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What is the most telling objection to the regularity theory?

	I have chosen to present G. E. M. Anscombe’s attack on Hume’s regularity theory that forms part of her inaugural lecture of 1971 entitled Causality and Determination, which puts forward the ideas that causation has been incorrectly conflated with necessity and that efficacy is directly perceptible and apparent in the mind, as specific causal concepts like cutting or scraping. I will also include part of Locke’s theory of causation which insists that our minds are ‘abundantly furnished’ with the experience of causation in the form of power. These two objections undermine the assumptions that Hume builds the regularity theory upon. I will also discuss how the conditions within the regularity theory, such as, spatial proximity, temporal contiguity and constant conjunction are insufficient for identifying some causal relations.
Anscombe makes the point that the philosophical tradition has been combining causality with necessity since at least Aristotle. She quotes Spinoza, Hume, Mill and Russell, and whilst all these thinkers may have had differing views of causation, they all held that it was some form of necessity. But it is incorrect to not consider these two concepts individually, as they are not the same. As Hume is correct to point out, there is no logical necessity in a cause and its effect, and the seperation of necessity and universality from causes and effects is also essential to getting a clearer analysis of the individual concepts. Anscombe’s argument is that ‘Causality consists in the derivativeness of an effect from its causes.’[footnoteRef:1] That is all. It is seeing that effects came from or arose out of their causes. The binding of necessary connection with causation, which is the assumption that if A caused B, A will necessarily cause B, has forced Hume to reject causation because he is unable to find the necessary connection.  [1:  G. E. M. Anscombe, Causality and Determination, Cambridge University Press, London, 1971, pp. 7.] 

	 If A comes from B, that is all it implies. It does not imply necessity, that an A will always come from B, or A had to come from B. It does not imply universality, so that every A-like thing comes from B-like things. Necessity and universality maybe true, but that would be additional to the fact of causation, that A came from B.   
	Once the question of causation has been separated from related but different questions then it becomes clearer to see what we are looking for; effects coming from causes or seeing relations in the process of change. But central to Hume’s argument is that we can not observe causality in the individual case, and that we must therefore get our idea of causation from somewhere else, namely, the physical proximity of two entities, the regular observation of an event, and the succession of the former to the latter. 
Anscombe disagrees with Hume’s statement that we can never observe causality, she accuses him of excluding causality from the sort of things that we are allowed to find in the world. By saying ‘all we find is one billiard ball hitting another and then the other moving away, we do not see the first ball causing the second to move’ Hume has led to us into position that we disallow the recognition of causation. He employs a reductive and deconstructive approach towards our perceptional content. But this technique of the arguer limiting the field of perception can also be turned onto the arguer, we could say, ‘all we find is the varying positions of the billiard balls over time, we do not observe travel’ or ‘all we find is the impression of white and red patches in our minds, we do not find billiard balls’. The standards that we employ in our analysis of our consciousness will govern what we think we will find in our minds, accepting some elements and rejecting others. It seems that Hume is erring on the side of caution when he denies that we cannot observe causality in the individual case. Anscombe states that the roots of Hume’s argument have an implicit appeal to Cartesian scepticism. There is a mixture of possible doubt and reductionism that forces Hume to throw out efficacy from his experience because of the possibility that it is only apparent. Because Hume is also combining efficacy with necessary connection it makes it easier for the pressure of sceptical doubt to make Hume reject efficacy as being present in the mind.
Anscombe then turns to language as a way of pointing out that the concept of causation, but not necessary connection, is embedded into our existence in the world. The verb is one of the fundamental building blocks of language and it is known as the ‘doing’ word. To do, is to cause, it is to effect and to have efficacy. These concepts run through everything that we do, because as soon as I do something I am having some efficacy. More specific types of causal concepts like ‘scrape, push, carry, eat, burn, knock over, squash, hurt,’[footnoteRef:2] show us that causing things to happen is completely present in our minds. We are entwined with action and effect, just as we learnt about objects and substance, we learnt that they interact and have effects upon each other. Hume’s statement ‘All events seem entirely loose and separate. One event follows another, but we can never observe any tie between them. They seem conjoined but not connected.’[footnoteRef:3] By using the word seem, Hume is suggesting that this is way the world seems to appear to us, but does it? Do all events seem entirely loose and separate? When I chop a piece of fire wood with an axe can I never observe any tie between my swinging the axe and the wood splitting in two? When I am sailing on a boat in rough weather does the event of a wave hitting the side of the boat and then the boat heeling over, seem loose and separate? Not to me. I experience the efficacy. The lack of acknowledment that we can experience change and that we can experience a transference of force and power seems to be lacking in Hume’s description. [2:  G. E. M. Anscombe, Causality and Determination, Cambridge University Press, London, 1971, pp. 9.]  [3:  D. Hume, An Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding, 1748: edited with an introduction by C. W. Hendal (Bobbs-Merril, New York, 1955), pp. 85.] 

