the necessary condition of self-consistency is subject, is the test of its success in practice. We are entitled to have faith in our procedure just as long as it does the work which it is designed to do – that is, enables us to predict future experience, and so to control our environment. Of course, the fact that a certain form of procedure has always been successful in practice affords no logical guarantee that it will continue to be so. But then it is a mistake to demand a guarantee where it is logically impossible to obtain one. This does not mean that it is irrational to expect future experience to conform to the past. For when we come to define ‘rationality’ we shall find that for us ‘being rational’ entails being guided in particular fashion by past experience.

The task of defining rationality is precisely the sort of task that is the business of philosophy to undertake. But in achieving this it does not justify scientific procedure. What justifies scientific procedure, to the extent to which it is capable of being justified, is the success of the predictions to which it gives rise: and this can be determined only in actual experience. [Aye74:66–7]

Example discussion prompts
•
To what extent do nuclear bombs, penicillin, rocket science, and so on, justify science?
•
Is the recognition of the absolute impossibility of a solution nevertheless a solution of sorts?
•
Can the Verificationist principle itself be verified? And, need it be?’
3.5.5 Induction and language
Aims
Hume argues that the problem of induction is a problem insofar as no non-question begging argument can be given so as to warrant our faith in it. Nelson Goodman (1906–1998) argued that it is in fact only a problem of language.

Task
Students are to read and discuss the following passage from Nelson Goodman’s Fact, Fiction and Forecast:

… the roots of inductive validity are to be found in our use of language. A valid prediction is, admittedly, one that is in agreement with past regularities in what has been observed; but the difficulty has always been to say what constitutes such agreement. The suggestion I have been developing … is that such agreement with regularities in what has been observed is a function of our linguistic practices. That the line between valid and invalid prediction (or inductions …) is drawn upon the basis of how the world is and has been described and anticipated in words. The problem of induction is not a problem of demonstration but a problem of defining the difference between valid and invalid predictions. [Aye94:154]

Example discussion prompts
•
Might it be the case that all that is needed to make the problem of induction disappear is to re-jig the way that we speak about things?
•
Validity is a rule in one of our many language games; we cannot do away with induction, so instead we must investigate and perhaps modify what is meant by validity.
Enhancement

Those students willing to follow this suggestion further might like to look to what Goodman calls ‘the new problem of induction’:

Grue Paradox: 
Suppose that at time t we have observed many emeralds to be green. We thus have evidence statements 

Emerald a is green,
Emerald b is green,
etc. 

and these statements support the generalisation:

All emeralds are green. 

But now define the predicate ‘grue’ to apply to all things observed before t just in case they are green, and to other things just in case they are blue. Then we have also the evidence statements

Emerald a is grue,
Emerald b is grue,
etc. 

and these evidence statements support the hypothesis

All emeralds are grue.

Hence the same observations support incompatible hypotheses about emeralds to be observed in the future; that they will be green and that they will be blue.

Source: Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy – ‘The Problem of Induction’ by John Vickers. 

Accessed: 21.07.2010.

URL: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/induction-problem/
3.5.6 Biting the bullet

Aims
Hume despairs that no reason can be given for the inductive method, but perhaps we should bite the bullet and resign ourselves to the fact that science and all other approaches which employ induction in fact explain very little.

Task 
Students are to read and discuss the following paragraphs from Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus:

6.363 The procedure of induction consists in accepting as true the simplest law that can be reconciled with our experiences. 

6.3631 This procedure, however, has no logical justification but only a psychological one. It is clear that there are no grounds for believing that the simplest eventuality will in fact be realized. 

6.36311 It is an hypothesis that the sun will rise tomorrow: and this means that we do not know whether it will rise. 

6.37 There is no compulsion making one thing happen because another has happened. The only necessity that exists is logical necessity. 

6.371 The whole modern conception of the world is founded on the illusion that the so-called laws of nature are the explanations of natural phenomena. 

6.372 Thus people today stop at the laws of nature, treating them as something inviolable, just as God and Fate were treated in past ages. And in fact both are right and both wrong: though the view of the ancients is clearer in so far as they have a clear and acknowledged terminus, while the modern system tries to make it look as if everything were explained. 