Hume challenges us to ‘produce some instance, where in the efficacy is plainly discoverable to the mind, and its operations obvious to our consciousness or sensation.’[footnoteRef:4] To me the answer is that it is so easy to experience efficacy in my mind, when I cut a piece of bread I experience the bread being cut, and for any action that I do, I experience it being done. Anscombe does acknowledge that efficacy is harder to relate to sensation than colour, but the power, or efficacy of a massive wave hitting the side of a boat is still perceptible in our sensation. So, for me, the most telling objection of the regularity theory is that it does not allow for causation and efficacy to occur in the mind and I consider it to be a major defect that it does not have any inclusion of the role of power or force. Hume’s reductive and sceptical position has left his theory in a deficient state because he has excluded a major constituent of our experience of the world, and as Anscombe has pointed out, our continual use of causal words demonstrates to us that efficacy is apparent to us all the time and is fundamental to our engagement in the world.  [4:  D. Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, 1739, Book I, Part III, Section XIV.] 

Locke also presented a theory of causation, and although it predates Hume’s regularity theory of causation, its inclusion of the concept of power does make it stand as an objection. Whilst Locke does present a necessary connection between cause and its consequences, which Anscombe does not agree with, the belief that efficacy is present in the mind is common to both philosophers. Locke states that alteration, change, effect, and power are all very closely associated, and that we perceive this association ‘being everyday informed’[footnoteRef:5] by the world around us and ‘We are abundantly furnished with the idea of passive power’[footnoteRef:6] by observing the qualities of substances, which are in a constant flux. He also states that power is evident even more clearly by the actions of our will on our minds and our bodies. [5:  J. Locke, essays on the human understanding, 1689, Book II, Chapter XXI.]  [6:  ibid] 

	Locke gives the example of fire and gold, when a piece of gold is placed into the fire we see it melting, we then say that the fire has the power to melt the gold. That we see one substance affect the other provides us direct experience of power. That Locke included power, along with substance in his ontology has made his theory better suited to the application of scientific practice, as well as common sense.[footnoteRef:7] In the book Causal Power, R. Harre and E. H. Madden developed a Lockean type theory of causation with the central notion being that in ordinary life, as well as science, we occupy ourselves with considering the ‘powerful particular’; it is a thing and its power that we consider. ‘When we think of causality and action we look to such images as a springtime plant forcing its way upwards towards the light, as the pulsing, surging movement of the protoplasm within the amoeba.’[footnoteRef:8] to see a forest come to life in the spring is to perceive and observe the power of the sun, water, soil and trees all come together and produce the effect of the growing forest. Even to use Hume’s common example, when we observe the moving billiard ball we are aware of the power contained within that moving mass, and when it strikes the other billiard ball we are aware of the transference of that power so that it moves off. [7:  B. Carr, Metaphysics an Introduction, Macmillan Educational, London, 1987, page 90.]  [8:  R. Harre and E. H. Madden, Causal Power, Blackwell, Oxford, 1975, page 7.] 

	As mentioned earlier, efficacy may not always be as apparent in our sensation as colour or substance and pinpointing causal relations can prevent challenges and assumptions or denials can be falsely made. The three conditions of the regularity theory of causation do go some way towards helping us avoid wrongly identifying causality in non-apparent situations. This is where I think Hume’s scepticism is useful, as it will help prevent false assumptions, by setting conditions for the assigning causal relations between events or substances. The three conditions also have limitations, as some events have causal relations that are not obviously linked by space, time or repetition. Global warming is an example that Hume’s original conditions of causation might fail to show a link. The pollution that is emitted in one country might create an effect thousands of miles away, it may take hundreds of years for the effects to be felt, and the pollution may only be emitted once. These instances of causal relations that could be missed by the three conditions of Hume’s regularity theory have been noted and philosophers and scientists have worked to refine the conditions for assigning causation. John Stuart Mills System of Logic (1843) increases the conditions of the regularity theory as a way of establishing more specific rules for the discovery and proof of scientific laws.[footnoteRef:9] It is an improvement of the theory rather than a complete rejection of its premise’s. [9:  B. Carr, Metaphysics an Introduction, Macmillan Educational, London, 1987, page 84.] 

	To conclude, Anscombe recognised the causation and necessary connection had been falsely conflated and that the separation of the two is essential to correctly analysing the individual concepts. We saw that we do have a direct experience of efficacy in the most common causal functions that we perform such as cutting or pushing for example. Despite Hume’s bold challenges that we don’t experience causation, I am left convinced that he has arrived at that attitude due to a preconceived sceptical bias about what we experience, and that we have genuine experiences of force, power, change and efficacy that support our common-sense belief that we experience causation. Hume’s scepticism about our experience of causation led him to develop the conditions for recognising causal relations that are not apparent in our experience, this has continued to be of value to other communities, the legal and scientific for example, who have refined Hume’s original conditions further, helping to establish robust standards for assigning causal relations.
	

	Bibliography
Anscombe G. E. M., Causality and Determination, Cambridge University Press, London, 1971.
Carr B., Metaphysics an Introduction, Macmillan Educational, London, 1987.
Hume D., An Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding, 1748.
Hume D., Treatise of Human Nature, 1739.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Locke J., Essays on the Human Understanding, 1689.
R. Harre and E. H. Madden, Causal Power, Blackwell, Oxford, 1975.