Source: Project Gutenberg 

Produced by: Matthew Stapleton and David Widger

Accessed: 21.07.2010

URL: www.gutenberg.org/files/5740/5740-h/5740-h.htm#2H_4_0006
Example discussion prompts
•
Hume’s problem of induction is not a problem if we simply accept what he says and recognise that we were deluded to think otherwise.
•
If Hume’s right, then most people are mistaken in their assumptions about the ability of science to explain anything.
3.6 APPLYING THE THEORY
3.6.1 Induction and science

Aims

Hume’s arguments concerning causation, induction, and matters of fact clearly bear upon science. Students should consider the extent to which this is the case, and the possible consequences that it might have.
Task 1
Students are to read and discuss the following paragraphs from Stephan Jay Gould’s ‘Evolution as Fact and Theory’:

In the American vernacular, “theory” often means “imperfect fact”—part of a hierarchy of confidence running downhill from fact to theory to hypothesis to guess. Thus creationists can (and do) argue: evolution is “only” a theory, and intense debate now rages about many aspects of the theory. If evolution is less than a fact, and scientists can’t even make up their minds about the theory, then what confidence can we have in it? Indeed, President Reagan echoed this argument before an evangelical group in Dallas when he said (in what I devoutly hope was campaign rhetoric): “Well, it is a theory. It is a scientific theory only, and it has in recent years been challenged in the world of science—that is, not believed in the scientific community to be as infallible as it once was.”
Well, evolution is a theory. It is also a fact. And facts and theories are different things, not rungs in a hierarchy of increasing certainty. Facts are the world’s data. Theories are structures of ideas that explain and interpret facts. Facts do not go away when scientists debate rival theories to explain them. Einstein’s theory of gravitation replaced Newton’s, but apples did not suspend themselves in mid-air, pending the outcome. And humans evolved from apelike ancestors whether they did so by Darwin’s proposed mechanism or by some other, yet to be discovered.

Moreover, “fact” does not mean “absolute certainty.” The final proofs of logic and mathematics flow deductively from stated premises and achieve certainty only because they are not about the empirical world. Evolutionists make no claim for perpetual truth, though creationists often do (and then attack us for a style of argument that they themselves favor). In science, “fact” can only mean “confirmed to such a degree that it would be perverse to withhold provisional assent.” I suppose that apples might start to rise tomorrow, but the possibility does not merit equal time in physics classrooms.

Source: The Unofficial Stephan Jay Gould Archive

Accessed: 22.07.2010

URL: www.stephenjaygould.org/library/gould_fact-and-theory.html
Example discussion prompts
•
Creationists play on people’s misguided teleological intuitions regarding what it is to explain something, suggesting that since science cannot provide this, science must be a fraud.

•
Evolutionists have learnt the lessons that Hume taught us.
•
If theories are facts, then are facts theories?
Task 2

Students are to read and discuss the following 1991 New Scientist article by Steven Yearley concerning the possible difficulties and uncertainties that come as a result of basing political and philosophical standpoints on the claims of science.

Source: New Scientist, ‘Greens and Science – a doomed affair…’
Accessed: 22.07.2010

URL:

www.newscientist.com/article/mg13117776.300-greens-and-science--a-doomed-affair-environmentalists-have-turned-to-science-to-give-weight-to-their-campaigns-to-save-the-planet-but-science-can-prove-an-unreliable-ally.html
Example discussion prompts
•
Is there a substantial connection between the philosophical scepticism we see in Hume and the climate scepticism we see in the media and politics?
•
Is there a danger that the significance of philosophical insights might be misunderstood and so misapplied?
Task 3

Students are to read and discuss the following 1989 New Scientist article by Jack Miller and Fred Pearce reporting that the originator of the greenhouse-effect theory claimed that climate change will not be calamitous, but rather will bring paradise on Earth.
Source: New Scientist, ‘Soviet Climatologist Predicts Greenhouse Paradise.’
Accessed: 22.07.2010

URL:

www.newscientist.com/article/mg12316791.200-soviet-climatologist-predicts-greenhouse-paradise.html
Example discussion prompt
•
Is it a weakness of induction (and so, of science) that the effects of unprecedented phenomena, such as global warming, can’t be known with absolute certainty?
3.6.3 Time and space

Aims

Hume argues that ‘let the course of things be allowed hitherto ever so regular; that alone, without some new argument or inference, proves not that, for the future, it will continue so.’ Students should consider that in Astronomy, not only is it held that ‘the course of things be … so regular’ across time, but moreover that this must hold generally across space also in order for the discipline to proceed (cf. Section 3.5.3).

Task
Students are to read and discuss the following excerpt from William Keller’s Road to Galaxy Formation, explaining the Cosmological Principle:

The cosmological principle is usually stated formally as “Viewed on a sufficiently large scale, the properties of the Universe are the same for all observers.” This amounts to the strongly philosophical statement that the part of the Universe which we can see is a fair sample, and that the same physical laws apply throughout. In essence, this says that the Universe is in a sense knowable and is playing fair with scientists. [Kee07:2]

Example discussion prompts
•
Artifacts such as the Cosmological Principle indicate that Science has acknowledged the lessons of Hume, but moved on regardless.
•
Metaphysical assumptions such as those made by the Cosmological Principle reveal the extent to which we are really working in the dark in trying to know the universe.
3.6.4 Aesthetics

Aims
Hume argues that, just by looking at an object without drawing upon our experiences, we cannot tell anything about the causes which brought it about or the effects it will produce. Australian sculptor Ron Mueck is renowned for his life-like creations of people, and it is interesting to consider the extent to which our inductive suppositions factor into our aesthetic appreciation of Mueck’s work, and to what extent we admire the work in itself.

Students are to look at and discuss pictures of Ron Mueck’s work, available at National Gallery of Victoria’s website: 
www.ngv.vic.gov.au/whats-on/exhibitions/exhibitions/ron-mueck 

Example
Students may also benefit from discussing images of Mueck’s work in progress, available at Gautier Deblonde’s website: www.gautierdeblonde.com/portfolio.lasso?categoryID=4
Example discussion prompts
•
Are objects of art, such as those by Mueck, aesthetically remarkable in themselves, or are we in fact surreptitiously admiring our inductively supposed knowledge of how they were created?
•
Can works of art such as Mueck’s make us better able to appreciate the types of objects they imitate (i.e. people) in themselves, and not part of a larger story of cause and effect?
3.6.5 Cartoons

Aims

Students need to be able to recognise and apply the issues discussed in the set texts to novel, real-life situations. Cartoons are an effective and enjoyable means of exploring one’s understanding and ability to apply philosophical concepts and viewpoint because in order to find the cartoon humorous, one needs to get the joke, as it were.

Task 1

Students are to read and discuss the xkcd cartoon, ‘Correlation’: http://xkcd.com/552/
Example discussion prompts
•
Can Hume’s lessons, if accepted, be strictly said to have taught us anything?
•
Contrast with discussion of false causes in Section 3.4.11
Task 2

Students are to read and discuss the Savage Chickens cartoon ‘Life in Eight Easy Steps’ at: /www.savagechickens.com/2007/08/eight-steps.html
Example discussion prompts
•
While life might seem predictable, there’s no telling what might happen next.
•
Does the problem of induction have existential consequences for how we are to regard our lives, life-plans, possessions?
Task 3

Students are to read and discuss the cartoon, ‘Evolution should not be taught in our schools’ at: www.blogcatalog.com/discuss/entry/theory-of-evolution
Example discussion prompts
•
What policy and pedagogical implications might there be if Hume is right?
•
If the problem of induction means that scientific theory is as close as we can come to realising our intuitions about what a fact should be like, then where does this leave our non-scientific theories or beliefs?
•
See Section 3.6.1 for further discussion.
Task 4

Students are to read and discuss the Adventures in Existence cartoon, ‘Rationalism in the Hard Sciences’ at: http://adventuresinexistence.blogspot.com/
Example discussion prompts
•
What problems might arise from putting too much faith in deduction?
•
Is Hume’s problem of induction really a problem for anyone other than philosophers?
•
See Section 3.5.2 for further discussion.
Task 5

Students are to read and discuss the following Dilbert cartoon, ‘Coincidence’ at: www.stat.psu.edu/old_resources/Cartoons/cartoon005.gif
Example discussion prompts
•
If the rat were correct in its far-reaching prediction, would Dilbert have to concede that it had psychic abilities? What bearing has this on Hume’s problem of induction?
•
To what extent might induction be regarded psychic ability?
Task 6

Students are to read and discuss the following Family Circus cartoon ‘I wish they didn’t turn on that seatbelt sign so much!’ at: 

www.oxfamblogs.org/fp2p/?m=201004
Example discussion prompts.
•
 ‘Why is it significant that it is a child in this cartoon who mistakes cause and effect?’
•
 ‘Is it really only experience that educates us to the causes and effects of phenomena such as turbulence?’
Task 7

Students are to read and discuss the following Punch Magazine cartoon, ‘Mistaking Cause for Effect’ at: http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Mistaking_Cause_for_Effect_-_Turning_on_the_Cholera.jpg
Example discussion prompts
•
Unlike the childish naivety shown in the cartoon of Task 6, this image is interesting because, unbeknownst to the cartoonist, the boy’s inference that it was the turning on of the water pipe that was spreading cholera throughout England was partly true. In instances like this, how can we tell coincidence from cause?’
4. SAMPLE SCHOOL-ASSESSED COURSEWORK ASSESSMENT TASK
4.1 VCE PHILOSOPHY, UNIT 4 School-assessed Coursework 2 – Knowledge, belief and science

Aims

VCE Philosophy, Unit 4, Area of Study 2 has one Outcome. Teachers select assessment task type/s from the list on page 35 of the study design. This assessment task is appropriate to assess all three texts of Area of Study 2, and assumes an essay was set for the previous area of study. 

See VCE Philosophy Study Design for relevant Outcomes.

This particular task is designed to encourage the students to consider the arguments of the particular philosophies studied in such a way as to make them engage, both with the broader issues of Area of Study 2 in general, and particularly in relation to the philosophies advanced by the other set texts.

This task is particularly suitable for small classes (e.g. 9–15 students) and may need to be modified for larger groups. 
Task
•
Students are to record a live discussion between a group of ideally three students, including themselves
•
Each individual student will be assigned a particular philosopher from Unit 4, Area of Study 2 (Hume, Popper or Kuhn). 
•
Each student will be required to represent their assigned philosopher’s position (as if they were a leading expert on that particular philosopher) in relation to both the prompt and the other philosophies studied in Area of Study 2. 
•
Each student must also do their level best to philosophically criticise the assigned philosophies of their interlocutors using the arguments of their own assigned philosopher.
•
Each student must do their level best to critically defend their assigned philosopher’s theory from the criticisms of their interlocutors (that is to say, though they need not go down with a sinking ship, they must nonetheless offer the best likely, justifiable defenses available to their assigned philosopher). 
•
The discussion is to run no less than 12 minutes and no more than 20 minutes.

•
Each student should aim to contribute to approximately one-third or five minutes of the discussion. An ideal division of times might be as follows (and a mediator might be required to ensure that this occurs):
· two minute statement of assigned philosopher’s position with regard to prompt
· one to two minute criticism of interlocutors’ philosophies
· two-minute defensive response to interlocutors’ criticisms of one’s own assigned philosopher.
•
Students are then to transcribe the recorded discussion and, using ‘Insert comments’ or its equivalent, evaluate their own efforts according to the assessment criteria of the task (see below). 

Note: While the transcript should omit superfluous ‘ums’ and ‘ahs’, and be written grammatically, the statements and arguments themselves cannot be altered, as they will comprise part of the evidence for assessment.
Prompt

The topic to be discussed is:
Scientific progress is a matter of faith.

Timeframe

The task is to be undertaken over three periods (approximately 120 minutes).

Materials

Students may bring to the discussion a single, one-sided A4 sheet of dot-points in no less than twelve-point font. Dot points may include short quotations no longer than three lines.

Performance descriptors
The performance descriptors in the Philosophy VCE Assessment Handbook 2008–2012 can be adapted to form rubrics.
5. BIBLIOGRAPHY
5.1 PRIMARY SOURCES

Ayer, A J 1974, Language, Truth and Logic, Penguin Victoria, Australia
Ayer, A J and O’Grady, J (eds) 1994, A Dictionary of Philosophical Quotations Blackwell, Victoria, Australia
Descartes, R 2003, Meditations on First Philosophy, trans. J Cottingham, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von 1998, Maxims and Reflections, Penguin, London, UK
Hume, D 2007, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK
Hume, D, 1997, My Own Life, Mermaid Turbulence, Ireland
Keel, W C 2007, The Road to Galaxy Formation, Praxis, Chichester, West Sussex, UK
Mill, J S 1930, A System of Logic, Longmans, London, UK
Popper, K 2002, Conjectures and Refutations, Routledge, London, UK
Plato, Gorgias, 1994, trans. R Waterfield, Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK 

Plato 1993, ‘Phaedo’ in The Last Days of Socrates, trans. H Tredennick, Penguin, London, UK
Weston, A 2009, A Rulebook for Arguments ,4th edn, Hackett, Cambridge
Wittgenstein L 2001, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, trans. D F Pears and B F McGuinness, Routledge, London, UK
5.2 SECONDARY SOURCES

Monk, R and Raphael, F (eds) 2000, The Great Philosophers, Phoenix, London, UK
Russell, B, History of Western Philosophy, Routledge, London, UK
Sand, J 1994, Philosophy and Philosophers, Penguin, London, UK
Soloman, R and Higgins, K 1996, A Short History of Philosophy, Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK
PAGE  
6
©VCAA, July 2011

_1372148267.unknown

_1372148375.unknown

